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Preface

Colleges and universities are curious institutions, not well under-
stood by those who spend their lives in them and even less
understood by society at large. Most who have attended a college
or university, however, and nearly all who have worked as members
of a faculty or in an administrative capacity know that the life of
the academy revolves around the department. Although the institu-
tion, over time, can determine which departments it sponsors, the
departircnts once created tend to shape the goals arta character of
the institution. Some may criticize departments, but few dispute
their powerful position within the academic organization.

Following World War II, however, some Institutions, par-
ticularly the large, complex universities, began to move beyond
departments. It was a period of growth: enrollments, building,
faculty size and breadth competence, budgets, fund sources, con-
-'fuencies, programs, gral,, and prposeseverythin; cemed to
het bgger and more compicr, And the orgLnizational structures of
colleges and universities were no exception. New offict_s, bureaus,
centers, laboratories, and institutes emerged on the organizational
chart alongside the conventional departments.

In many ways these new organizations were like depart-
ments. They employed professional personnel with similar if oat
identical qualifications. Many were very clearly engaged in the
of the academyteaching, research, or service. In other ohvinus
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ways, however, they were quite different. The., didn't focus on a
single discipline, as did departments. Funding tended to come
principally from grants and contracts with 4oundations, govern-
ments, businesses, or industries, and not from the traditional sources.
And there seemed to be a tentativeness to the whole enterprise
less permanence of programs, staff, budget, and other resources
than one tended to expect in departments.

The new structures proved to be attractive to faculty mem-
bers, administrators, aid donors. Once a minor and generally in-
significant appendage, institutes grew in number and scope of
operations in universities and colleges until they controlled a sig-
nificant segment of the programs and resources at many institutions
and rivaled departments in numbers. A they multiplied, they
tended frequently to become centers of controversy. Split appoint-
ments, different budget constraints, different policies, and different
values widened the gulf between departments and institutes on
many campuses.

The initial impetus to study institutes and centers as an
organizational phenomenon came from G. Let-ter Anderson, direc-
tor of the Center for the Study of Higher Education at Pennsylvania
State University. It was reinforced I:1:7 discussions with Pau'. L.
Dressel of Michigan State University, who had just completed a
czreful study of the functioning of academic departments :in -1 11-

included in his study a small number of Cr .' and ti!stitzit,_,
comparative purposes.

We had several reasons for looking at institutes and their
origins, structure, and functioning. Institutes and centers constitute
a much larger share of operations on man, ,-.-nnpusc- 'Ilan an,
imagines. They have groNc. rapidly ....gely w,t,,uut a grand
design. Their program- 0, frequently criticized but almost never
studied and understood. And their directors have little to guide their
actions other than their own intuition and academic good sense.
We felt that an examination of institutes and centers, such as the
one presented here, could he useful to those associated with them
and to those who must relate to themadministrators, faculty
members, department chairmen, deans, and governing boards, as



Preface

well as foundations, governments, and ,.:;ther external sponsors.
In addition, there are growing pressures for universities and

lieges to improve their functioning, to consolidate their typically
fragmented organizational structure, and to find new organizational
solutions to old and familiar problems. Became resourr.,, .re
limited, many institutions find themselves in a period of rca tsessment
and retrenchment. Inst:tates and centers cannot avoid becoming the
focus of attention during this period. Our hope is that Beyond Aca-
demic Departments will enable institutes and centers and the uni-
versitia: and colleges of which they are a part to cope with the
demands of the times wisely and effectively.

One pauses a the conclusion of writing a book to thank the
many individuals who made it possible. Our colleagues at the
Center for the Study of Higher Education were helpful in ways
possible only when friends share a day-by-day intellectual kinship,
giving and challenging ideas. Kenneth Mortimer, Larry Leslie,
Lester Anderson, and others played such a role. John Frey, director
of the Institute for Research on Land and Water Resources, a
research assistant, Marvin SV'n- 111:- especially important roles,
for they initiated a larg: of the oper ation of the national
network of fifty-one watc, ers throughout the coundy at about
the same time our study was getting under way. The possibility of
collaboration with Dr. Frey and our mutual interest in land grant
universities led us to work quite c' cly together over the months
that foll,lwed. Mary Norman, then a graduate student at Pennsyl-
vania also contributed to our effort by conducting much of
the literature search and a survey-case study of the nearly fo,ty in-
stitutes and centers on the Pennsylvania State campus. Our thanks
go to Richard Cunningham, Harry Zook, and Robert Friedman--.
all of Pennsylvania Statewho reviewed the manuscript at various
stages and gave us useful criticism, Our appreciation also goes to
Jane Peterson for her editorial suggestions, to Sandra Rothrock and
Susan Rogacs, whose secretarial skills were invaluable in the prep-
mcion of the manuscri:-0. and to c t .crs who gave freely of their

time and assistance.
Perhaps our greatest thanks, however, should go to those
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more than 125 institute and center directors who so carefully re-
sponded to our inquiries and to the more than forty university ad-
ministrators who too: time from their busy schedules to respond in
writing and by telephone to our que,tioning. Without their help.
any systematic effort to examine institutes and centers would have
been impossible.

September 1972 STANLEY O. IF ENBERRY
University Park. Pentnsylv ama RENEE C PRIEDMAN
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Beyond
Departments

Among the most interesting changes in American colleges and
universities over the past quarter of a century is the rather prolific
growth of institutes, centers, laboratories, bureaus, and other re-
search and service units that parallel the conventional departmental
structure. No easy description of these additions to the academic
landscape is possible. They carry out a bewildering variety of pur-
poses, use many different organizational models, are supported at
widely disparate levels of investment, are sometimes housed in the
obscure corners of the campus, and are found at all levels of the
organizational hierarchy. The purpose of this hook is to explore this
diversity in origin, function, and structure and the relationships of
institutes and centers to the university.

Today's complex higher education institution bears scant
resemblance to its seventeenth-, eighteenth-, or nineteenth-century
counterparts. These earlier institutions, by contemporary standards,
were small. Their programs of study were relatively elementary.
And their functions were reasonably well defined, centered on the
instruction of undergraduates. Their students came from compara-
tively homogeneous economic and social backgrounds and were

1
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taught by a faculty with little academic training beyond the bac-
calaureate level. But much has changed for the contemporary
multiversity.

In the intervening centuries, universities have adapted them-
selves to the changing economic, social, and technological structure
of society. The complex institution no longer concentrates principally
on teaching undergraduate students, although this responsibility is
still important. Universities have taken on new functions and have
formed new priorities and emphases which respond to societal
pressures and to the value systems and judgments of academic
professionals within the institutions themselves. Although concep-
tions of mission and the blend of functions vary from institution to
institution, increasing emphasis has been placed on research;
graduate education; solving the scientific, technological, and social
problems of society; and establishing direct service relationships
between the university and the community.

American society now knows the utility of universities and
has transformed them into immense centers of power. Universities
have found it difficult to turn their heads and pass by an opportunity
to take on expanded functions. Yet they also have found it difficult
to accommodate new functions within the traditional academic
structure, and institutes and centers have emerged as alternative
means to this accommodation. Perhaps more than five thousand
such units are now operating on American campuses; most have
begun their work since World War IL

The growth of institutes has not been without controversy.
Some view their growth as overly opportunistic, as evidence of an
excessive enthusiasm on the part of universities to be all things to all
people. There have been clashes between the apparent purposes
served by some institutes and the goals and objectives of the uni-
versities of which they are a part. This conflict, in turn, has con-
tributed to the view that institutes and the organized research and
service they carry out are somehow at the root of the general con-
fusion over goals and objectives that plagues higher education.

The impact of institutes and centers on the changing
character of American - olleges and universities is a genuine concern.

2
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Some people question whether the societal needs filled by institutes
and centers are met most appropriately within the context of a
university. And if so, how should the university be organized to carry
out these expanded, multiple functions effectively? Still another
question relates to the conflict and competition among priorities.
Like other units within the university, institutes drain institutional
resources. Faculty members, department chairmen, and deans have
occasionally claimed that institutes weaken the institution as a whole
by draining resources and programs away from the core of the
universityits academic departments. The issue has become more
salient as financial strains have increased,

If program cutbacks are to be effected, what are the prior-
ities? Should institutes and centers take the first round of cuts? As
federal funds are reduced, should increased institutional funds be
2.11.z.;4ted to institutes to take their place? What financial and
operational security should an institute expect? In times of financial
crisis, should institutes and departments be treated alike? Answers
to these questions are far from clear in many colleges and univer-
sities.

University policies on institutes are not well developed. This
deficiency stems partly from the rapid diffusion of goals in univer-
sities and the comparatively recent appearance of institutes in signif-
icant numbers. Policies related to the employment and promotion
of professional personnel are perhaps the best developed. Most
institutions maintain dual personnel policies, one applicable to
professional employees in academic departments and the other
applicable to professional employees in institutes. Such personnel
policies suggest a basic assumption: that institute objectives and
programs are somehow not in harmony with or are at least different
from the values of departments and colleges.

Additional questions are raised by the comparative geo-
graphic and organizational isolation of institutes, They are many
times cut off from the main lines of formal and informal communi-
cation. Bringing institutes into the university, making them of the
university and not merely at it, is a g?nuine organizational dilemma.
The problem stems from additudinal as well as organizational and

3
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policy issues. It is related to the haphazard manner in which insti-
tutes and centers have emerged on most campuses. The nontradi-
tional and occasionally debatable functions that institutes serve also
encourage isolation and a we-they approach to university life.

Many universities, public as well as private, face periods of
severe stress. All universities, even those not under stress, must re-
examine their programs and redefine the place of institutes and
centers within the organizational structure. During what may be an
extended period of financial belt-tightening, many university pro-
gramsdepartments as well as instituteswill be cut back, merged,
reoriented, or phased out in order to avoid placing an intolerable
drain on essential resources. How can obsolete institute programs be
phased out and changes in emphasis be brought about? How can
room be made for new institutes needed to solve tomorrow's prob-
lems? How can the needed institutional flexibility and relevance be
achieved? The challenges with which colleges and universities are
bombarded demand new programs to serve new ends.

Institutes tend to be organized around tasks that, in contrast
to those of academic departments, may involve more than one
discipline. This essential difference, although elementary, is at the
root of the added flexibility provided by their organizational form.
Few indications suggest that institutes will replace academic depart-
ments in the foreseeable future as the principal university organiza-
tional mode. Neither, however, is there evidence that demands for
a task-oriented or mksion-oriented posture on the part of universities
will lessen. Thus, institutes are likely to continue to add a useful
dimension to the overall organizational configuration. The issue is
how institutes and centers can become more effective, better serve
the purposes of the university as well as their own, and become more
fully integrated in the life of the institution than they now are.

A logical first step is to examine their origins, Much initia-
tive has come from outside the university, particularly from the
federal government, which has invested enormous sums of money
in universities since World War II, much of it in institutes and
centers. Many of them, such as the national network of institutes
for water resources research, have come about largely in response

4
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to federal legislation. Other units have been born in the hope that
they will attract federal support. Special interest groups in agricul-
ture, business, industry, and education have sought new services
from the university and, in many instances, have been willing to
pay for them.

From these external forces emerged a new breed of academic
entrepreneur. If knowledge has been for sale, he has been the
vendor. In some cases the institute or center may provide an open
environment for the faculty entrepreneur to "do his thing." Per-
quisites such as travel, time for research, secretarial assistance, space,
and graduate assistants may come his way more quickly in the
institute, in which he can pay his way, than in the department,
where reasonable parity must be maintained. Thus, initiative from
a strong faculty member or group of faculty who see establishing
a center as a means to advance their personal careers is a factor to
be considered. Another source has been university administrators
who were instrumental in establishing institutes. What were their
motives, and to what extent were their purposes served? And what
blend of interactions between and among forcesinternal and
externalled to the proliferation of institutes?

A second focus of this study is the nature and variety of
institute functions. Many carry out instruction, research, or public
service functions. One distinctive quality which differentiates the
institute from the academic department is that its activities tend to
be more precisely defined and restricted. The department, as the
basic element in the university organizational structure, has grown
increasingly hnportant as academic professionalism has gained
ascendance. Although it performs many tasks, the department is not
task-oriented; it is organized around a discipline that can be applied
to any number of tasks. Departments typically engage in a wide
variety of functions at all levels of instruction, in the area of
research, and in public service. Do institutes with their more re-
stricted mandate present a more attractive option as universities
move toward program, planning, and budgeting systems? In short,
what is the range of functions carried out by institutes and centers?

5
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What is the pattern? And what comparisons can be made with
academic departments?

One would expect the variation in organizational structure
to equal the variation in function. Some institutes are immense
organizations, massive bureaucracies having all the resources neces-
sary for self-sufficiency. Other centers maintain only a skeletal staff,
such as a talented director and a few key part-time staff members.
A third class of institutes, sometimes referred to as paper institutes,
tend to be assembled on an ad hoc, demand basis. They exist, as
organizational realities, only when needed. What is the impact of
these dfferent structures in relation to employment policies and
practices, power and authority relationships, and space, budget,
and equipment requirements?

Power in the university usually resides in the academic
departments, schools, and colleges, and these units have been
reasonably effective in influencing the development of institutes.
Instruments of departmental power include control of faculty ap-
pointments, academic rank, salaries, promotions, and tenure. Centers
can also deal it erquisites, including time, money, and status. An
understanding of the balance of power between departments and
institutes is essential to an understanding of the current position of
institutes within the university.

The present university structure, taken as a whole, tends to
be poorly integrated and not always rational in design. Universitic
too frequently appear to be loose collections of competing de-
partments, schools, institutes, centers, programs, and committees,
sometimes uncommunicative and too often uncoordinated. The
organizational position of institutes and centers varies widely among
universities and within the university structure. Some units enjoy
independent status similar to that of a school or college; others are
incorporated within the framework of a college or department. Or
the institute may be an independent corporation, tied to the uni-
versity only by physical location, overlapping board membership,
or common staff. This variety again raises the obvious question of
how institutes and centers can be integrated directly with the main-
stream of the university structure.

6
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To provide a basis for looking at these questions and issues,
we gathered data from several sources. A descriptive profile of some
900 institutes and centers located at fifty-one land-grant universities
showed the number and diversity of such units in these institutions
(Ikenben-y, 1970). In addition, a review of forty-four institutes
located at a single university presented the origins and interrelation-
ships of institutes on a single campus (Norman, 1971). A series
of semistructured telephone interviews with university administra-
tors in twenty-five land-grant universities gave still a third perspec-
tive. The bulk of the information, however, was obtained from
125 institute directors who described the origin, structure, function,
and general characteristics of the institutes they directed in fifty-one
land-grant universities. Their replies were supplemented by re-
sponses of university administrators regarding institutional policies
related to professional personnel employed in institutes as well as
administrative attitudes toward institutes. The results of these
various studies are not reported separately but have been merged
in the report that follows.

The decision to concentrate on institutes and
grant universities was made for several reasons. Although these
institutions are not representative of all universities, there is con-
siderable diversity among them. Geographically, they span the
nation. Academically, they range from the eminent to the relatively
obscure. And, as a group, land-grant universities constitute a defin-
able class of institutions, with certain traditions of applied research
and public service in common.

The institutes and centers chosen for study included fifty
centers of a single typethe national network of water centers
and seventy-five other institutes in the social, physical, and life
sciences. Attention was directed at the fifty water centers for several
reasons. First, the water center is the single institute common to all
land-grant institutions in the sample and thus provides an oppor-
tunity to examine interinstitutional variations within this single
clays of centers. Second, the dynamics of interaction between the
federal government and higher education is well illustrated in this
national network. These centers grew largely in response to the

7
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Water Resources Act of 1964, which called for the establishment
of one water center in each state and Puerto Rico.

The seventy-five additional institutes incorporated in the
study were by no means chosen randomly but reflected the following
considerations : the description of the institute suggested that it was
not simply an equipment depository or a departmental "holding
company"; it appeared to be an actual organization, with evidence
of at least some budgetary support and staff; and the unit was an
integral part of the university, not a separately organized unit out-
side the corporate structure. The Research Centers Directory
(Palmt.r. 1968) was the basic source for selecting institutes to be
studied. Since much of their growth has occurred relatively recently,
most units selected were formed in the last two decades, but some
older and better established institutes were also delibe.ately included.
Although all univi. iity functionsinstruction, research, service
are carried out in some form by some institutes, we emphasized
research- and public service-oriented institutes as opposed to special
instructional centers or continuing education programs. Agricultural
and engineering experiment stations were excluded, although these
units were among the first "institutes" established on university
campuses.

We contacted the president of each of the fifty-one univer-
es in which a water center was located and ask-ci whether his

institution would participate in the study. He was also asked to
designate a member of the central administrative staff such as a
vice-president for research, academic vice-president, or other central
administrative officer to serve as spokesman on questions of institu-
tional policy. Affirmative replies were received from all fifty-one
presidents.

Letters were also sent to the director of each water center,
to directors of sixty -seven institutes in the social sciences and hu-
manities, and to directors of sixty institutes in the area of the
physical and life sciences. The letter requested permission to include
the particular institute in the study and asked the director to com-
plete a questionnaire dealing with the origins, structure, functions,
and general characteristics of the institute. Completed and usable

8
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questionnaires were received from fifty directors of water resources
centers, a return of 98 per cent. Response rates were lower in other
areas, with forty-three of the sixty-seven directors of social science
and humanities institutes responding, a return of 64 per cent. Tn the
case of physical-life science institutes, thirty-two of the sixty directors
responded with usable material, a return of 53 per cent. Despite the
care taken in selecting research centers and institutes, many turned
out to be nonexistent, nonfunctioning, or extinct.

University administrators designated as institutional repre-
sentatives were sent a two-part questionnaire. The first section dealt
with university policies regarding the employment of professional
personnel in institutes and centers. The second portion contained
fifteen statements which compared the functional advantages of in-
stitutes with those of academic departments. Fifty-one administrators
were contacted, and usable responses were received from forty-six
of them, a return of 90 per cent. Two administrators indicated that
their university did not sponsor any institutes as such, and another
declined to participate in the study. An additional two question-
naires, for various reasons, were not usable.

After receiving the questionnaire responses, we conducted
telephone interviews with the university administrators from twenty-
five of the participating institutions. The interviews were designed
to be informal and open-ended and to probe deeply into the origins,
functions, and structure of institutes and centers. We tried to tap
the judgments of administrators regarding the future of institutes
on their campuses and to get at responses they might have been
hesitant to place in writing.

Added to these data are impressions, gleaned from our
experiences and from the experiences of others, that make this book
more than a research rep_ ort and perhaps cause it to raise more
questions than it answers. Yet the lack of solutions does not detract
from our purpose: to improve the functioning of higher education
as an essential partner in our society.

Many institutions are reexamining the role of institutes and
centers. The fundamental purposes of universities are being ques-
tioned, and institutes are the focus of much of the debate. Univer-
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sities, in effect, serve as the auxiliary research wings of corporations
and governments or, as DeWitt and Tossing (1971, p. 3) put it, as
the "Kelly girls" of the research area. Frequently they do so to the
genuine benefit of all. They provide an elastic supply of highly
trained and well-equipped research and service talent and at the
same time give valuable training to graduate students. On occasion,
however, their efforts are more responsive to the needs of others than
to their own. Reexamination of basic university purposes will even-
tually determine the proper place of institutes in the overal struc-
ture.

10
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Origins

Universities are principal suppliers of fuel for social, economic, and
technological innovation in our society, and the rate of consumption
of that fuel has grown at an unbelievable pace. The growing de-
mands for research and public service, as well as education, have
undoubtedly contributed to the proliferation of institutes and centers.
Any examination of their origins must focus on the increased
dependence of society on science and the products of science, as well
as on the concomitant escalation of the research function in uni-
venities.

Attention must also be given to the professional and personal
motives of faculty members who may view the establishment of an
institute or center as useful in satisfying their immediate or long-
term career needs and ambitions. At one extreme, institutes have
enabled individual scholars to pursue their work effectively; at the
other, institutes have fed the ambitions and exploited the talents of
a new breed of academic entrepreneur.

Another force in the proliferation of institutes is the concern
of university administrators for institutional change and develop.
meat. While vciety attempts to serve its purposes and faculty
members work to satisfy their career demands by creating institutes
and centers, administrative response to problems frequentl-, includes
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the creation of new organiza tions designed to deal with them. Marty
institutes have emerged through th?s route.

The results of this study suggest that some measure of
support from each of the three major sourcessociety, faculty, and
university administratorswas present in the establishment of most
institutes. The forces leading to the creation of these units also
suggest the expectations for them and the criteria with which they
are evaluated.

The University and Society

The importance of research was quite apparent to the
academic community in 1954, when an American Council on Edu-
cation report declared:

Tie financial support of research cannot be considered
adequately without feeling the importance of research in our
national life. It has come to be a major means for furtherance
of our national objectives and for the maintenance of the gen-
eral welfare and the national safety. It has come to exert a
great influence on our economy. . . . Research has come to
ple.y a fundamental part in the maintenance of the public
health. . . Similarly, research is essential to national defense.
. . . For these clearly evident reasons, it has become national
policy to encourage and support research, and the growing
conviction of the American people that research is essential
to their welfare underlies the action of our government in
making federal funds available on a scale that would have
hardly been imagined a quarter of a century ago [p. 74].

Prior to 1940, federal aid for university research was modest
and very largely confined to argiculture, but during that decade the
government began the first significant support of research in areas
related to defense and heahh, providing a wide group of universities
with substantial amounts of money. It raised the level of its support
in the cold war period (Rivlin, 1961, p. 24). The rate of increase

12
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has been especially dramatic. Using a base of 100 to indicate the
1953 level, March reports a rise to 204 by 1959, to 546 by 196.5,
and to 801 by 1970 (1970, p. 2). Inflation reduced the impact
of these massive increases, but it is nonetheless apparent that in-
creased federal support, in combination with the growing reliance
on universities by state governments, private foundations, business,
and industry, contributed very substantially to a major redefinition
of the role of research in the university. The emergence of research
institutes reflected, in part, attempts by institutions to accommodate
this newly defined mission.

Certain institutes were established directly as a result of
legislation. Water resources legislation was an influential factor, for
example, in the establishment of most water centersnearly two-
thirds of the directors, 64 per cent, report that this legislation had
a significant effect. This finding is supported by the fact that 58
per cent ranked "evidence of significant financial support or the
strong probability thereof from grantors or constituent groups" as
the foremost influence in the establishment of their centers. Whether
societal influence was directly responsible for the creation of insti-
tutes, as in the case of the water centers, or whether it was subtle,
it nonetheless played a fundamental role. It also set in motion other
external forces that contributed in their own ways to the prolifera-
tion.

The realization that research was useful and perhaps even
essential to the continued progress of an advanced industrial society
required adaptation in the organization as well as the mission of uni-
versities. The American people, through Congress, gave vigorous
support to university research primarily as a means of achieving
particular ends (Haworth, 1966, p. 44)". This utilitarian or task-
oriented pasture, however, was not and is not a primary controlling
element in the organizational design of universities. The apparent
aloofness of the academic department from a specific problem-solv-
ing orientation is suggested by the somewhat impish comment that
"society has its problems and universities have their departments."
However, the implicit assumption underlying social supriort for re-
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search is that society has the right to expect the devotion of univer-
sities to the solm ion of itr problems.

Research sponsors, including the federal government, f..7-
qucntly are convinced that their particular tasks or missions can
best be accomplished by a unit independent from academic depart-
mental control. This conviction was apparent in the establishment
of the network of water centers. The initial guidelines for submission
of proposals made clear the preference that these units be established
ouiside ''le conventional departmental structure. As a result, none
of these centers was established in a department, and 90 per cent are
independent of schools and colleges as well.

Rivlin (196 ) observes that "almost without exception,
present federal programs provide funds only for specific purposes."
Speaking of categorical aid, Rivlin goes on to suggest that "the
effect of this federal earmarking is to distort college and university
programs into patterns the institutions would not themselves have
chosen" (p. 160). Indeed, many governmental and foundation
grantors have aimed openly to influence the purposes and character
of an institution in directions they judged appropriate. Grantors
throughout the ages have sought to ensure increased dedication of
the university to their values and to the achievement of their tasks.
In many instances the tasks are those most would judge worthy,
such as curing cancer, educating the mentally retarded, solving the
problems of state and local government. The creation of task-
oriented, special-purpose institutes and centers provides many grant-
ors additional assurance that their resources will be used to pursue
their goals rather than the general objectives of the university.

Onfine of the mos': widely accepted and frequently cited reasons
for the creation of institutes is the increased demand for multi-
disciplinary or intudisciplinary collaboration. The commitment to
solve certain social or technological problems introduced the pros-
pect that the talents required for a particular task would range
beyond the capacity of a single discipline or department. Research
and development work in the space program required not only the
talents of engineers, physicists, and mathematicians but those of
biologists, geologists, chemists, electronic technologists, metallurgists,
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economists, psychologists, and sociologists, not to mention accoun-
tants, public relations experts, and television specialists. Curing
cancer, eradicating poverty, and stopping pollution demand a variety
of disciplines. As Jencks and Riesman (1968) observe, clients'
problems, real or imaginary, rarely fall into neat departmental
categories. One might add that when they do, the beauty is more
likely to be in the eye of the beholder, as men tend to define tasks
in terms of their conceptual frame of reference and their personal
competencies.

Academic departments, by definition, resemble guilds to
which admission depends on a reasonable congruence of the candi-
date's disciplinary training and conceptual and methodological
orientation with the majority view of the department. Cross-disd-
plinary appointments are made, as in the employment of a psycholo-
gist by a department in education or a mathematician by an
engineering department, but the number of such appointments is
not large. Sufficient difficulties are encountered in split appoint-
ments that some universities limit or openly discourage them.

Nonetheless, many faculty members work across departments
on an informal basis. A mathematician and an economist, for
example, may collaborate informally on a project of joint interest.
The department of civil engineering may administer an externally
funded project for which the part-time services of a sociologist are
required. The sociologist, however, is likely to remain employed full-
time ; the sociology department. Such arrangements are possible,
and ti . 3C who are skeptical or critical el the institute or center as
an organizational form frequently cite the success of such relation-
ship in defense of their position.

Informal collaboration among a limited number of depart-
ments involving a small number of faculty members foe a limited
period of time can be easily accommodated within the conventional
structure. But the escalation of the research function in the uni-
versity and increased demand for the application of academic talents
to the solution of social and technical problems have led to the
emergence of multimillion-dollar research and service programs
involving hundreds of individuals from scores of academic depart-
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ments. An institute, center, or laboratory provides an apparently
neutral ground on which faculty with different departmental
allegiances can work together and an organizational structure
responsive to the magnitude and complexity of the task.

The vice-president for graduate studies of a major land-grant
university provided a good illustration of the interaction of these
external forms by initiating a center for materials research on his
campus. The Department of Defense had provided major financial
support for materials research for the physics department. As time
moved on, the federal agency became concerned that its goals were
not being met. A representative from the federal agency conveyed its
concern to the university president and suggested that research sup-
port might he withdrawn, or at least sharply reduced in the future.
The president referred the matter to the vice-president for graduate
studies, who, in turn, persuaded a prestigious member of the
chemisty department to draft a proposal for the establishment of an
autonomous, multidisciplinary research center. The proposal at-
tempted to demonstrate the interdisciplinary quality of the proposed
unit, to assure that the physics department could no longer dominate
the allocation of research resources, and to suggest that faculty
members in other departments would play ball. The sponsor was
persuaded, and the center was funded at a very substantial level.

Rossi (1964) iggests that the teaching function in uni-
versities needs only rudimentary supervision in a bureaucratic or
organizational sense. Certainly few would maintain that it receives
much more. A considerable measure of autonomy can be, and some
would argue must be, granted to the individual professor in the
conduct of his affairs.

Organized or team research, however, demands increased
organizational control. The research function, especially large-scale,
task-oriented research involving the effort of several individuals,
tends to need a different climate and structure. A clear division of
labor among professionals and between professionals and supporting
personnel is required. Men must frequently pace their work with
others in accord with a predetermined schedule in which the initia-
tion of one phase of the project is dependent on the successful corn-
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pletion of earlier woe:. The task. may be rather clearly defined in a
scope of work statement which has been legally consummated in the
form of a contract. The net effect of these requirements is to estab-
lish boundaries and to define interpersonal relationships within
which individuals must operate. This type of research calls for a
bureaucratic organizational unit which enables precise 61ision and
specialization of labor; clear definition of hierarchical authority
relationships; and increased attention to efficiency, coordination,
and control. Rossi suggests that the organizational tensions between
the teaching and research functions in universities have been re-
solved, in part, by segregating large-scale, organized research pro-
grams in units especially designed for that purposeinstitutes and
centers (p. 1146).

Career Needs of Faculty

The motives and concerns of faculty members in the estab-
lishment of institutes and centers cannot be fully understood Nith-
out acknowledging the rapid growth of academic professionalism
inn higher education during the twentieth century and particularly
since World War II. The substantial effect of the goals and values
of professionalism can be observed in nearly every aspect of modern
university lifein faculty recruitment, promotion, and tenure; in
the selective admission of students, the curriculum, and teaching
loads and course assignments; in the status accorded teaching; in
budget decisions and all aspects of resource allocation; and, more
basically, in the concept of the mission of colleges and universities
and the defined role of faculty members in the achievement of that
mission. Professionalization, in essence, was the Academic Revolu..
tion of which Jencks and Riesman (1968) wrote. The result has
been the assignment of high value to the creation of knowledge and
of a low priority to the mere transmission of knowledge.

Ascendance of the value of research has also led to the
increased importance of research productivity as a criterion for
judging the professional competence of faculty. When teaching
loads were relatively heavy and research support slight, research
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productivity could be viewed as evidence of unusual professional
vitality. But the rapid escalation in the availability of research sup-
port since 1950 and the corresponding reduction in faculty teaching
loads have shifted the burden of proof of competence to the faculty
member. Failure to gain access to research resources, including time,
materials, graduate assistants, secretarial help, travel support, space,
and equipment, may not only restrict research productivity but may
significantly influence career advancement.

Some faculty members apparently believe that access to
research resources is more readily available in a research institute or
center than in an academic department. For this reason they may
work for the establishment of an institute or they may fight it for
fear that research resources available to the department may be
reduced. In either case, professional values, including the ascending
priority assigned to the research function, the expectation of research
productivity, and its use in judging professional competence, are
involved.

Another factor is the increased career satisfaction that may
be available to selected faculty members through directing or work-
ing in an institute. Rand (1964) hints at this when he observes
that centers are usually headed by L.., holar-entrepreneurs who have
much in common with college presidents of earlier years. He notes
that they can "manage personnel, plan campaigns, and deal with
foundations," whereas opportunities for such activities may be some-
what restricted in conventional departments. Rand goes on to
suggest that they use their tools to increase their effectiveness as
scholars and academic leaders in the outside world (p. 75). He
describes the phenomenon as a third class of career, neither solely
academic nor solely administrative (p. 93).

The academic department may, at times, frustrate or inhibit

a faculty member's initiative, scrnetimes at a critical point in his
career. The directorship of an institute or center may provide an
attractive substitute to the departmental chairmanshipalready
filled by an individual not near retirementor a pseudo-deanship

for the individual whose career needs include a blend of the aca-
demic and administrative.
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For those who seek it, the directorship is not without ele-
ments of power. Ability to work with funding agencies and success
in generating external support can produce increased personal
power and prestige. The ability to control access to research support
affects the distribution of rewards and sanctions on a campus,
tending to ascribe influnce to those who have such control.

While not all professional staff members of an institute have
access to leadership positions, they may nonetheless receive certain
perquisites such as travel support, graduate assistants, funds for and
assistance in data collection, and secretarial help not so readily
available in a department. Appointments may be on a twelve-month
rather than a nine-month basis, and staff may have not only greater
time for research but greater assistance in publishing their findings.

Help in preparing grant applications and in getting external
support for research can be a very important benefit. A large
fraction of effort, whether in a department or in a center, is
frequently devoted to drafting grant applications, preparing pro-
gress reports, making arrangements for site review teams, bookkeep-
ing, purchasing, and other frenetic activities. Although access to a
research center does not relieve these burdens, faculty members
may be closer there than in a department to those who know the
ropes. In large institutes, special staff may be available to take over
certain of these chores, performing a very real service.

Institutional Development

The obvious impact of increased federal funding and cate-
gorical aid and the rather strong pressures from some members of
the faculty may lead some to believe that institutes have emerged
largely as a result of the forces of exploitation from outside the
university and of opportunism from within. If so, it must also be
noted that university administrators played a key role in the creation
of institutes and centers in nearly every case studied.

Because the authorization and creation of a new unit,
whether a department or an institute, is almost certain to place an
additional drain on university resources, it is important to ask why
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administrators permit, and sometimes even take the initiative in,
the creation of institutes. Interviews with university administrators
revealed eight concerns or motives related to their decisions. These
concerns, for the most part, centered around strategies for institu-
tional development, such as recruitment and retention of faculty
members; increased coordination and communication among de-
partmcnts and programs; strengthened graduate education and
research programs; resolution of internal conflicts; establishment of
new institutional goals; renovation and reform of existing depart-
ments; creation of special areas of academic emphasis and speciali-
zation; and enhancement of institutional visibility and prestige.
Each of these administrative concerns is discussed here.

Faculty aspirations to initiate, direct, or be part of
stitutefor whatever motivesmake institutes and centers useful
a general institutional effort to recruit and retain able faculty
members. Several instances of this concern were revealed, but two
examples illustrate the point. In the mid-1960s, the vice-president
for research of a university in the Southwest, aware that a major
oil company was cutting back on its research units, reasoned that
a research team, headed by an internationally recognized chemist,
might be persuaded to join the university. Negotiations among the
chemists, the research team, and the chief executive of the oil
company led to the establishment of a special research institute to
attract and accommodate the team.

Another southwestern university was attempting to
strengthen its economics department and had earlier recruited two
highly rated economists from a nearby university. Shortly after their
arrival the two faculty members proposed the establishment of a
center for public choice. University administrators approved the
proposal, in part because they wanted to retain the recently re-
cruited scholars and were afraid that denial of the request might
signal their early departure.

The desire to strengthen graduate education programs and
the research function also figures prominently in the willingness of
administrators to establish institutes and centers. The bulk of
university research funds and a significant proportion of the support
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for graduate students come from external sources, particularly the
federal government. Interviews with administrators indicated that
many of them believed, correctly or otherwise, that institutes could
be more effective in generating needed external income for grad-
uate education and research than could academic departments.

Much of the use of research centers to recruit and retain
faculty members was aimed at strengthening graduate education
and research programs. Staff members recruited and retained, in
part, by institutes could and apparently did have considerable
influence on graduate education programs, not only through their
direct impact on strengthening the curriculum and by teaching
courses, but indirectly by providing research experiences and ap-
prentice research training for both graduate students and junior
faculty members.

A" third major effort of administrators was to improve
communication within their complex institutions and effect better
coordination of programs. This concern was aptly demonstrated
by the vice-president for academic affairs of a large Big Ten
university who observed that his university was a kind of "slumber-
ing giant." Faculty members in separate departments and colleges
did not know each other. Visitors to the campus, individuals of
potential interest to several departments, frequently departed un-
known to all but a small group of faculty members in a single
department. Access to research equipment was restricted because of
a lack of communication and problems of coordination.

It is not unusual for several departments to be rngag in-
dividually in research in a general area. Yet because of a number
of barriers, they may have little or no contact with each other. The
potential for interdepartmental collaboration is reduced, and the
risk of apparent waste, useless duplication of effort, and general
confusion among sponsors is increased. Such concerns were fre-
quently mentioned in connection with the establishment of water
centers and centers for environmental studies.

Some have likened the university to a federation, composed
of departments, divisions, colleges, professional schools, institutes,
and centers, each going its own way and following its own interests
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(`lark, 1963). Much of the strength of the university as well as
much inefficiency and vulnerability result from this condition.
Clearly, howevei, some university administrators have attempted to
use institutes and centers as one means of preserving the strengths
of this federated diversity among departments and individual
faculty members while reducing the negative consequences through
increased cross- departmental cornmuzic, .ion and coordination.

Administrators also cited conflict resolution a_ s a reason for
creating institutes. These units are so frequently charged
generating dispute that it is difficult to imagine them as effective in
avoiding or resolvLng conflicts, vet they do serve this function at
times. In one major university, for example, one of the science depart-
ments was in dire need of reform, but action could not get under
way until the chairman, who had served the department well in its
early years, was replaced. The answer was to create a special center

in this case a water resources research centerwhich, in addition
to serving its own purposes, would provide an attractive position
for the department chairman to move to and thus would resolve
an otherwise Hifi-cult situation in the change of departmental
leadership.

Institutes are sometimes created within academic depart-
ments and colleges to serve a similar purpose. The problem of
having two strong academic personalitiesonly one of whom can
serve as department chairii.anis occasionally handled by creating
a center which is relatively autonomous from day-to-day depart-
mental controls. Demands for greater recognition and more re-
sources for a particular specialty or function within a department
or college may also be met by creating an institute.

Although the recruitment and retention of faculty, strength-
ened graduate education and research, improved communication
and coordination, and management of conflict relate directly to
sustaining present goals and programs of the university, administra-
tors also use institutes to exercise administrative initiative. One of
the frequently mentioned motives was the need for the university
to address new goals and serve new constituencies. One university
president commented to this effect and was asked why academic



departments could not serve these purposes just as we11 as, and
perhaps even better than, institutes and centers. He replied that
there was no apparent reason, but his experience suggested they
rarely did.

Opportunities for university administrators to influence the
course of the institution are few. Power is frequently limited to
persuasion or the ability to block action through the control of
funds. The administrator may be capably of stopping programs in
a sector of the university, but he has difficulty influencing its goals
or stimulating new programs. The chance to establish a new orpni-
z.tion, help shape its goals, influence the selection of its personnel,
and review its proposed programs does allow the administrator to
make a positive impact. Since this initiative in influencing university
goals is, in practice, considerably restricted in the conventional
departmental structure, institutes apparently provide an attractive
option.

These new organizations are also used by administrators as
instruments of academic reform. One vice-president for academic
affairs became convinced of the need to strengthen various social
science departments and, particularly, to increase their competence
in international studies. He caul together a faculty group, includ-
ing same of the stronger and younger members of several depart-
ments, and asked for and received a proposal for an institute for
international and intercultural studies. The aim of the institute was
to strengthen me very depar trrients involved in the creation of it.

In another instance, a seuthwestern university had produced
more graduate degrees in a decade or so than in the previous
seventy-five years. As a result of this rapid growth and shift in
function, the university had several departments considered weak
and inadequate for graduate education. Institutes were used as one
mechanism for attacking this weakness. The Graduate Institute of
Statistics, for example, stemmed from concern over the quality of
graduate instruction in mathematics. The institute was established
in the mid-1960s, with the director reporting directly to the dean
of the graduate school. Its responsibility was to provide graduate
instruction in mathematics as well as statistics. The university, in
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effect, created a second department of mathematics and recruited
a director and staff who otherwise would not have joined the exist-
ing department.

Whilc several instances can be cited of apparently effective
use of institutes in departmental reform and institutional change,
such efforts have at a contributed to the feelings of hostility and
suspicion toward these centers by many faculty members, patti,:-
ularly department chairmen and deans.

Some small universities use institutes and centers as a
mechanism for increasing, disproportionately and selectively_ the
scale of university investment in a particular area or areas. These
institutions of limited resources face obstacles as they attempt to
crmpete with larger, better financed institutions. An institution
with an enrollment of twelve thousand, for example, does not
normally generate the same departmental strength in terms of
numbers of faculty, depth and range of specialization, sophistica-
tion in research equipment, numbers of graduate rtudents, and
other factors as does a university with an enrollment and resources
two or three times that size. The critical mass or the economies of
scale of the large institution may not be available, but ambitions
for academic greatness may nonetheless exist,

As an administrator of a small northeastern university
pointed out, "The primary contribution of institutes and centers
on this campus has been to enable us, as a small university in a
comparatively small state, to select certain sr Lific areas of excel-
lence in which to increase our scale of operation and attract larger
numbers of faculty than could otherwise have been possible." He
went on to say that this disproportionate investment in a particular
area could not have been justified on the basis of numbers of stu-
dents alone but nee..:.ed to be viewed as a mechanism for institu-
tional development.

A border state university of comparable size wished to
strengthen the social sciences in general and economics in particu-
lar. With the aid of a foundation grant, the university established
a regional research institute and employed an economist with a
national reputation as director. Although care was exercised to
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keep the institute separate, and for the most part autonomous, from
the department of economics, the net effect was to selectively trans-
form that sector of the university. The department was able to
attract faculty of a caliber that would have been impossible earlier
because bright young staff members could obtain joint appoint-
ments in the institute, enjoy reduced teaching loads, and work with
a scholar of national reputation. Graduate students gained research
experience. that had been unavailable. Althoufl the social sciences
were not greatly strengthened as a whole, the university substan-
tially improved its position in economics.

Institutional visibility and prestige are difficult to define in
the academic world and even more difficult to defend. Institutions
of higher learning continue to rely disproportionately on apparent
excellence, as measured, for example, by the Canter report (1966),
and on evidence of research productivity. For some universities the
problem is to sustain and expand the recognized areas of excellence.
For others, the task is to gain, for the first time, some small measure
of recognition, even if only in one or two areas.

A selection of responses from administrators gives some of
the flavor of their perceptions of past successes and future aspira-
tions: "The primary contribution . . . has been to grasp a given
area and really bring the program forward." "Institutes have helped

. . build our reputation as a real university." "The main effect
has been to give increased visibility to certain program areas that
will cause outsiders to look twice at us." "The main contribution
has been the stimulation of a great deal of research."

A university graduate dean's comments, in a report to his
faculty, illustrate the underlying concern of some university admin-
istrators:

To give focus and thrust to their research efforts, the
best schools [emphasis ours] have established many of these
units (institutes and centers), some having as many as 150.
At our institution they have been largely neglected. . . . It
roils me, as I believe it roils many of you that we are not yet
accepted as one of the now forty-six members of the Ameri-
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can Association of Universities. It diturbs me that in the
Cartier report we have no departments listed as distinguished,
no departments listed as strong, only three departments listed
as good, and eight listed as adequate plus. When someone
else 4eniions these points to me, I am quick to call attention
to the fact that the evaluations are subjective and loaded with
a particular kind of bias. But within the privacy of this group
I shall admit that we have room for improvement.

No doubt this graduate dean and several other university admin-
istrators saw in institutes and centers the potential for realizing
their hopes for institutional visibility, prestige, and recognition.
Whether these orga:iizations achieved those ends is an entirely
different question.

Summary and Conclusions

Several forces largely external to universities have led them
to modify their organizational structures. Recognition that research
was not only useful but perhaps essential to progress in this scien-
tifically and technologically advanced age and the dramatic in-
crease in governmental and other support for university-based
research changed the character of the university by changing its
functions. Although support for research has slowed after the
exuberant sixties, the long-term expectation that univeritics will
generate new knowledge and help accomplish social goals has not
been reversed.

Changing societal needs and the growth of organized re-
search in universities were accompanied by the expectation of
sponsors that efforts would be task-ori.mted rather than discipline-
oriented. The task, in turn, frequently required cross-disciplinary
collaboration of individuals and a different organizational environ
ment which maximized coordination and offered less professional
autonomy than did the typical academic department.

These pressures for change came largely from agencies out-
side the university, and each contributed in a very fundamental
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way to the emergence of institutes and centers. The history of
higher education is replete with illustrations of the impact of broad
societal forces in shaping and changing colleges and universities.
An understanding of institutes must certainly begin with an ac-
knowledgment of these external pressures, but forces within institu-
tions also prayed important roles. Car= needs of faculty members
and the concerns of university administrators for institutional
development also contributed quite substantially to the proliferation
of institutes and centers. Accounts of their origins in this study
reveal that a majority stemn; .ct from the initiative of a faculty
member or group of f-cult-,. University administrators reported
selected cases in which fara1ty pressed relentlessly for the establish-
ment of a center until the administration and grantor finally agreed.

Such faculty interest and pressure do not mean that a
majority of the faculty favored establishing a given institute. It is
increasingly unusual to find an instance in which a majority of
faculty members approve any single proposal, including one for the
creation of a center. In most cases their sanction is neither sought
nor present. The essential element is rather the existence of a
critical mass of faculty members led by a strong scholar-entrepre-
neur who can articulate the need for the institute, its goats, and
the means available to achieve those ends, and who can mobilize
the necessary support within and outside the university.

Analysis of institute origins, however, suggests strong in-
fluences from administrators. Institutes are used to help recruit and
retain faculty members, solve problems of coordination and com-
munication, strengthen graduate education and research programs,
and resolve internal conflicts. Institutes are also used to enable the
institution to address new goals, reform existing departments,
establish special areas of academic emphasis, and enhance prestige.

Some degree of support from all three sectorsexternal
constituent groups, the faculty, and university administrators--
was usually present in the formation of an institute or center. To
be sure, the importance of any given force tended to vary among
institutes and among institutions. In some places, initiative came
almost exclusively from the faculty, while in others it :leaned to
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rest with members of the administration. Action was usually de-
rived from a commitment to address a significant societal need; it
received at least minimum concurrence from university administra-
tors; and it enjoyed advocacy by a small group of concerned faculty
members.
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Some bemoan the existence of large, monolithic institutes, appar-
ently independent of institutional controls, with separate staffs,
lavish facilities, sizable budgets and questionable purposes. Others
complain that institutes arc too frequently "paper" organizations,
figments of someone's imagination, with no apparent staff, no
identifiable space or budget, and no apparent mission.

The answer to the apparent inconsistencies in perception,
of course, is that fundamentally different organizations operate
under the same names institutes and centers. Many of these units
do not have the characteristics we have come to expect in an
organization. In some rases, for example, professional staff mem-
bers devote or expect to devote the bulk of their careers to the
center, while in others professional staff members remain full time
in their departments, with no knowledge that a center pays a
portion of their salary.

Direction of the Differ nces

Directors responded to three questions, the answers to
which are helpful in the search for organizational differences
among institutes and centers and between these organizations and
academic departments. The questions were : (1) Are most of the
professional staff members of the center officed in their respective
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academic departments, rather than in the offices of your institute or
center? ( 2) Are most of the professional staff appointments to the
center or institute understood to be on a temporary, short-term (a
year or so) basis? (3) Do you estimate that most of your profes-
sioaal staff members in the research center or institute maintain
their primary ties and identification with their academic depart-
mentsments rather than with the center or institute?

Our intent was to tap the extent of organizational stability
and the depth of staff identification with the institute or center.
We assumed that an organization whose professional staff members
viewed their appointments as temporary or of short duration,
maintained offices elsewhere, and had primary ties and identifica-
tion outside the unit was clearly different from the typical organiza-
tion that housed its staff centrally, attempted to maximize staff
stability, and was able to maintain staff loyalty to that organization,
not others.

Responses to the three questions did turn out to be highly
interrelated. As shown in Table 1, centers in which most profes-
sional staff members had their offices in their academic departments
also tended to report that professional staff maintained their
primary ties and identification with their academic departments.

A similar relationship was observed between the director's
report of office locations and his view of staff appointments as

Table 1

OFFICE LOCATION AND PRIMARY TIES OF PROFESSIONAL STAFF

Offices in

Primary 'Des
in Department

Primary Ties
outside

Department N.A. Total

Department 65 (97%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 67
Offices in
Institute 17 (31%) 37 (67%) 1 (2%) 55

Total 82 (67%) 35 (31%) 2 (2%) 1224

Answers were received from 122 of 125 centers.
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temporary, as _reported in Table 2. As one would expect, a high
proportion, 91 per cent of the centers in which most staff mcmbers
were officed centrally also reported that staff appointments were
not generally viewed as short- `:erne or temporary in nature.

Table 2
OFFICE LOCATION AND EXPECTJD DURATION OF APPOINTMENTS

Offices in

Appointments
Viewed as
Temporary

Appointments
Not Viewed

as Temporary NA. Total

Department 38 (57%) 24 (36%) (0%) 67
Offices in
Institute 5 (9%) 50 (91%) 55

Total 43 (35%) 74 (61%) (4%) 122

Centers that reported the bulk of staff offices were in aca-
demic departments also tended to acknowledge princiFI staff ties
to the department, but centers that reported most staff offices were
in the center did not necessarily claim that professional staff held
their primary ties in the center. Similarly, centers that reported
e:entralized staff offices tended to view staff appointments as more
permanent, but the reverse did not necessarily hold true.

The relationship between the expected duration of appoint-
ments and prirnary ties and loyalty of staff members followed
similar patterns. Responses reported in Table 3 indicate that center
directors who viewed staff appointments as being short or tempc-
rary also believed by a seven-to-one margin that professional staff
ties remained primarily with their academic departments. Again,
however, the reverse did not necessarily hold true. Fay-three per
cent of those directors who reported that professional staff appoint-
ments were not viewed as short-term or temporary also believed
that their staff members nonetheless maintained their primary ties
and identification with their academic departments.

Of the total group of 125 institutes and centers, more than
half reported that most of their staff members were housed in their
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Table 3

EXPECTED DURATION OF APPOINTMENTS AND PRIMARY TIES

OF PROFESSIONAL STAFF

Appointments
Viewed as
Temporary
Appointments
Not Viewed
as Temporary

Total

Primary Ties
in Department

38 (86%)

40 (53 %)

78 (65%)

Primary Ties
Outside

Department

35 (46 %)

;40 (33%) 2

N.A.

2

1

(2%)

44

76

120

Total

(37%)

(63%)

(100%)

academic departments. Two-thirds of the directors reported that
most professional staff members maintained their primary profes-
sional ties with their academic departments. And, more than a
third-35 per centreported that app_ ointments were understood
to be temporary.

Apparent differences among institutes in different areas of
concentration were identified (Table 4).. Institutes in the physical-
life sciences, for example smiled to conform to the standard or-
ganizational expectations more closely. Over half the directors of
these institutes indicated that staff members had their strongest
ties with the center, not the department; nearly all indicated that
appointments were not viewed as temporary; and most (75 per
cent) reported that staff members were officed in the institute or
center, not departments.

The interrelatedness of office location, duration of appoint-
ments, and primary staff ties and loyalties suggested a pattern of
organizational types among institutes and centers. Two contrasting
extremes emerged. The first is an institute with a centrally officed
staff, employed on a continuing basis, whose primary tics are with
the organization. The second has a professional staff employed on
a short-term, temporary basis, with offices as well as professional
ties and loyalties els& The first type of structure is character-
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Table 4

OFFICE LOCATION, STAFF TIES, AND APPOINTMENT 1)
IN THREE TYPES OF CENTERS

Social Science Physical -Life
Water Centers Institutes Science Institutes

TION

Are Professional Staff Housed in Their Academic Departments?
Yes 44 (88%) 15 (35%) 8 (25%)
No 6 (12%) 25 (58%) 24 (75%)

Are Professional Staff Appointments Temporary?
Yes 27 (54%) 15 (35%) 2 (6%)
No 18 (36%) 28 (65%) 30 (94%)

Do Professional Staff Maintain Primary Ties with Departments?
Yes 47 (94%) 23 (54%) 13 (41%)
No 3 (6%) 19 (44%) 18 (56%)

Nom: Sometimes the percentage colunns do not total 100. The re
spondent did not answer or felt that the question was not applicable
for his institute.

istic of most academic departments. The second type contrasts
sharply with the norms one expects to find in the typical organiza-
tion but = evertheless describes many institutes and centers. The
dynamics o these differences are examined below.

Standard, Adaptive, and Shadow Institutes

A taxonomy for examining the organizational differences
among institutes and centers was suggested in an article by Selwyn
Becker and Gerald Gordon (1966). Their taxonomy ii based on
two variables: the extent to which resources are stored within the
organization, and the degree to which procedures are specified
(p. 321). These two conditions hinge on still a third important
factor: the degree of stability in the specific goals pursued or the
tasks carried out by the organization and the degree of stability
in the resource requirements necessary to achieve those goals and
tasks. Greater stability allows an organization to accumulate and
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store resources and to develop stable procedures for their use. When
related to institutes and centers, the question becomes: To what
extent is there stability in the programs, projects, or services carried
out and to what extent is it possible or practical to store within the
institute or center the necessary resources? Resources include, under
this definition, men, materials, equipment, and space, as well as
financial resources.

Becker and Gordon defined three organizational models
according to their taxonomy: complete bureaucracies; truncated
bureaucracies; and enucleated bureaucracies. With some variation
in terminology as well as in substance of concepts, a related taxon-
omy might be applied to the organizational variations adopted by
institutes and centers: standard institutes; adaptive institutes; and
shadow institutes.

A standard institute has sufficient stability in goals and re-
sources to develop a full managerial hierarchy and a permanent
professional staff; to invest in potentially expensive equipment
essential to its tasks; and to justify a reasonably permanent alloca-
tion of space. The standard institute very much resembles the
standard bureaucratic organization in society. It is also typical of
the organization models applied in the university, including not
only the various administrative and supporting units such as ad-
missions, registration, and counseling services, but academie depart-
ments as well. In all such units, staff members usually establish
their primary ties and maintain their principal career identification
within the unit, be it institute or department. The. view the
relationship as temporary. And there is sufficient stability in goals
and tasks as well as in budget to make such organizational qualities
not only possible but desirable.

The computer center, found now on nearly all university
campuses, represents an obvious example of the standard model.
The tasks carried out, with some modest variation, are essentially
the same, day in and day out. Tasks must be sufficiently stable to
warrant the purchase or rental on a continuing basis of expensive
equipment and the employment of skilled technical personnel.
Efforts are made to minimize staff turnover and to enhance staff
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loyalty to the center. Stability in budget well stability in space
is essential.

A second example, the Materials Research Laboratory,
also illustrates the standard model. The Laboratory was founded
in 1962, partially in response to the government's interest in fund
ing certain aspects of materials research on university campuses.
The great bulk of the financial resources of the Laboratory, which
operates with an annual budget of approximately a million dollars,
is supplied by the federal government. The Laboratory has a full-
time professional staff of thirty-two individuals at the rank of
assistant professor or above. A smaller number of professional staff
members are employed on a part-time but regular and continuing
basis.

Although several professional staff members hold joint
appointments in academic departments, they have a strong and in
some instances a primary loyalty to the Laboratory. The Laboratory
does not exercise full control over salary increases and promotions,
but it exercises stronger control over personnel matters than do
most other centers and institutes on the campus. The Laboratory is
housed in a recently erected building and has acquired substantial
amounts of specialized equipment. It tends, in short, to store within
the organization the human, material, and physical resources neces-
sary to accomplish its tasks and is able P° do so because the demand
for its services is reasonably constant and the services performed
are quite stable.

But stability in tasks and resources is not always possible.
As universities have attempted to respond to new needs, serve
new constituencies, and carry out new functions, the specific tasks
and the resources to carry them out can changeradically and
rapidly. The contract or project model adopted by the
government and by foundations as the principal means of securing
research services from universities has contributed to the instability
in institutional mission and in turn has brought forth the need for
different and more adaptive organizational forms.

Grantors, for example, frequently want to 'buy" only a
specific package or project and it is difficult to anticipate with
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accuracy the specific configuration of human and material re-
sources necessary to accomplish the job. Moreover, the configura-
tion needed for one project may not be appropriate, or even possible,
for another. The scale of operations will vary as well, and the in-
stitute may operate with many professional and supporting staff
members for a brief period, then sharply reduce activity and staff
size, secure another major contract, and then return to the previous
high level of operation.

Adaptive institutes undergo a continuous process of redefin-
ing their goals, initiating and terminating projects, securing and
releasing staff : in short, adapting to a persistent instability. They
are likely to have a reasonably strong managerial hierarchy but
only a small nucleus of professional staff members with continuing
(although not necessarily continuous) ties with the institute.

Pertinent examples are the centers for educational research
and school services set up by colleges of education to provide re-
search services to school systems and at the same time enhance
research opportunities for faculty. Such centers are frequently
headed by a director and retain only a small central staff. Mitch
of the professional staff for a given project is drawn from the
faculty of the college, depending on the specific nature of the
problem. In one instance the configuration might require an edu-
cational psychologist and curriculum specialist, while another task
might require specialists in school building design and finance. The
center typically has a few offices of its own and does invest in cer-
tain kinds of basic equipment and materials, but most of the
personnel on the payroll will not be officed at the center and most
of the equipment and materials will not necessarily belong to the
center.

Water resources centers also tend to resemble the adaptive
organizational model. The water center typically has a full-time
director and often a full-time associate director. A small core of
full-time and part-time staff may well be employed on a continuing
basis, but the bulk of the professional staff members are not likely
to have any long-term career identification with the water center.
Staff members come from several departmentsthe average is
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around sixand the departments as well as the specific individuals
within them tend to shift from term to term as water centers take
on new projects, close out old ones, redefine their missions, and
secure new resources. The influence of the director, external grant-
ors, and advisory comraitteesnot professional staffwas j_ udged
to be most important in determining what the center did.

Numerous illustrations of the adaptive institute can be
found. Indeed, this type is the model against which many faculty
members and administrators judge institutes and centers. Adaptive
institutes are viable organizations with functions and resources, but
they are not the large-scale, permanent bureaucraciei characteristic
of the standard model. They represent the middle ground designed
to rithintairi flexibility in.personnel commitments, space, equipment,
and other resources sufficient to make major changes in the goals
and tasks pursued as well as in the procedures followed.

Shadow institutes form the third category. Is an institute
that has no staff, no space, no budget, and no visible accomplish-
ments in fact an institute? One university vice-president commented
that he read in the newspaper almost weekly about new institutes
supposedly created on his campus, which, to his knowledge, h:
no legitimate or officially authorized o =tug. They were, he pointed
out, instruments of faculty fantasy. In the process of assembling
centers for participation in this study, replies were received from
directors of several apparent institutes who reported that no organi-
zation really existed-. The puzzle was that it had been earlier
claimed to ext.

Such shadow institutes typically have a designated director,
but usually he is employed on only a part-time basis. He may de-
vote none of his time to the institute for long periods. Typically,
professional staff members, including the director, do not have
strong ties to the, institute. The shadow institute usually has no
budget of its own, but it may exercise influence, if not some actual
control, over other budgets in the university. In terms of space,
the institute is hard to find. It has no single central location. The
director's office is typically masked by another university unit and
function such as that of graduate dear or department chairman.
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Frequently, the headquarters of the shadow institute u ns out to
be I file drawer in the office r' merrily

Examples of the shadow model arc institute:, whose primary
function is coordination and general surveillance )1 a particular
institution-wide program or function. The Institute of Biological
Sciences at one univ:rsity is one. 1n its early stages, a vice-president
served as director on a part-time basis. The institute had no budget
of its own. The staff was composed entirely of faculty members in
the biological science departments in the colleges of arts and
sciences, agriculture, and medicine. In fact, the great majority of
faculty members listed as members of the institute had no firsthand
contact or other tangible 'itionship The institute was
nonetheless effe:tive, in a li4ttii.,d way, in improving coordination
a..,1 communication among several university departments, en-
abling the university t :yr higher' cioetary priority to the biologi-

sciences pr i a b ,ac for certain graduate, l .
,tion and research programs.

Shadow institutes, sometimes also called "paper" institutes,
can provide a neutral ground on which faculty members from
several departments can come together for initial small-scale col-
laboration in teaching and research. The institute has no sub-
stance, as such, but it apparently helps reduce apprehension and
case academic protocol so that faculty members with like interests
can work more closely together. Many people wonder what is being
accomplished through such an "institute" that could not be accom-
plished through more informal collaboration among faculty mem-
bers and departments. The answer frequently turns out to be "little,
if anything," but the obvious absence of such informal crossdepart-
mental collaboration on any significant scale in most universities
has apparently convinced some that a few low-profile, low-bud-
geted, shadow institutes may be a good investment.

One of the inure common shadow institutes is an institute
which at one time carried out a rather sizable task but became
dormant after finishing its project. Some argue that such units
should be given a decent burial and eventually an official death
certificate. As a practical matter of campus politics, however, n-
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stitutes do not die that easily or quickly. More' important, the
dormant institute sometimes possesses a latent network of profes-
sional ties and contacts both within anti beyond the campus that
may be potentially useful. Although inactive, the institute could
be strengthened and transformed into a more substantial organiza-
tion should a legitimate need arise. In such cases, the costs of
maintaining the institute must be weighed against the potential
benefits of this added institutional capacity and flexibility.

Some shadow institutes perform other less laudable func-
tions, including the provision of comfortable sinecures for faculty
members and administrators the institution wishes to move out of
the mainstream; the satisfaction of private and solely personal
faculty ambitions; the luxury of faculty fantasy; and a means for
institutional and self-deception. But as an organizational type, the
shadow institute represents an interesting alternative to the con-
ventional, high:y str uctured, typically inflexible, and overly bureau-
cratic models of organization so characteristic of colleges and
universities as well as other social institutions.

Summary and Conclusions

Three major organizational models of institutes and centers
can be identified: standard, adaptive and shadow. The three
models tended to fall along a single continuum and differ in terms
of stability in goals and programs; duration of appointments;
strength of identification of professional staff members with the
institute; control over budget; and the manner in which space
and facility needs are satisfied.

The standard institute model tends to resemble more closely
the standard bureaucratic organization form. The adaptive and
shadow models tend to depart from this norm with more flexible
definitions of mission; ability to change procedures and program.:
more radically; a more extensive use of temporary, Dart-time pro-
fessional staff appointments; the use of less convention.] budgetary
systems; and space requirements that can be met very largely
through the use of borrowed and unassigned facilities. The result is
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a system of trade-offs, for certain advantages and benefits accrue
from these organizational models, but their application brings still
another set of problems.

The most obvious advantage of adaptive and shadow in-
stnutcs is the added institutional flexibility in accepting new mis-
sions and in adapting to changing demands. The absence of a
permanent professional staff is crucial, for the moment an institute
or center settles on a permanent staff, it tends to restrict its mission
to those things that this staff is competent and committed to do.
Reliance on temporary appointments gives the institute greater
continuing flexibility in staff capability and the chance to adapt
the staff configuration to meet the task, rather than to define the
task to fit staff competencies.

This greater flexibility can he translated into greater institu-
tional responsiveness. While colleges and universities as well as
other social institutions are frequently criticized for their failure to
be sufficiently responsive to changing societal needs and conditions,
the very organizational survival of the adaptive or shadow institute
may depend on its responsiveness. Many directors complain that
there is very little apparent institutional commitment to provide
continuing financial support. As a result, they are forced to respond
to the needs and wishes of particular sponsors outside the uni-
versity. Tne direct link between many institutes and their external
constituents is a high-risk endeavor, but for all its weaknesses, it
nonetheless provides a more responsive cnection between the
university and society.

A third and little exploited advantage of the adaptive and
shadow institute model is that it provides a more realistic organi-
zational mechanism for the application of program planning and
budgeting systems. Despite the apparent application of ?PBS, most
higher education program planning and budgeting remains largely
incremental and unrelated to specific functions. Departments are
not highly susceptible to change, especially if "change" means less
money, space, equipment, or pe.sonnel this year than last year.
'While directors of so-called adaptive and shadow institutes do not
welcome a budget cut any more than do other academie admin-
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istrators, most have learned to manage in the face of wide fluctua-
tions in resources, to accommodate the irregular initiation and
termination of programs, and to accept the concept of program
rather than incrementrl budgeting. The performance of institutes
and centers along these lines might be strengthened further by
greater recognition and legitimation of this advantage.

Adaptive and shadow institutes carry with them liabilities
as well as assets. Shadow institutes are criticized, for example,
because they do not conform to typical expectations as to what an
organization should be. Perhaps for this reason and to achieve
greater stability and reduce organizational strains, institute directors
frequently attempt to push their institutes along the continuum.
They tend to secure space, seek budgets, build permanent staffs,
and seek stable missions. In the process, they are transfoemed from
shadow or adaptive institutes into standard institutes. Grantors
t xternal to the university look for stability and permanence and
are not impressed by apparent paper organizations. Grantors want
to see and frequently press for greater institutional commitment.

Genuine problems of managerial strain are imposed by
radical and rapid adaptation and change. Adaptive and shadow
institutes tend to provide less career security, less opportunity for
long-term identification with an organizational unit, and perhaps
fewer personal satisfactions for staff members. Too little is known
about such potential problems and even less about effectivemea-
sures for resolving them. Certainly some of this strain could be
reduced by increased institutional understanding.

Another liability is the hazard of goal displacement. The
desire for survival runs strong in most organizations, and institutes
and centers are no exception. Laudable qualities of adaptation and
flexibility can become liabilities when the institute subverts the
purpose defined in its original charter. Recent attention to defense-
oriented research and to the conduct of classified research for in-
dustry as well as for the military has brought to light instances of
apparent goal displacement, sometimes to the dismay not only of
the institutes but of the institution as a whole. The "adaptability"
of institutes and centers has gone largely unmonitored at many
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universities and needs greater eillance if the assets of flexibility
are to be retained.

As a final note, accountability mechanisms must take a
somewhat different form in the shadow or adaptive institute.
Center directors, for example, have few controls over the system
of fact y rewards and sanctions. They may not be able, for exam-
ple, to ensure promotions, salary raises, and other rewards for
superior staff performance. It is difficult at times to hold individuals
accountable in a1 organization in which staff members are con-
stantly changing and have their principal ties and loyalties else-
where. Budget controls also can be more difficult to exercise if
institute resources are fragmented in the budgets of several depart-
ments throughout the university.

Institutional accountability, on the other hand, can be
strengthened. Realignment of the institutional structurtr along task-
oriented lines allows stronger bonds between structure and function
to be built. Thus, on balance, adaptive and shadow institutes may
complicate the reward mechanisms for individual staff members
yet increase the capacity of the organization itself to stand account-
able for its performance.

42



Iv
Functions

itAA2lAgtas,IAAa

Many functions are carried out by institutes, and the nature and
combinations of these activities differ drastically. To complicate
matters, there are sharp differences of Jpinion about what institutes
ought to do. Some faculty, admintrators, and institute staff believe
that institutes ought to have essentially the same functions as depart-
ments but enjoy greater autonomy of operation, carry fewer teach-
ing responsibilities, and report at higher levels in the university's
organizational hierarchy. Others stress the multidisciplinary char-
acter as essential to understanding their functions. Institutes and
centers, they note, might carry on the same functions of instruc-
tion, research, and public service as departments, but they differ
from departments principally because of the several disciplines in-
volved.

A third view emphasizes their applied ether than bask or
theoretical orientation. Viewed in this way, institutes function "to
solve the problems of men" (Smith, 1966) while basic research
and theory-building are the tasks of departments. The application
of knowledge and the solution of problems should be the aims of
centers.

A somewhat cynical conception of the reie of institutes is
that of a profit-oriented, income-generating unit whose primary
function is to sustain itself economically and, if possible, to "show
a profit" that might be redirected to other sectors of the university.
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Under this definition the director tends to viewed as an entre-
preneur a d his success or failure is calculated primarily on the
basis of the number and size of externally supported contracts, the
amount of money made available for gracllate student stipends,
research support for faculty members, and, of course, the amount
of overhead monies generated for reallocation throughout the
system.

In a literal sense, none of these views is accurate. In a more
general sense, each suggests the diversity and lack of clarity in
institute activities. A more precise understanding is useful in several
ways. Most important, perhaps, is that organizations tend to be
evaluated in [ems of functionthe extent to which they achieve
their goals. Inappropriate expectations and inaccurate assumptions
are not likely to provide the best basis from which to evaluate per-
formance.

The functions carried out by an ;nstitute influence to a
considerable. degree the characteristics of its organizational struc-
ture. Certain functions or combinations of them may require one
set of characteristics while another configuration employs quite a
different structure. Failure to understand variations in functions
and to recognize the interrelationships between function and struc-
ture may lead to the adoption of inappropriate organizational
models as well as inaccurate appraisals of existing organizational
arrangements.

Interdisciplinary Collaboration

The special ability of institutes and centers to facilitate
interdisciplinary collaboration is regarded by many as one of the
prime justifications for their existence. This rationale implies that
if the task were manageable by a single disciplinary group, it could
and should he done within an academic department. Such an
assumption, however, appears in conflict with the fact that the staff
of many institutes comes predominantly from a single discipline or
profession.

Several factors have contributed to the growing emphasis
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on multidisciplinary research and teaching. The so-called knowl-
edge explosion contributed to the fragmentation of disciplines into
new and important specialties and to the emergence of new cross-
disciplinary relationships. Prior to achieving recognized disciplinary
status of its own, such crossdisciplinary collaboration is typically
described as multi- or interdisciplinary. It may remain multidisci-
plinary in character, or it may turn out to be the breeding ground
for a new "discipline." In either case, the institute or center may
prove rueful as an incubator in which the infant can be conceived,
nourished, and developed. Thus, from one perspective, s.,ch insti-
tutes can be viewed as interdisciplinary, but from another they are
highly specialized in their disciplinary orientation.

The second major push toward interdisciplinary collabora-
tion has been the increased demand for applied knowledge to solve
scientific, technical, and social problems. Problem-solving cannot
necessarily be restricted to disciplinary boundaries. Those who
sponsor problem-solving research and development in universities
tend to give highest priority to the accomplishment of their tasks
and are typically less interested in the advancement of the discipline,
per se. Jencks and Riesman (1968) point out that the clash
between the interests and motives of sponsors and those of faculty
members is not as intense as might be imagined, because acade-
micians are less particular about the areas in which they work, so
long as they are free to choose their methods. And sponsors '
few preconceptions about methods, so long as they can cony the
problem focus of the investigation (p. 516).

Directors in the study were asked to indicate the nature
of their interdisciplinary involvement and the extent of interdisci-
plinary collaboration in their institutes. Three different modes of
collaboration were identified. Staff members from different disci-
plines, for example, may work together as a team on a single
project. They may design the study together, carry out the research
as a team, and write a single, integrated report of their findings.

Although the second model also involves staff members
from different disciplines, individuals tend to work independently
on separate aspects of a larger problem. There may be an overall,
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integrative design to the total enterprise, but substantial autonomy
is granted each of the investigators in the design and direction of
separate phases of the effort.

A third model, though sometimes described as interdisci-
plinary, actually involves faculty members primarily from a single
discipline. The backgrounds of the researchers, the methodology,
and the definition of the problem reflect the dominance of a single
discipline or professional area. The model is distinguished from
conventional departmental research in that it has a task orientation,
and personnel from outside the -liscipline or professional area may
join the research effort as required on a supporting basis. A pro-
gram of research and development operated by engineers, for
example, may also require the services of a sociologist; a team of
physicists may need the support of a biologist; or an institute of
educational research may need the expertness of a psychologist or
an economist.

Directors were asked to indicate which of the above types
best described the nature of interdisciplinary collaboration in their
institute or center. Their responses are reported in Table 5.

Table 5

NATURE DF INTERDISCIPLINARY INVOLVEMENT

Physical-Life
Nature of Water Social Science Science

Collaboration Centers Institutes Institute,,

Interated
collaboration 18 (36%) 14 (33%) 17 (53%)

Independent
projects 20 (40%) 8 %) 7 (22 %©)

Single discipline
dominance 10 (23 %©) 7 (22%)

Little inter-
disciplinary
involvement 3 (6%) 26%) 1 (3%)

Total 50 (100 %©) 43 (101%) 32 (100%)
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Most interdisciplinary activity in water centers fell into the
second category of involvement; that is, independent projects which
were part of a larger design. Forty per cent of the directors indi-
cated this mode as most descriptive of the collaboration in their
centers. An additional 36 per cent of the directors designated
integrated interdisciplinary collaboration as most characteristic of
the work in th& center. Single disciplinary involvement with
support from other disciplines as needed was named by only 18
per cent of the water center directors.

Responses from the directors of physical-life science institutes
revealed a similar pattern, except that integrated interdisciplinary
collaboration was ranked higher (53 per cent) than independent
projects (22 per cent). The single discipline model again ranked
third (22 per cent), ar:3, as with water center directors, only a
minor fraction of the directors indicated little or no interdisci-
plinary involvement.

The situation in the social sciences was different, however,
and suggested a somewhat weaker interdisciplinary emphasis. Al-
though 33 per cent of directors called integrated work most char-
acteristic, approximately one-quarter of the directors indicated little
or no interdisciplinary involvement and an additional 23 per cent
indicated the predominance of the single-discipline model in which
other disciplines were used principally for supporting purposes.

The extent of interdisciplinary involvement, irrespective of
an, was also explored, and the results are reported in Table 6.

Were all projects interdisciplinary in nature, or if not all, could
most projects be so classified? Thirty per cent of the water center
directors reported that most projects were interdisciplinary, but the
majority (58 Per cent) reported some interdisciplinary emphasis in
selected projects. Only a small fraction of water center directors
responded in the extremes.

Directors of institutes in the physical-life sciences reported
a somewhat stronger interdisciplinary emphasis: one-quarter
claimed heavy interdisciplinary involvement in nearly all projects.
An additional third reported interdisciplinary emphasis in most
projects.
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Table 6

EXTENT OF INTERDISCIPLINARY INVOLVEMENT

Extent of
Involvement

Heavy, in nearly
all projects

Emphasis in
most projects

Some emphasis
selecral projects

Work within
disciplinary lines

Total

Water
Centers

Social Science
Institutes

Physical-Life
Science

Institutes

2 (4%) 6 (14 %©) a (25%)

15 (30%) (28%©) 11 (34%)

29 16 (37%) 9 (28%)

4 (8%) 9 (21%) 4 (13%)

50 100%) 43 (100%) 32 (100%)

The major difference in the extent of interdisciplinary
activity was again apparent among institutes and centers in the
social sciences. One-fifth (21 per cent) cf their directors reported
essentially no interdisciplinary emphasis. The modal response was
"some interdisciplinary emphasis in selected projects." Social science
institutes were also characterized by a wide range in responses.
Fourteen per cent of the directors reported a heavy interdisciplinary
emphasis in nearly all projects and an additional 21 per cent in-
dicated that most of their institute's work was conducted within
disciplinary lines.

Intercisciplinary activity can also be assessed by examining
the number of different departments or disciplines represented on
the institute staff. The data in Table 7 suggest a picture somewhat
at variance with directors' reports of interdisciplinary activity.
Forty-two per cent of the social science units and 38 per cent of
the physical-life science institutes showed two or fewer departments
represented. By contrast, more than one-quarter of the water center
directors reported at least ten academic departments or disciplines.
The heavier crossdepartmental representation shown by water
center staffs can be explained in part by the nature of their missions
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and also by the character of their organizational structure, point
covered later in greater detail.

Table 7

NUMBER OF ACADEMIC DEPARTMENTS REPRESENTED ON
INSTITUTE. STAFFS

Number of
Departments Centers

Water Social Science
Institutes

Physical-Life
Science

Institutes
0 to 2 3 (6%) 18 (42%) 12 (38%)3 to 6 9 (18%) 18 (42%) 7 (22%)7 to 10 25 (50%) 4 (9%) 10 (31%)

10 or more 13 (26%) 3 (7%) 3 (9%)
Total 50 (100%) 43 (100%) 32 (00%)

The comparatively small number of departments or disci-
plines represented in other institutes and centers calls into question
certain director reports of strong interdisciplinary emphasis. Per-
haps the function of interdisciplinary research has been over-
emphasized as a justification for institutes. These figures also
suggest that definitions of what is disciplinary and what is inter-
disciplinary may differ considerably among centers and more

nek--11: :Li the academic world. Such data in no way invalidate
interdisciplinary collaboration as a factor in the creation of centers,
but they do suggest that collaboration may be only one of several
forces and functionsand, at least in some institutes, a compara-
tively minor one at that.

Research, Public Service, and Teaching

Two indicators were used to identify functions carried out
by institutes included in this study. We analyzed the directors' brief
written descriptions of the essential mission of their center; and we
examined the estimated distribution of center resources among the
functions of research, public service, and instruction.

Analysis of the directors' statements indicated that research
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and public service were the primary or predominant functions. Of
the forty-three social science centers included, for example, approx-
imately one-quarter emphasized research as their sole function
while some 12 per cent identified public service as their sole
function. An additional one-third indicated combined functions of
research and public service. I"o social science institute indicated
instruction as its sole 'function, and instruction was mentioned in
combination with other functions by only about one- fourth of the
social science units.

A slightly different pattern emerged for finites in the
physical and life sciences. Nearly half, 47 per cent, described
research as their sole function, while an additional one-four h
mentioned combined functions of research and teaching. Only two
of the thirty-two physical and life science units stressed irw-ruction
as their primary or sole function. Water center director responses
tended to resemble the physical-life science pattern most closely
with considerably more emphasis on the administration and coordi-
nation of research and public service func:ions.

Centers apparently allocated their time and resources
roughly in accord with their statements of mission. Each director
was asked to estimate the approximate distribution of resources
among the functions of research, public service, and instruction.
These estimates suggested patterns similar to the earlier reports of
mission, as shown in Figure 1.

Research is of primal importance in all three categories,
with noticeable variations. Water centers, on the average, devoted
more than 80 per cent of their resources to research. Two-thirds
of the resources of physical-life science institutes were devoted to
research, but a surprising one-quarter of their resources was de-
voted to the instructional function. In contrast, the social science-
humanities units apportioned 26 per cent of their resources to
public service functions, a much higher proportion than that for the
other two groups. Some social science units were principally de-
voted to the public service function, but no water center or
physical-life science center devoted more than 50 per cent of its
time to public service, and an allocation Gi considerably less than
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FIGURE 1. Distribution of center resources among functions.

20 per cent of institute resources to public functions was
more typical.

The distribution of resources among functions is somewhat
predictable_ Many water centers are functionally and structurally
organized for research only. By ccntrast, the social science-humani-
ties groupings gave evidence of their service orientation in units
such as bureaus of business and economic research institutes of
government and public affairs, or institutes of public administra-
tion- The units were created in large part as an aid to business
and public officials, to keep them abreast of current developments,
to provide pertinent social, economic, or political data, and to
train or retrain practitioners for service in the public sector .

Since most centers and institutes are prohibited from offer-
ing degree programs, the emphasis on instruction suggested by
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physical-life science institute directors was surprising. In terms of
scale of operations as reflected by budgets and staffing, these centers
far outdistanced the others. Most institute directors reported grad-
uate students associated with their centers, but the physical-life
science institutes clearly ranked highest in this regard. They also
employed an appreciable number of postdoctoral fellows.

Performance, Facilitation, and Administration

The way in which institutes and centers pursue the tasks
of instruction, research, and public service may be more significant
than the functions themselves. Institutes, for example, may attempt
to perform their functions directly; they may work to facilitate the
performance of others; or they may elect to administer or manage
the process whereby the functions are performed. These alternative
approaches are thus important to an understanding of the distinc-
tive functioning of institutes. The interaction of the three task
areas (research, public service, and instruction) with the three
principal means of approaching these ta.;ks (performance, facilita-
tion, and administration) provides the framework for examining
variation in function.

Performance of research. The direct conduct of research by
a relatively stable professional staff is perhaps the most common
stereotype of what institutes are all about. The following brief
description of a physics laboratory provides a useful example of an
institute whose principal function is research performance. Founded

1945 through the joint efforts of the university administration
and the Office of Naval Research, the laboratory conducts research
in high energy, nuclear, and cosmic ray physics. it was budgeted
at more than three million dollars in 1969 although the university's
contribution amounted to less than 15 per cent of the total. All
fifty professional persons employed by the unit are paid in part or
full from the laboratory's funds and represent only one academic
discipline, physics. Administratively, tIle laboratory is ',!or the
aegis of the physics department.

Facilitation of research. Not all institutes and centers, how-
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ever, perform research. Rossi (19E4), for example, correctly points
out that "the first research center to evolve within the structure of
the university was the library, occurring at a stage so deep in the
beginnings of the institution that we usually, do 'not clasgify the
library as a center for research" (p. 1143). Its more recent coun-
terpartsthe computer center and the nuclear rector laboratory,
for examplehave emerged of many campuses and are designed
to ;acilitate research, not necessarily to prochice it. They do so
through providing facilities, services, consultation, materials, and
other resources mential to the conduct of research.

The Plant Environmental Laboratory, established in 1967
by a southeastern univeristy to provide climate-control laboratories
and to assist faculty members at that institution and at other
universities throughout the southeast in their research, provides a
good illustration of an institute which facilitates research. The
laboratory was brought into being through the eff)cts of several
faculty members from the college of agriculture and has no profes-
sional staff of its own other than a part-time director from the
botany faculty. A small staff of skilled technicians operates the
laboratory and maintains the controlled environment essential for
certain plant studies.

A second and less obvious example is a Human Resources
Research Institute. The institute was established in 1965 as part
of a larger effort to upgrade the graduate instruction and research
programs in education and social woi a middle-sized university.
The principal purpose of the institute was to enhance the research
productivity of the college as a whole, and it attempted to do so
by providing statistical and research design consultation assistance,
making available research equipment, providing released time for
research for selected faculty members, and helping move good re-
search ideas into proposal form. Although the institute was estab-
lished to facilitate and not to produce research, there was a strong
tendency for its professional staff members to want to shift the
function toward research production and for those outside the
institute to appraise its performance in terms of the actual produc-
tion of research, not its facilitation.
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Adrrr:nistration of research. Administration has never been
among the more popular functions of the university, and few in-
stitutes and centers actually think of administration or the manage-
ment of research as their principal function. Many institutes,
however, are primarily adminIstrative units that assemble and
coordinate a variety of resources including materials, space, equip-
ment, time, and, of course, people, toward the achievement of a
single research task.

Perhaps the national network of water centers provides the
hest example of institutes designed to administer research. Research
program: on the problems of water quantity and quality may re-
quire competencies from several disciplines, and as problems shift
over time, the specific professional talent, equipment, and facilities
requirLd also change. An economist, rural sociologist, chemist, or
biologist may be essential at one point but not needed at another.
As a result, most water centers employ staff members from several
departments, most of whom maintain their principal identification
with their departments. The task of maintaining and coordinating
these complex interpersonal and organizational relationships is
considerable.

It is therefore not by accident that approximately half of
the fifty water center directors stressed the cen.er's role in admin-
istration and coordination of research. Although all water centers
are administratively responsible for the research carried out under
their sponsorship, much of this research is actually "produced" in
the various academic departments thrcIghout the university. The
principal task, then, is to coordinate efforts and ensure account-
ability to sponsors.

The function of some institutes is even more administrative
in,nature. Some research centers have responsibility for administer-
ing and overseeing the conduct of sponsored research in a broad,
general area. The Center for Research of the College of Business
in a large eastern university represents an attempt to centralize the
administration of sponsored research in that college. The center
aids college ft,culty members in securing research support and
exercises admirUstrative and budget coral.
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The significant point is not so much the classification as a
producer, facilitator, or administrator of mearch, but the recogni-
tion that this variety is present. Th;s 2.iversity and functional dif-
krendawn ;.lake the institute or center a useful organizational
alternative ir the complex university.

F-"ort,ance public .,ervice. The Agrieuhural Extension
Service rei;rments the oldest, best established, and most obvious
example of nn institute which produces public service in land-
grant universitie^ nother example is the C,-ntr for Industrial
Research and Se- ice, established in 1963 at a rnidwesiem institu-
tion, which provides direct delivery of public service. The impetus
for the center came from the stare'- industrial leaders, with the
dean of engineering acting as the !ediary in presenting their
needs to the university administration and board of regents. Be-
cause of inn past tradition of service ,AD agriculture by the Coop-
erative Extension - ision, the Center for Industrial Research
consciously patt-rneu -.'self after the agriculture model. In the
genera' description of the !enter's mission, the director stated that
the cen cr offered guidance and technical advice to the state's
industrial firms on problems o; management, production, market-
ing, organization, and sales. Eighteen professionals representing
twelve disciplines comprise the center's persc,.nel, and despite its
"business orientation," more than 75 per cent of the center's finan-
cial support is provided by the university.

Facilitation of public service. Though no institute in our
study had the principal function of facilitating public service,
conference centers maintained by mway universities, for example,
have been established to facilitate eetivery of public service, not
to provide it directly. Typically, a '.:entr,' management staff oper-
ates or sect; -es facilities in which cenferences, seminars, workshops,
and other continuing education and public service activities can
take place.

Administration of public service. Offices or divisions cf
continuing education are not typically regarded as institutes and
centers on most campuses, and yet they are, in essence, task - oriented
mechanisms designed to administer the delivery of public services.

5'



Beyond Academic Departments

Such units assemble information on continuing education needs,
identify and coordinate university talent and resources necessary to
meet the needs, but typically they do not provide the service them-
selves. Their primary function is to coordinate its delivery.

Many institutes of public administration and public affairs
bureaus approximate the public-service administration model. Along
with assembling talent and resources from the university at large,
the personnel associated with these units usually also maintain a
professional interest in the services offered. One illustration is a
Bureau of Public Affairs Research established in 1959 at a small
university in the West. Its director reported that the highest prior-
ities of the bureau are to: (1) provide administrative research
materials and facilities for city, county, and state officials as well
as the university faculty and students; and (2) offer short courses,
institutes, and other training activities for mayors and councilmen,
city clerks and treasurers, county officials, state legislative budget
staff, and local law-enforcement administrators. There is only one
full-time professional staff member, a political scientist. The asso-
ciate director is an economist and former state budget director.
Along with representatives from other disciplines, these two attempt
to coordinate the delivery of the institution's expertise to state and
local governments.

Production of instruction. As a general rule, academic de-
partments exercise rather carefully guarded property rights in the
direct delivery of instructional services. Either by policy regulation
or by informal understanding, most universities prohibit hBtitutes
and centers from offering courses and providing instructional ser-
vices unless it is done in cooperation with and under the auspices
of an academic department. However, there are exceptional cases
in which the institute or center functions and is treated as if it
were, in fact, an academic department. The Center for the Study
of Higher Education at the University of Michigan, for example,
performs the full range of instructional, research, and public service
functions characteristic of an academic department.

The Near Eastern Center established in 1957 at a univer-
sity on the West Coast provides a useful example of a center in
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which the conduct of instruction is the primary function. Language
instruction is handled through the conventional academic depart-
ments, but the center provides resurch and training facilities which
integrate language skills with all dimensions of the Middle Eastern
culture. Unlike many centers of this genre, the Near Eastern Center
grants an interdisciplinary degree in Islamic Studies.

The more significant instruction provided by most institutes
and centers takes the indirect form of research apprenticeship
experiences for graduate students and junior faculty members. Al-
though most of this instruction frequently goes unrecognized in
terms of credits, grades. 'or courses, it is nonetheless important.
Rossi (1964), for example, has observed that tensions between
academic departments and research institutes are sometimes exac-
erbated when graduate students employed in an institute are taught
and use research methodologies that their professors find foreign
and are unable to follow (p. 1154). Typically, however, such ten-
sions are kept within manageable limits, and the provision of re-
search apprentice experience is generally viewed on all sides as a
very useful, even though indirect, function.

Facilitation of instruction. Some assert that the sole justifi-
cation for institutes and for the sponsored research they carry out
is to facilitate and strengthen graduate education. One university
aaministrator, hearing that several centers on his campus were
supposedly engaged only in the conduct of research, took issue with
the claim. In his view, all research units on the campus should
contribute to and facilitate the graduate programs of the university,
and if they failed to meet this test, they did not belong on the
campus.

Institutes do facilitate graduate education programs by
providing employment for graduate students, but there are very
real differences among institutes in this regard. Nearly all water
centers, for example, employed some graduate students as research
assistants or research associates. Over half of the water centers
reported having ten or more graduate students employed and 38
per cent . orted twenty or more graduate students as staff mem-
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bets. A similar pattern was identified for institutes and centers in
the physical and natural sciences. Half of these units employed
ten or more graduate students and 12 per cent employed fifty or
more graduate students.

Social science units reflect a different pattern. Thirty per
reported no graduate students employed and an additional 49

per cent indicated that fewer than ten graduate students were work7
ing in their centers. Such contrasts may reflect a different scale of
operation for social science centers, which tend to be smaller.
Perhaps the data also reflect different attitudes in the social sciences
toward the appropriate role of institutes in facilitating graduate
instruction. Another possibility is that evidence of graduate student
participation in a proposed research program in the physical or
natural sciences may be essential to its approval by a funding
agency, while inclusion of a graduate assistant in the budget of a
research proposal in the social sciences may require more careful
documentation of the student's role and his anticipated contribution
to the project. Whatever the cause, apparent differences in the
relationship between institutes and graduate education were iden-
tified among broad disciplinary areas.

Administration of instruction. One of the most common
functions of institutes heavily engaged in instruction is administra-
tion and coordination in a specific area that involves faculty mem-
bers and resources from several academic departments. A genetics
institute established in 1958 by a medium-sized university is a case
in point. The university found that geneticists were located in
several departments throughout the university but their efforts were
fragmented and frequently duplicative. By forming an institute,
managed by a three-man executive committee, the university was
able to pool its modest resources, increase the depth and scale of its
graduate program in genetics, and do so without a significant cost
increase.

Certain Latin American, Far Eastern, African, Caribbean,
Spanish, Russian, and Chinese "area studies" centers administer
or coordinate instruction. Under such a model, faculty members
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typically retain their primary identification with their academic
departments, but they may also be "members" of or hold an ap-
pointment in the center. The institute may or may not have a
budget of its own and may have very little by way of a central
facility. To accomplish its mission, the center needs legitimacy as
the spokesman for the "area," a coordinating mechanism of some
sort either in the form of a director or an executive committee, and
the cooperation of the academic departments and faculty members
involved.

Though this study focuses specifically on research institutu,
it should be apparent that institutes can reform, facilitate, or
administer all university functions. The significance lies less in the
nine types of functions suggested above than in the limitations
placed on their activities. Few institutes are restricted to only one
of the nine categories. Most define their mission around a combina-
tion of functions, such as the performance of research and the
facilitation of instruction. The mandate is nonetheless much less
broad than that of the typical academic department.

As universities have taken on more functions and have
increased their research and public service activities, the organiz
tional structure has remained essentially the same. The bulk of the
added burden has been carried by expanding the functions of de-
partments and enlarging the performance expectations of faculty
members. Not only has there been no limit placed on legitimate
departmental functions, there has been a clear expectation that
departments 3 ftould carry out the full range of the university's
activities and that faculty performance should be judged against
the same comprehensive scale.

The usefulness of institutes and centers lies, in large part, in
providing an organizational alternative. By restricting the pr. .cipal
mission to one or two functions (research, instruction, or public
service)" and perhaps only one or two principal approaches to
addressing that function (facilitation, administration, or perfor-
mance )', institutes enable greater task specialization, more direct
relationships among programs, budgets, and organizational struc-

59



Beyond Academic Departments

tyre, and greater organizational capability in meeting specific
needs.

Summary and Conclusions

It is interesting to speculate about why the claims of inter-
disciplinary involvement in institutes tend to outrun the actual
evidence. Department chairmen and departmental faculties usually
retain control of many important rewards and sanctions, incluaig
the award of professorial rank, recommendations for promotion,
and grants of tenure. Pleasing departments is an important matter
for most institute directors, and it may be easier to build and main-
tain close relationships with two departments than. to attempt to
please a dozen.

It is also possible that institutes may tend to take on a
disciplinary bias in spite of best intentions. Mores and values in
personnel selection may cause professional staff members to value
candidates with views and competencies in harmony with their
own, and thus the institutes may evolve a more homogeneous staff
over time. Different disciplines define the same problem differently
and tend to approach tasks with different methodological tools and
procedures. The process of defining tasks and resolving these "dif-
ferences" very likely screens in certain disciplines and screens out
others. In short, one could hypothesize that the same forces which
have escalated the power and attractiveness of academic depart-
ments in recent decades have exerted a continuing pressure toward
disciplinary homogeneity in institutes and centers as well.

The critical functional aspect may not be the number of
departments involved but the adoption of a task orientation rather
than a disciplinary orientation. This can, of course, take place with
one or twenty disciplines involved. The involvement of several
disciplines does not ensure the accomplishment of a task or the
solution of a problem and may only indicate a splintering of re-
sources among several disciplines.

Interdisciplinary collaboration is only one of several func-
tions institutes perform. Much of the confusion about institutes
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sterns from the wide variety of activities they carry out. In contrast
to the academic department, which typically has few if any re-
strictions placed on its role, most institutes are limited principally
to a few specific functions such as the performance of research, the
administration of public service, or the facilitation of instruction,
while carrying out other actions on a more informal, supplementary
basis. Institute directors and staff members sometimes complain
about restrictions placed on their goals and functions and would
prefer a broader and more general mandate. A wider range of
functions, teaching as well as research, allows them to satisfy more
personal and professional needs. Even though employed full time
in a research capacity, for example, instcute staff members fre-
quently volunteer to teach classes without extra remuneration.
Related to this issue is the belief that institutes with broader man-
dates have greater recruitment appeal. A synergetic argument of
long standing in colleges and universities is also advanced, suggest-
ing that ideas generated in one activity, say research, stimulate
improved performance in another activity, for example teaching.

Over a third of the water center directors indicated that
their centers should embrace research, public service, and instruc-
,tion. Even a larger proportion of the social science and humanities
institute directors, nearly one-half, :ndicated that their centers
should be allowed to perform all three. The heaviest push toward
multifunctional status, however, was evidenced by the physical and
life science institutes; fully 75 per cent of the directors believed
that their institute should conduct all three activities.

There are pros and cons involved, but considering the
overall configuration of the university, attempts to expand institutes
to a multifunctional status would be unfortunate. Such expansion
would tend, over time, to minimize the unique functional advan-
tages of centers as an alternative organizational form. The present,
more restricted mission and task orientation 'of institutes allows
them to meet specific needs more efficiently and effectively and
with greater flexibility than is possible in many academic depart-
ments, schools, or colleges. If their :unctions were expanded to
include responsibilities for the full range of university activities,
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and if limitations on their missions were removed, they would
become indistinguishable from the traditional academic depart-
ment, and the justification for their continued existence, as an
institute, problematic. This is not to suggest that a selected institute
should not, when appropriate, be converted to a department or
school. Indeed, if an institute takes on the range of functions
characteristic of a department, it may be incumbent on the uni-
versity to change its status. But in so doing, its uniqueness as an
institute will be lost.

62



Cha acteristic

Although it is important to understand certain general trends and
qualities that characterize the origin, structure, and function of
institutes, we also want to trace the evolution of what might be
termed "inquiry networks" or families of Lastitutes that have
developed in response to specific national needs. Concern for en-
vi ronmental quality, for example, and the need to assure that the
nation had a water supply of sufficient quantity and quality to meet
the demands of an expanding population led to the establishment in
the mid-sixties of a national network of water centers, a principle
focus of our study. At about the same time, an inquiry network in
the field of educational research was emerging, first in the form of
research and development centers and later through a national net-
work of "regional educational laboratories" sponsored, as were the
water centers, by the federal government.

These two networks, one based on environmental concern
and the other rooted in the dilemma of a widening gap between
public expectations and the accomplishments of the schools, have
in common a commitment to address a national need and sizable
support from federal funds. They also illustrate important dif-
ferences in the maturity and performance levels typical of institutes
and centers in different disciplines.
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Water Centers

Abel Wolman, chairman of the Water Resources Study of
the National Academy of Sciences-National Research Council, set
forth a rationale for water centers, but he also suggested a line of
reasoning applicable to many institutes and centers created during
the post-World War II era. At the senate hearings (U.S. Senate,
1963) on the Water Resources Research Act, Wolman testified:

The most critical shortage in the field of water re-
sources by far is the very real shortage of broadly trained
people capable of planning and executing effective research
programs. At present, we have no institutional structure in
the United States to take care of multidisciplinary research
in water. The whole hydrosciences field is now pathetically
limited for the tasks involved. To strengthen it will require
immediate provision of a program to enlist and train new
people in a great many of the disciplines relating to water
resources. The ultimate objective should be the development
of a new structure and a new generation of well-rounded
water scientists ready and able to approach the nation's
multidisciplinary water-resources problems in a unified man-
ner as "hydrosciences" (p. 10).

Interest in the development, use, a1id control of the nation's
water resources paralleled our transformation from an agrarian
to a highly industrialized and technologically oriented society.
Water transportation was one of the first commercial
regulated by the federal government. The abundance or scarcity
of water for agricultural purposes was also an issue, but technol-
ogies to control or manipulate the environment were relatively
unknown.

Immigration, westward expansion, and industrialization
generated increased federal concern for water resources. Because
of the general economic, social, recreational, and ecological sig-
nifieance of water, many government agencies over the years have
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considered water resources their special province. In addition to
the role of the Defense Department and its Corps of Engineers, the
departments of Health, Education, and Welfare, Agriculture, Com-
merce, and the Interior were also heavily involved and concerned
with these resources. As a result, many agencies assumed a propie-
tary attitude toward the entire field of water resources.

Added to the parochialism, fragmentation, and cm. :;etition
on the national level was the parallel interest of the states and their
opposition to more complete control by the national government in
water resources planning. Use of the land-grant colleges and uni-
versities la each state to conduct research, it was thought, might
allay state fears that their particular water-related environmental
problems would receive scant attention. In addition, it was assumed
that the universities might aid in disseminating knowledge and
assistance to local agencies and officials concerned with water
planning and management. The apparent success of land-grant
institutions in agriculttral research and public service provided a
useful model.

During the Senate hearings on water resources, many ex-
perts testified in favor of using institutions of higher education for
enlargint, knowledge through research and for training scientists.
Glenn T. Seaborg, subsequently chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission, stated that "science and the making of scientists go
best together. . . . and when it can be managed, basic research
should be done at, or at least in association with, universities"
(U.S. Senate, 1963, p. 9) .

Arthur W. Maass, profes ,L of government at Harvard
University and a leading authority on the politics of natural re-
sources, also urged location of a national network of water centers
at land-grant institutions: "Title I of this bill promotes continuing
research on water resources in the land-grant colleges. This in my
view is an admirable objective (because of) . . . the success of
this particular pattern of research in the field of agriculture; the
need for water resources experts who can be trained in association
with widely dispersed research programs in the land-grant colleges;
geographical variations in water problems; and the desirability of
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strengthening state and local agencies concerned with water devel-
opment by having research facilities available to them for advice
and assistance" (p. 151).

As might be predicted, strong support for building the in-
quiry network of water centers within the land-grant system came
from presidents, professors, and scientists from land-grant institu-
tions as well as from repraentatives of professional societies and
spokesmen for public and private conservation interest groups.
Congressmen were already prone to choose the land-grant system,
since the United States had no national university Ind perhaps the
closest equivalent was the land-grant complex. By patterning the
water center network on this model, each congressman also had the
opportunity to serve his constituency and strengthen the prestige
of his state institution.

The water resources legislation in 1964 called for the estab-
lishment of one center in each state and Puerto Rico, to be located
at the land-gant college or university unlesi the state legislature
designated some other institution. If there was more than one land-
grant college in the state, and the state legislature took no action,
decision-making authority rested with the governor (U.S. House
of Representatives, 1964). No limitations were placed on the num-
ber of institutions that could share in the program, but to prevent
unnecessary duplication, only one university could serve as the
coordi, tating agency. Two or more states could cooperate in the
designation of a single interstate or regional institute, in which
case the sums assignable to all the cooperating states were paid to
such an institute.

Prior to 1964, some land-grant universities were already
engaged in water research to meet the speL.al needs of their region.
Water resources ranked as an important issue in many state legisla-
tures (Francis, 1967). Several c1 « t institutional arrangements
existed within the universities Typically, a faculty member with a
particular interest in these resources was given a modicun of funds,
relatively free license, L..d encouragement to work on his own or,
if he preferred, with others.

On at least two campuses, however, active water research
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centers predated the federal legislation. Following the Texas
drought of the 1950s, considerable pressure was exerted at the state
level to develop a center for discussion of wate- problems within a
university context. In 1952, a Water Research and Infonnaion
Center bias established at Texas A & M University_. The Water
Resources Center at the Los Angeles branch of the University of
California developed after the state legislature during the 1956
1958 period requested a permanent organization to further the
water-related research needs of the state.

Overall responsibility for administering the program of
research and training was vested in the Office of Water Resources
Research, United States Department of the Interior. The preamble
of the Water Resources Act stated the purpose of the legislation:
-In order to assist in assuring the nation at all times of a supply
of water sdficient in quantity and quality to meet the requirement
of its expanding population . . . to stimulate, sponsor, provide
for, and supplement present programs for the conduct of research,
investigations, experiments, and the training of scientists in the
fields of ,eater and of resources which affect water."

Continuing financial support was pledged to the newly
established water centers under Title I of the Act. Although the
Act called for the program to be subjected to congressional review
in 1975, the size of the annual allotment available to each center
increased over the period, in contrast to the decline in funds ex-
perienced in .-nany other federally supported programs. In addition,
the water centers profited by the requirement that the federal allot-
ment could be used by the centers provided it was matched on a
dollar-for-dollar basis by nonfederal funds, typically state-appro-
priated funds. The important net result was that each center had
a modest financial base, was reasonably stable and almost invulner-
able to vagaries of state funding and shifts of institutional, state,
and federal priorities.

It is premature to judge how successful the water resources
centers have been in achieving the goals for which they were
created. Whether they will enable the nation to have at all times a
"surly of water sufficient in quantity and quality" to meet the
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requirements of its expanding population is certainly not clear at
this juncture and may never be fully disc-risible. One can, how-
ever, search for preliminary evidence.

First, it should be noted that the water resources inquiry
network was completed essentially as initially designed. Fifty water
centers ,./ere established, and all but three were in land-grant
universities. Most operate at funding levels above the average typi-
cal for other university research institutes. Some water centr-s, for
example, spend in excess of a million dollars a year. Congressional
satisfaction is suggested by the gradual increase in the size of the
annual federal allotment. Water centers have also enjoyed con-
tinuing support from the National Association of S,ate Universities
and Land Grant Colleges. Thus, while it is premature to judge the
full impact of the water centers, the preliminary signs scene gen-
erally to be on the positive side.

Education Centers and Laboratories

Genuine federal concern and commitment to strengthen the
nation's educational system began to take shape in the mid-1950s.
Unlike the long-standing federal interest in IA/attex resources, sig-
nificant federal involvement in the field of education began only
as education came to be viewed as an instrument of national policy.
Executive, legislative, and public support for increased federal in-
vestment in education was initially linked to international affairs
national defense to be more precisecu'rninating in the passage of
the National Defense Education Act in the mid-1950s. As it be-
came apparent that national policy concerns extended far beyond
the initial preoccupation with national defense and into areas of
economic development, racial equality, and the quality of life in
the cities and rural areas, the nature and extent of fe _leral involve-
ment in education also broadened.

The bulk of federal support during the 1950s and 1960s
went for direct improvement and reform of existing programs or
the establishment of new programs in the nation's schools. Federal
investment in educational research, however, also grew during this
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period, perhaps in belief that the educational establishment did not
really know as much as lit needed to know in order to spend the
increased millions wisely. Many quarters expressed growing dis-
satisfaction with the effectiveness of the nation's educational system
and a hope that increased investment in educational research would
lead to greater effectiveness.

The Cooperative Research Act of 1954 marked the first
significant effort by the federal government to support research
and development in education. Patterned after most other federally
sponsored research programs, the Cooperative Research Act chan-
neled its funds through colleges and universities to individual pro-
fessom and enabled them to carry on research programs largely of
their own design and choosing. The technical excellence of the
research proposal and the reputation of the principal investigator
tended to outwcir2h any assumptions about national priorities for
needed research ana development.

Although the initial grants made under the Act were useful
in strengthe-ting the ouz-lty and quantity of educational research,
criticism was also heard. Research programs in education, it was
alleged, were too fragmented, with several different professors in
different parts of the country working independently on related
aspects of the same problem. Most research projects tended to be
small-scale efforts that faculty members could carry out in con-
nection with their professorial duties. Because of these limitations,
research findings tended to be noncumulative and frequently inron-
elusive.

A second general class of complaints centered on the obser-
vation that the results of educational research and development did
not appear to have a significant impact on changing practice ire
the classroom. Most projects took place within the university setting
where the interests of the faculty and the reward system of the
institution tended to favor research in preference to "development."
Many research projects were never, designed with a "product (level-
oulnent" phase in mind, and so it was not surprising that results,
while sometimes useful in theory buliding, frequently did not pro-
vide a sound be for developing improved products and procedures
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which would change significantly the quality of educational op-
portunity. Thus, while the Cooperative Research Act seemed to
have stimulated educational research, it had not dramatically in-
fluenced the quality aprl quantity of educational development and
did not seem to be the ultimate goal ef improved practice
in the schools.

A third general criticism focused on the view that educa-
tional research was somehow not attracting a sufficiently wide
range of talent or, more precisely, that the Cooperative Research
program had been captured by the schools of education. Projects
typically centered around the interests and capabilities of a single
principal investigator, and as a consequence the :( earch and devel-
opment tended to he confined to his particular configuration of
talents and perspectives. The curriculum experiments conducted
during the mid-1950s by Educational Services, Inc., in fields such
as physics and mathematics which drew together a broader range
of talent including those from the disciplines as well as team mem-
bers front the colleges of education and the public schools them-
selves seemed to suggest an attractive alternative organizational
model for the conduct of educational research and development.

In response to these several concerns, the United States
Office of Education initiated in 1963 a research and development
center program. Conducted within the legislative framework of
the Cooperative Research Act, the guidelines for the new program
reflected the aspirations and expectations that led to its establish-
ment

Research and development centers are designed to
concentrate Lman and financial resources on a particular
piogram area in education over an extended period of time
ire an attempt to make significant contributions toward an
understanding of, and an improvement of educational prac-
tice in, the problem area. More specifically, the personnel
Of a center will:

(1) Conduct basic and applied research studies, both of
the laboratory and field type=
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(2) Conduct development activities designed to translate
systematically research findings into educational materials or
procedures, and field test the developed products.

(3) Demonstrate and disseminate information about the
new programs or procedures which emerge from the research
and development efforts. These activities may include demon-
strations in a natural or operational setting, the preparation
of films, tapes, displays, publications, and lectures, and the
participation in syviposia and conferences.

(4) Provide nationwide leadership in the chosen a
(p. 27).

The guidelines thus set stage for the creation of the first
federally sponsored inquiry network in the field of education. The
strategy was three-pronged: to shift the highest priority from
knowledge production alone to deliberate imp rent of the
relationship between the production and utilization knowledge;
to attract to educational research and development a greater range
and diversity of multidisciplinary talent, especially talent residing
outside of schools of education; and to create an instrumentality,
in the form of research and development centers, in which invest-
ments could be made and through which an alternative to con-
tinued support of disconnected projects could be found (Mason
and Boyan, 1968). "The cost of establishing and maintaining a
center as an institution was seen, in large measure, as the price to
be paid for initiating and managing continuous and cumulative
programmatic efforts !dressed to the solution c' major problems"
(p. 193).

During the next . years several research and development
centers were established. Certain centers., such as the Wisconsin
R & D Center for Cognitive Learning, enabled the earlier work of
an education researcher to be broadened with an expanded emphasis
on development and application, and to he placed on a program-
matic rather than project-by-project support basis. Other centers,
such as the Center for Research and Development in Higher Edu-
cation locatxl at the University of California (Berkeley), had been
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in existence prior to the initiation of the federal program and were
able to shift their base from federal project support and founda-
tion and institutional funds to the new system of programmatic
support. Typically, centers were established in universities and in-
volved individuas who had earlier demonstrated a high-level capa-
city for educational research and development; in this sense, the
centers tended to build the inqui'y network and to strengthen the
critical mass of R & D talent.

The regional educational laboratories initiated in 1965
represented still a further evolution in government attempts to
strike the appropriate institutional form for supporting educational
research and development. The origin of this program is difficult
to trace. In large part the laboratory program stemmed from the
so-called Gardner Task Force on Education established in the
summer of 1961 by President Johnson and also from essentially
the same forces that led to the earlier research and development
centers. Authority for the program was lodged unobtrusively in
Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965,
The Act as a whole was designed principally to provide compensa-
tory education programs for educationally and economically dis-
advantaged students. Surprisingly, these laboratories were never
mentioned explicitly in the Act. It was President Johnson in his
message on education to Congress who made first public reference
to regional educational laboratories and tied the laboratory program
to Title IV. Title IV, in fact, was largely an extension of the earlier
Cooperative Research Iv.t of 1954, the legal base of the earlier
research and developmcnt centers. Steven Bailey reported that
during the five days of floor debate on the Elementary ,,n( Second-
ary Education Act, little attention was paid to Title IV v either
house of Congress, Debate centered on the formula to be used to

tribute the bulk of the money authorized under Title y of the Act
(bailey, p. 8),

The essential difference between the earlier research centers
and the laboratories was the institutional or corporate structure of
the proposed laboratories. The centers had been tied to universities;
it soon became clear that those who administered tb re;ional
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laboratory program had -till anotliet model in mind. Grants,
this instance, were to be given to nonuniverst_y-based scholars em-
ployed by quasi-nongovernmental organizations.

The traditional collegial system, rooted in the structure and
mores of the academic department, was responsible in large part
for the initiation of institutes and centers as Itn organization alter-
native. This system tended to value theoretical research rather than
applied development and professorial autonomy rather than inte-
grated teamwork. The creation of education centers was the first
answer to this problem. The second and more radical step was to
move educational research and development outside the corporate
structure of the university. It was hoped that laboratories would be
able to form a coalition extending beyond the universities to include
state departments of education, local school systems, governing
boards, business and industrial concerns, and social and cultural
agencies having direct or indirect concern for improving education.

Following this model, a national network of twenty regional
educational laboratories was established, theoretically blanketing
the United States. From its inception, however, the program was
beset by a series of trials and tribulations. The greatest single
problem was the decision to bring the network into reality in one
swift stroke by creating twenty laboratories rather than four or five.
There was neither sufficient research and development talent to
initiate an institution-building phase of this magnitude, nor the
necessary management capability in the U.S. Office of Education
to cope with the problems such a venture would inevitably generate.

As a result, national policy and guidelines for the regional
laboratories tended to be formed on an ad hoc basis in response to
specific problems. Laboratory directors and their boards of directors
reponded to frequently changing policies and program directives
from Washington while at the same time conducting a frantic
search for talented staff that simply was not available in the quan-
tity and quality implied by the decision to move quickly to t level
of twenty laboratories.

A second major setback for the laboratory proprm was its
level of funding. The initial vision for the laboratory program was
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big. Each laboratory was to receive fve to ten million dollars a
year by the end of the first 'lye years of operation. Some of the
initial laboratory prospectuses projected ultimate funding levels of
twenty million dollars or more annually:. But as the costs of Viet-
nam mounted and inflation acceleated, the pressure grew to cut
federal spending. Most vulnerable were the "controllable" expendi-
tures for research, especially those for programs of recert vintage
and those lacking strong and vocal ,__ostitutencies. The laboratory
program qualified un every count. Aithough dedi:ated efforts by
HEW staff prevented many threatened cutbacks, the funding base
never grew, and uncertainty was the norrn. The prop-ram became
verextended, with insufficient re.,ources to nourish -ae .:quately the

existing network. Partly because of the funding crisis and partly
because of generally recognized weak programs and institutioi-s, the
number of laboratories was cut essentially in half as federal 'port
for several laboratories was discontinued.

A third broad category of problems stemmed from their
corporate structure. The laboratories were neither fish nor fowl.
They were not government agencies, for they had their own cor-
porate and governing stuctures. Neither were they in any sense
independent of the Office of Education that supplied 100 per cent
of the financial support for most labs. The board of directors gen-
erally represented the various segments of the educational com-
munity to which each laboratory related. Increasingly, however,
the real "governance" came from Washingte-. as Office of Educa-
tion personnel realized that they, not the laboratory boards, would
ultimately be held accountable by the legislative and executive
branches of government.

The broader question of whether the establishment of
regional laboratories outside the corporate structure of univers;aes
achieved the desired ends is still far hum .-.nswered. The action,
in most instances, did remove the labot..;tzain-, from the domination
of the research orientation and the traditht of professorial athon-
orny characteristically associated with universities. Whether the
weakening of university tics was accompanied by a significant
strcn- thening of bonds with other constituencies that _:ould not
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have been accomplished in the university setting is less clear. It is
certainly not at all evident that the hoped-for breadth and quality
of laboratory staffing was realized. It is quite possible that a
stronger staff could have been built within the university corporate
structure. Irrespective- these concerns, however, the oltimate test
for the laboratories their impact n improved educational prac-
tices in the nation's sclioollz--remains unanswered.

Thus, the research and development centers and the net-
work of regional educational laboratories reflect alternative answers
to a single pronlem: what organizational strut! -e is must con-
dtive to the conduct or programmatic educational research and
development and most ctf,...7ient in ensuring the appropriate appli-
cation of findings and r-or-, _Lq to the educational enterprise? Both
provide alterrltives to 'le more conv-ntios option of the lone
professor and his department. lime -lay be instructive to the
federal government as it seeks wiser answers to the question. In
the case of universities, the question is one of mission: Is it the role
of the university to attempt to bring about constructive change in
education, or in agriculture, or in other fields of social concern, aid
if EO, how can the university organize itself to go about the task
more effectively?

Social Science: Humanities Institutes

Tracing the growth and development of the wide variety of
institutes in the social sciences and humanities is a fo-mi(!able task.
Unlike the rater centers and the centers and laboratories in edu-
cation, these institutes have no single history or a common date of
or4tin. One can find few references in tic Congressional Record
that ..-,.dculate -he goals, and there are no administrative guidelines
to 213nrik.rciii..2 procedure_

titutes in the social sciences and humanities arc unequal
thrt forrnef far outnumbering the later. If longevity were

cial variable, however, institutes in the humanities would have
the advantage. Bo& the medieval and the modern university had,
at their core, scholarship in the liberal arts and humanistic studies.
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Despite its antiquity, however, research in the humanities has often
been considered an expendable luxury in a crimplex technological
society, any' this attitude is reflected in the paucity of institutes
engaged in humanistic scholarship and research. Equally important
is the possibility that humanistic research may not require the
highly organized sc,ting provided 1.iv t!:, structure. The
number of social science institutes has eased sharply in recent
years, perhaps because of faith or belief in the ability of the social
sciences to contribute to the solution of societz,1 problems, but also
reflecting the growing complexity and scale of .,learch programs in
these fields.

Several historical considerations have had a significant im-
pact on the development of social science institutes. Betz and
Kruytbosch (1970) traced the development of the research func-
tion at the University of California (Berkeley)' and cited the long-
standing state support provided for organized researd .nits that
performed services for the state. A close look at social science and
humanities institutes reveals that the majority have a strong public
service orientation.

Institutes with a political science base were frequently
designed to help upgrade the level of personnel in the public sector,
offer consultative services to state and local govt. anental officials,

ad through publications and short courses to keep public officials
..;,. ist of !ley! techniques. It is not uncommon for such units also
to offer professional graduate degree programs in areas such as ptib-
lic administration. In the course of their work many of these insti-
tutes hav- developed political contacts at the state level that have

ascot to their continuity. Some have even received special
ti aopropriations from the state in tie university's budget.

Bureaus of business and economic research, perhaps under
the agis of the department of economics or the school of business
administration, are further examples of public service-oriented
inztitutes m the social sciences. The service typically provided to the
r' e- industrial leaders is Must,. by the following statement of
mission: "Business lid economo. ,lata can be secured by origin-
investigations (Indic._ compilations from other sources, The Bureau
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can determine, for example, a community's trading area and the
socioeconomic characteristics of the area's inhabitants. The number
of potential customers, where and why they last bought selected
items and services, and their shnpping habits and o- inions on shop-
ping conditions can be ascertained by survey."

A third class of social science institutes is illustrated by the
Survey Research. Center at the University of Michigan. The center
began as a U.S. Department of Agriculture service that was sub-
sequently to the university by its principal organizers. From
its incepti ,a, the center has been able to undertake large-scale
research projects because of its staff of well-trained and highly
specialized technicians and professionals. In addition to devising
measurement techniques, the center has conducted several studs
related to organizational, economic, and political behavior. The
Survey Research Center and the National Opinion Research
Center of the University of Chicago are only two of the well-known
university-based research institutes of this genre and to a limited
extent represent archetypes that other centers have tried to emuhte.

The realization that the social sciences could be useful in
solving the nation's problems gained ascendancy during the early
New Deal period, a period during which the nation was plagued by
a number of persistent social and economic problems. President
Roosevelt relied heavily on the counsel of social scientists for policy
directives and legislative proposals, including both the initial social
security legislation and the first Federal Wage and Hour Law.
Join Maynard Keynes' theory that prosperity could be restored
by increased government spending was looked upon with suspicion
by his British comp-triots but formed the basis of Roosevelt's
rem y program. Although there are still debates over whether the
application of Keynesian principles was and is the best solution for
economic crises, ale icriputtant fact is that Keynes work signaled
growing acceptance of economics ,,,nd other -ocial sciences as useful
in formating social policy.

F -.,arch in the social sciences also became highly technics;
during th- period. The acceptance of the problem-solving capa-
bility of the social sciences came slowly, and in the scar& for
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acceptance, social scientists frequently borrowed the terminology
and methodology of the physical and life sciences. Perhaps the
"turning inward" during the McCarthy era also contributed to the
new methods, since research of an empirical or quantitative nature
and the use of mathematical tools and models were viewed as
somewhat ;ess controversial.

The decade of the sixties ushered the social scientists back
into the inner circles and the public eye. Racial tension and the
decline of the cities were p. .',tent and only too obvious national
crises. Voter registration drives, lunch-counter sit-ins, and enforced
desegregation of school districts. particularly in the South, pitted
black against white. The middle class was fleeing to the suburbs at
an accelerated rate, leaving the cities without an adequate tax
base to handle the rising crime rate or additional welfare burden
caused by the urban poor. Balance of payments problems, a war
in Indochina, and environmental pollution joined the list of
national concerns, and the expectation that a solution for these
problems might somehow be found in the social sciences also gi cw.
Growth in the number of social science institutes and centers was
an integral part of this evolution.

Physical and Ilfe Science Institutes

Very early in the history of American colleges and unL-
vers.des there was a modest amount of federal investment in the
sciences, especially those that emphasi-ted the applied aspects of
their rc arch. Following the passage of the Hatch Act of 1887,
land-grant universities received funds for operating agricultural
experiment stations. Although the principal focus was on agricul-
tural probkrns, the pioneer work carried out by the experiment
stations had far greater scientific impact. Many prominent geneti-
cists and biochemts received their initial training in this sating.
Engineering experiment stations were also estahli:ied, along with
herbariums, museums, and laboratories that served as teachinw! ds

perhaps the greatest contribution of these early &Torts war; the
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legitimization of research as an appropriate function in the Ameri-
can university.

It was American involvement in World War II, however,
that catapulted the sciences into national prominence and boosted
their stocks considerably. From the beginning of the industrial
revolution, western society acknowledged its dependence on science
and the by-products of that technology. The success of the M an-
hattan Project elevated the status of scientific research. The num-
ber of institutes and centers in the sciences grew r2.pidly. Among
the land-grant institutions, approximately two-thirds of all institutes
and centers are research arms of the basic and applied sciences
(Ikenberry, 1970).

A.s was suggested earlier, the emergence of institutes forged
a new pattern of interpersonal relations among college faculty
members. It was not a coincider.ce that nrominent scientists from
many universities could collaborate with each other, unravel the
secrets of the atom, and produce the most deadly weapon the
world had ever known. The socialization process by which grad-
twat students in the sciences became full-fledged members of a dis-
dphne nurtured this collaborative capacity. As a result, physical or
life scientists are likely to be "team play, is." Their doctoral re-
search is often part of a larger, grand de.,,ign. Laboratories, cyclo-
trons, and other z:iphisticated equipment are essential to support
the', work, and thus they are frequently dependent on the assis-
tance of other scientists. joint or multiple authorship of research
papers is common and even the most prestigious awards in science,
such as Nobel priz=, are often shared by eminent scholars working
in collaboration with each other. In short, the sciences set the
model, of means as we.' as ends, that led to the growth cf organized
research in the university and to the consequent proliferation of
research institutes and centers.

Although scientific researc't was firmly ensconced in the
university setting in the decade after 1945, it was the nation's major
'pace efir rely ted to the advent of Sputnik, that gave a major
Joost to .ional investment in science. As a result of the Soviet
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feat, certain disciplines, such as astronomy and mathematics, re-
ceived proportienatety larger investments. There were few astro-
nomical observatories in operation land-grant universities prior
to Sputnik, but the growth pattern is noteworthy. : distribution
tended to be bimodal: Most of the apse: atorics ablishei

er befo-e, 1940 or after Sputnik in 1957. Fear ussian scien-
suprem:,ov act, :ed renewed interest in the enure educational

system, and federa funded, university- instigated "think tanks"
brought about major revisions in the public school science and
mathematics curricula. The renewed interest in science also had a
ripple effect, stimulating research across the board in the social
sciences, hommides, and education as well as in the physical and
life sciences. It generated a virtual tidal wave of public concern
and financial support that continued into the late 1960s. And then,
charactuistically, a shift of national priorities away from defense
and -space-oriented research in the sciences resulted in we:

nancial support for ne all programs.

Summary and Coneusions

Some of the unique features of institutes and centers make
comparison difficult. While some centers were encouraged, pro-
moted, or even designed by government agencies, others emerged
with little or no government influence. In some instances, centers
at one university have entered into formal, continuous alliances
with similarly constituted units at other universities. But he presence
or absence of a formal alliance does no -lcny the existence of the
informal inquiry .1-twork that tends to develop among centers.
The directors and th-,- center staffs, therefore, must respond not
only to their own desiro and to the direction of the university ad-
ministration, they mug t he aware of the activities in several other
academic units similar to their own. For sotri.: of the directors, the
organization chart and communiation channels are unavoidably
complex and unbelievably tortuous.

Despite the apparent homogeneity within a single class of
institutes, the -e is wide divergence. Among water centers, for
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example, each has "seed money" from federal f: urccs. But some
water centers are barely able to match federal funds with addi-
tional monies while others have contracts in excess of half- mullion
dollars. Some water centers do not employ a full-time director
while others have a payroll of fifty or more people. A few of the
institutes are reason tbly well-located and accessible to the main
campus, and a few are relegated to obscure quarters.

Physical and life science institutes, as a group, are the best
supported, internally and externally, and display the accouter-
ments befitting their status: well-equipped Lboratories, office space,
large full-time professional staffs, graduate students, and post-
doctoral fellows. In their wooing of research contracts, they operate
from a position of strength, having already amassed sizable inven-
toria of equipment and a considerable number of highly trained
specialists. For every university dollar invested in their operation,
they generate four additional dollars from external sources. But
such larger organizations may have the most difficult adjustment
in a period of changing priorities.

Position within the university's organization stru _fires
apparently offers no meaningful clues about the quality or Lange of
operations of institutes. It is true that the social science-humanities
institutes are somewhat more likely than are the other two types
to be organized within departments; the least viable organizations
tended to 'Lister at that level. Many institutes existed at a mini-
mum level, with considerable dependence on the academic depart-
ment. Some institutes appeared to be "wholly owned" subsidiaries
of the sponsoring departments, and both funding and staffing were
heavily influence6 by departmentally assigned priorities and the
prevailing disciplinary values. As one respondent stated, "The
establishment of a fully funded research center in an academic
department adds overall strength to the research and service capa-
city of the department withou undermining the discipline."

Universities, like other institute -ns in American society,
tend to mirror the prevailing fads and fashions of the times. Many
institutes have chalked up an enviable record and a list of notable
achievement. With good reason, these institutes approacl. the
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future with optimism. For many others, however, there is a rough
road ahead. Although th.!ir record of achievement may have been
no more spotted than that of many an academic de7 _-rtment, in-
stitutes remain more vulnerable, and many will be a:- should be
phased out in the 'years ahead. To phase out or to strengthen a
weak institute is not to deny the contribution to -university function-
ing of this organizational form. We do suggest, however, that much
is still to be learned about building and maintai strong and
well functioning academic organizations.
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Cont

Although the orga.nizaional structure of the university has Lhanged
over the last two decades with the introcuction of institutes and
centers, the locus of power in academe ana the ability to control
rewards and sanctions remains much the same. The ?-ndemic
departments have= if anything, strengthened their power base.
Departments continue to exert the principal force in the opera-
tional definition of goals and purposes of the university; they largely
control faculty reward mee.anisms; and they are, through both
formal and informal mechanisms, the primary focus o institu-
tional progress and academic achievement.

Institutes and centers tend to be excluded n
Their cU:-,.ctor., and professional staff members, Dy v:tue of insti-
tutional policy, have very limited powers in decision areas such as
rank, tenure, salary, and promotions. It is not surprising, therefore,
that such .personnel policies and practices generate conflict from
time to time between institute directors and department chairmen
and between professional staff members employed in institutes and
departmental faculty rrembers. The unanswered question, of
course, is whether such conflict contributes to th- effectiveness of
institutes and to the university as a whole or whether it is reerel7
disruptive.
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Departmental Power

Most universities apparently have few formal, written pol-
icies that define power relationships between institutes and depart-
ments. In response to the question "Does the university have a
written policy regarding the employment of professional personnel
in organized research units?" nearly two-thirds of the forty -six
university administrators indicated that the institution had no such
policy. With or without a formal written policy, however, there was
substantial agreement on key policy questions such as the award of
tenure, eligibility for membership in the senate, award of profes-
sorial rank, and promotion of professional staff members employed
in institutes. In each case, control tended to rest with the academic
department.

Several policy statements emphasized that institutes and
centers are established "to aid the research and enhance the teach-
ing of participating members of the faculty." Public service, it
was added, may be a coordinate objective (Utah State University,
1968). A report of the University of California (Berkeley) senate
(Academic Plan Steering Committee, 1968) suggested a similar
orientation when it observed: "A major issue in this regard is the

level of nonscnate professional staffing. Evidently the
senate's Ai adernic Plan Steering Committee regards the present
high ratio of nonsenate professional staff to senate participants as
a cause for concern."

Some observers understand the principal function of insti-
tutes to be the enhancement of career opportunities and profes-
sional activities of senior faculty members and the prestige of their
departments. Within such a framework, the control of institutes
by academic departments is seen as not only appropriate but per-
haps essential. Others, such as Steinhart and Chendack (1969),
believe that the weak power position of institutes and centers re-
sults in "ineffectiveness."

University policies tend to allow considerable freedom and
autonomy to institutes and centers in the appointment of profes-
sional personnel as long as professorial rank is not involved. In all
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but two universities, institute appointments not involving profes-
sorial rank required no formal approval by any departmental or
senate committee. Most of the universities (83 pr cent) reported
that salary increases recommended for professional personnel in
institutes did not have to be reviewed by any academic department
or senate committee as long as the staff member- did not hold a
joint appointment in an academic department. Fringe benefits,
such as insurance plans and retirement programs, were reported
to be essentially the same for those holding only research appoint-
ments and for department staff holding professorial rank.

The rights and privileges, as well as the academic values,
implied by professorial rank, however, cause most professional staff
members to seek this rank as part of the initial terms of appoint-
ment. In nearly two-thirds of the universities surveyed, professional
staff members could not hold professorial rank, such as professor
or associate professor, solely on the basis of their appointment in an
institute or center. Such tides could be awarded only by academic
departments. Thus, the autonomy of institutes is restricted signifi-
cantly by the need to gain departmental concurrence with most
professional-level appointments.

The harsh truth in most universities, especially the higher
prestige, graduate, and research-oriented institutions, is that in
order to be of the university and not just at it, one must be a mem-
ber of the faculty. And faculty status, in most such universities, is
available only through departmental affiliation. The University of
Wisconsin policy statement (1970, p. 2) is instructive: "Tenure
academic staff positions include professors and associate professors
who have been appointed in departments. . . they also include
assistant professors and instructors who have been granted tenure"
(emphasis added). With reference to appointments as scientiits
or fellows in research institutes and centers, the policy notes: "These
academic staff positions include a variety of academic roles per-
formed in support of the university's mission. While none carries
with it tenure, probationary, or University Faculty status implica-
ions, appointees are not precluded from consideration from latter

designation (p. 3).
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More than three-quarters of he university administrators
estimated that most professional staff members in institutes on their
campus also held appointments Ln an academic department. In-
terestingly, the practice of joint appointments tended to be some-
what more prevalent in universities with fewer institutes and with
graduate programs of somewhat lower status in terms of the Cartter
report Such is not to suggest that departmental control is any
weaker in the more research-oriented, higher status institutions but,
on the contrary, that access to full faculty membership and privi-
leges in the academic community is even more restricted in such
institutions. The frustrations of "unequal peers" in a high-status,
research-oriented university were revealed by Kruytbosch and
Messinger (1968). In their analysis of "The Situation of Re-
searchers at Berkeley," they reported several important differences
in university policy and practice between departmental faculty
members and researchers with, only institute or cente, appointments.
The researcher, for example, could not obtain membership in the
senate or in other important university policy-making bodies; he
was not eligible for an award of tenure or for paid leaves of ab-
sence. He could not participate, as could his colleagues in academic
departments, in the institutional appointments and promotions
process and at Berkeley apparently did not even enjoy the same
parking and library privileges. The size of the research program at
Berkeley, combined with the formal institutional policy and in-
formal faculty traditions, apparently created two classes of profes-
sional employees, one of which was disenfranchised and worked
essentially on the fringe of the university community.

The clash between the "two worlds" of institutes and de-
partments is not severe in most universities. Yet administrators'
reports of institutional policy tend to confirm departmental control.
Among the universities which provided access to senate member-
ship for professional staff members employed solely in an institute
(nearly three-quarters), such access was more likely to be available
in those universities with smaller doctoral programs and with grad-
uate programs of lower standing as appraised by the Cartter report.
In short, the data suggest that the strength of the departments and
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disciplines is inversely related to the powu and autonomy of in-
stitutes.

For st-ur members holding joint appointments in academic
departments ,tnd institutes, the policy of about half the universities
allowed recommendations for promotion to originate in the insti-
tute as well as in the department. In the remaining half, initiation
of promotion recommendations was limited to the academic depart-
ment. In either case, nearly all universities required the concurrence
of the academic department. And, again, the heavier the hisdtu-
don's involvement in sponsored research, the more likely the re-
quirement of departmental approval.

Joint appointment in an academic department is not neces-
sarily a mere courtesy gesture. In a large number of responding
universities (44 per cent), joint appointment of a staff member by
a center and a department required a salary payment from the
budgets of both units. Salary can also become an issue in the award
of annual merit increases. The policy of most universities (78 per
cent) required that salary increases recommended for institute staff
members holding joint appointments be approved by the academic
departments.

The extent of departmental control is also illustrated by the
fact that more than one-third of the universities reported that a
professional staff member who did not hold professorial rank could
not serve as principal estigator for an institute project. Thus,
although institutes might be allowed to appoint professional per-
sonnel without departmental approval, they would not be autho-
rized to assign them principal-investigator status without that
approval. Review of the few available written policy statements
suggested that it was either generally expected or, in fact, required
that the director of an institute or center be "concurrently a regular
tenure member of the faculty" (University of California, 1963,

3).
Apart from the control of standard perquisites of salary,

tenure, rank, and promotion, departments exercise other controls
when they choose to use them, including access to teaching oppor-
tunities and a voice in curriculum decisions. The Utah State
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University policy statement (1968, p. ), reflecting standard
practice, specifies that no organized research unit shall offer regular
academic curricula or confer degrees, but that it may provide re-
search training to students employed in its research program. For
those professional staff members who seek career opportunities and
satisfactions other than research, a most do, departmental relation-
ships are extremely important.

It is apparent that there arc rather sharp restrictions on
institute autonomy with respect to academic personnel policies in
most universities. An additional limitation is that institutes are
among the few organizational units that are not expected, and
indeed may not be allowed, to develop a permanent professional
staff. In seventy per cent of the universities, formal or informal
policy declare that organized research units generally should trot
develop full-time permanent professional staffs but should draw on
rotating and part-time joint faculty appointments from academic
departments.

The policy statement of the State University of New York
is quite clear on this matter: "M a general rule, units as estab-
lished under These policies shall not have a permanent or quasi-
permanent staff except for the necessary administrative assistants
and technical and clerical staff. Exceptions are permissible for
units with heavy public service responsibilities giving rise to need
for permanent positions. This rule shall not preclude the continuing
employment of regular faculty members on a split appointment
basis or nonfaculty research appointments for the duration of
specific research projects" (Porter, 1965, p. 4). Faculty members
concerned about career stability may find the institute too unprt
&table and seek a more permanent home in an academic depart-
ment. One might also suspect that some faculty members associated
jointly with institutes and departments might be inclined to give
first priority to the demands of the department, assuming this
relationship to he the more lasting of the two.

Academic departments also exercise control through their
power, sometimes formal and sometimes informal, to evaluate the
performance of institutes. just as institute appointments are ex-
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pected to be temporary, some institutes are expected to have a finite
life. Interviews with university administrators revealed that although
few centers had really been dissolved, they tended nonetheless to
be regarded as temporary in mission, if not in structure. Some
university policies call for periodic review of the goals and accom-
plishments of institutes. The University of California policy state-
ment (1963), for example, requires that "at five-year intervals each
unit shall be examined by a special review committee appointed
by the appropriate Chief Campus Officer or by the President. The
examining committee shall submit a report appraising need for
the continuation of the unit, The purposes for which the unit was
initially funded and the emergence of further or changed aims
shall be reviewed in the report. Such reports shall be reviewed by
the Academic Senate Committee on Educational Policy" (p, 3).

To the extent that such policy statements are actually taken
seriously, academic departments can be in a position to pass judg-
ment on the performance of institutes. If the university senate
figures prominently in such a review, as is the case at Berkeley, it is
the tenured faculty with professorial rank in academic departments
who will be called upon to make the judgments. Informal ap-
praisals of a given institute or center can be transmitted through
the institutional hierarchy by deans and department chairmen.
The policy statement of the State University of New York declares
that "the normal unit for instruction and research is the depart-
ment' (Porter, 1965, p, 1). Certainly this is the case in most if not
all universities. It follows that the normal the academic depart-
ment will usually evaluate the deviantthe institute or center
and not the other way around.

Advisory Committees

Power and authority tend to be diffused in the complex
university, but the diffusion is especially acute with respect to
institutes. Organizational tension between institutes and their ex-
ternal environment is considerable at times. The pressures come
from all sides: Departments can exercise controls over appoint-
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meats, promotions, and salary adjustments for faculty members;
Jeans may wish to exercise greater control over the expenditure
of institute resources for purposes that may or may not be in accord
with the principal mandate of the institute; temporary professional
staff members of the institute may be unresponsive to institute
needs because of competing priorities and rewards in their aca-
demic departments.

External pressures are also common. The funding agency,
for example, may press for immediate, highly practical results at
the expense of longer term and more fundamental approaches
to problem-solving preferred by the institute; pressures to audit,
censor, or 21assify research publications are sometimes faced; and
a wide range of pluralistic and sometimes conflicting publics de-
mand to be served.

Whatever the origin of pressures and tensions, institutes
must identify and manage the conflict, maintain at least minimally
satisfactory working relationships within the univeriit:, and with
its constitutents and, over time, gain the confidence and the sup-
port of these disparate groups sufficiently to sustain the life and
productivity of the institute. Advisory committees are apparently
useful mechanisms toward such ends.

Several elements may instigate establish: -lent of these com-
mittees. Policies of some universities require or strongly encourage
them. Research sponsors may make clear their desire for the forma-
tion of a committee, as did the Office of Water Resources Research.
Or center directors may wish to form an advisory committee for
their own purposes. Whatever the motive, some three-quarters of
the 125 institutes zIncl centers in the study have such a committee.
Nearly all the wrer centers, 94 per cent, had '77. Among social
science institutes, the least likely of t he three groups to have one,
a majority reported having a committee.

The composition of the committees varied widely. In some
cases membership came almost entirely from the vocal campus,
while in other instances members were drawn in full from outside
the university. The most common configuration was , tanpcsed
principally of deans, department chairmen, and other h,fitienn
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individuals on the local campus. Although institutes in the social
sciences were somewhat less likely to have an advisory committee,
those that did tended to draw the entire membership from the local
c.'mpus or from a combination of local and external sources. The
roles and positions represented by committee members are sug-
gested by this partial listing: heads of departments related to re-
search efforts; deans of engineering, agriculture, mines, and forestry;
graduate school and college deans or their representative; four
state officials, three federal officials, four industrialists; professional
scientists in the petroleum industry; ten labor representatives and
,welve faculty members. Committees tended to draw their mem-
bership from potential adversaries, perhaps in the hope of gaining
better cooperation and resolving differences, or from useful allies
who would be potential defenders of the institute in a time of crisis,
or both.

The data suggest that be role of advisory committees can
be better ur.derstood from a political perspectiveidentification,
management, and resolution of conflictthan from a scientific or
technical perspective, although some committees probably play
both roles. In appraising its contributions, few institute directors
reported or implied that the committee gave significant scientific
or technical advice important to the conduct of the institute's re-
search. The more typical comments were as follows:

"It serves as au administrative double-check."
"In general, it acts to protect the interests of committc
members."

iially, it was very beneficial in establishing internal
protocol."

"It enhances acceptance and support of our center"
"It gives sanction for changes whirl, suggest.'
"Members are links to agencies thr y present."
"It aids in dissemination of information to interested parties."

Among the ninety-four institutes and centers that used an
advisory committee, 42 per cent of the directors described the
committee's role in terms of conflict identification and manage-
ment, building interpersonal and interorganizational relationships,
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and strengthening public relation3. An additional 33 per cent re-
ported that the committee played a kind of low-keyed, general
advisory role. In the remaining 25 per cent of the cases, tl-e direc-
tors reported candidly that the committee was, in fact, nonfunc-
tional.

There was an almost total failure to attribute any significant
governance or de-.iion-making role to advisory committees. When
asked to evaluate the impact of the committee on institute policy
and programs, a majority of the directors rated the influence as
modest or almost nonexistent. There were some apparent differences
among institutes on this point, however. Water center directors,
for example, weft more likely than other directors to attribute a
significant role to the advisory committee: 14 per cent rated
advisory committee influence as strong, while an additional 44 per
cent rated it as fairly strong. Directors in the social and physical
sciences rated the committee as having a modest or nonexistent
impact.

We suspected that advisory committees might ntion as
protective devices in th- r wative stages of institute develop-
ment, but then g' _line in relative importance. Responses
f:om directors did fully support his proposition. Although
several did report a reduction in committee acti-Aty or the actual
discontinuation of committee after a period of time, the general
pattern suggested that cc-- 'tux influence continued and, in
s . 9-11 irhaances, increased in strength following the nstitu e's

period of operation.

Program Control

We attempted to assess the relative influence of various
forces, including advisory committees, on the research programs of
institutes. How important, for example, were vice-presidents for
research and university senates in influencing the direction of in-
stitute programs? i'0 what extent did funding agencies call the
tune? What was the role of professional staff members in shaping
program objectives?
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Institute directors were asked to rank several forces in terms
of their relative influence on their programs. Directors of water
centers, social science centers, and physical and 'tile science institutes
all agreed that the most potent influence in naping the program
was the director himself. The great majority of directors ranked
their influence at the top or next to the top. Such rankings may
be regarded by some as possible overestimates of one's own in
portance, but as Rossi (1964) has observed, "Characteristically,
institutes and centers have 'directors' while departments hav;
`chairmen,' expressing in tae titles of their chief administrAtive
officers the greater authority of the one as compared with the
other" (p. 1150). Rossi went on to potht out that, in his view,
institutes and centers funct;oned best when the director provided
strong intellectual and administrative leadership. Effective leader-
ship may be even more important in institutes than in departments
because of the need of institutes to preserve their .ask or problem
orientation and coordinate the work of teams of indiv: htals.

Following general agreement that directors exerted the
greatest inflence on center program and policy, the rankings of
other forces tended to be more dispersed. Water center directors,
for example, tended to rank the advisory committee as the next
most important influence in shaping their programs. Ten per cent
of these directcrs ranked the advisory committee as the single most
important influence and an additional 32 per cent ranked it second
only to the director. Social and physical-life science institute direc-
tors were much less likely to attribute this degree of efftet to the
committee and tended to rank it toward the bottom of the list.

The second most influential force in program determination
reported by social and physical-life science directors was the profes-
sional staff. More than half the directors in each gra Ip ranked
professional staff first or second in terms of relative influence. Water
center directors, by contrast, ascribed much less impact to staff :
Only 28 per cent ranked profession-A staff members first or second
in relative importance. The heavy reliance on part-time appoint-
ments in water centers and the close identification of staff members
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with their academic departments may be reloted to the apparently
restricted program influence of professional staff in these centers.

Water centers also deemphasized vice-presidents for re-
search. Most institute directors said research vice-presidents had
only a moderate effect on programs, but water center directo'
tended to give mem an even lower ranking than did the others.
Funding agencies were also eked in the middle levels, although
water center directors appeared ;:o accord a bit more importance
to their influence than did directors in the other categories. Direr-
tors were in near unanimous agreement that university senates or
other faculty group_ s did not exert a powerful influence on their
research programs. Senates were ranked last or next to last in rela-
tive influence by more than 90 per cant of all directors.

Summary and Conclusions

The autonomy of institutes and centers is constrained by a
-ariety of forces. Universities place certain general restrictions on
the range of functions they can perform. Offering courses, setting
up curricula, and granting degrees, for example, are not legitimate
activities in most units. Use of the project proposal as a principal
funding device further restricts legitimate functions and requires
staff members to allocate their time and energies in general accord
with formal contract agreements.

Departments exercise control over appointment of profes-
sional staff and over decisions concerning rank, promotion, tenure,
and saiary' adjustments. In certain extreme instances, they make
such decisions unilaterally without consulting the institute director.
Consequently, many institute staff members have strong ties and
loyalties to their academic departments and see their relationships
with the institute; as temporary.

Advisory committees restrict autonomy still further. Poten-
tial academic competitors of institutes, such as department chairmen
or deans, may be placed on advisory committees as a means of re-
solving and managing conflict. The advisory committee may be use-
ful as a moderating force and in resolving conflict and tensions, but
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it can also contribute to further conflict and a reduction of institute
autonomy.

The funding agency, the institute director, and the institute
staff all compete for power and influence. The grantor has every
right to expect his wishes to be served. The institute director carries
a major share of the burden of institute survival and naturally
feels he should call the shots. And the professional integrity and
academic freedom of professional staff urge that decisions come
from the bottom up _rat;;-:r than t ©p down. Na wonder the question
"who's in charge ?" arises.

The interesting questiin is whether such conditions and
constraints contribute to the strength of institutes or whether they
restrict and retard cffectivem.... )irectors were asked to report the
two or three most vexing problems, frustrations, or difficulties they
encountered in their work. Their responses suggest that the prob-
lems thty experience are similar to those faced by other university
admiTiLstrators. One director commented, for example, that his
most vexing problems were a "lack of recognition, lack of space,
lack of top-notch personnel, and lack of funds." Resource shortages,
common in any organization, were frequently mentioned as prob-
lems by the directors.

The impact of constraints on autonomy was also evident in
their replies. Most prominent were problems stemming from rela-
tion.ships with academic departments. They mentioned antagonistic
attitudes of discipline-focused faculty members and administrators
who maintained an almost exclusive commitment to their depart-
ments rather than to the work of the institute. Other difficulties wen
less pervasive, such as the problem of getting reports in on time
from departmental faulty members. Numerous comments revealed
that departmental control of important rewards and sanctions in-
cited problems over split appointments, divided time, and loyalties.

The operational autonomy of institute directors seems un-
duly restricted in some universities, especially in institutions whose
departments exercise unusually powerful controls. An increase in
autonomy and liberation from excessive departmental control might
well strengthen institute effectiveness. The director, like any other
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responsible middle-level academic administrator, dean, or depan-
ment chairman, must be able to exercise relatively unobstructed
control over expenditures if he is to be held accountable by the
university and by the funding agency for the use of resources. Sub-
version of institute resources for separate departmental purposes,
a price for peace mentioned by a few directors, appears intolerable.

Directors need strengthened mechanisms to deal more effec-
tively with irresponsible and inadequate performance by faculty
members. Several directors had difficulty in securing completed
research reports and in getting faculty members appointed on a
temporary basis to fulfill their responsibilities. One water center
director reported no problems at all along these lines: He merely
withheld a portion of each month's salary for the duration of the
project, payable on receipt of the final research report! Such drastic
action is neither possible nor desirable in most institutions, but other
measures are needed to increase the responsiveness of staff members
to the it.stitute's priorities.
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Institutes and
the University

The fundamental issue of this study is the place of institutes in the
university. Are they useful additions to the university's organiza-
`'onal configuration, or do they only verify the confused purposes,
the fragmentation of structure, and the dissipation of resources
some claim are part of the problem? These questions are not easily
answered, for they relate to basic assumptions about the funda-
mental goals of the university.

Few components of the university have been criticized as
sharply or frequently by students, faculty, and administrators as
have institutes and centers. They allege that institutes undermine
the teaching function and distract faculty from a dispassionate pur-
suit of truth. Substituted is a kind of academic capitalism, an
orientation toward profit rather than education. The results are dis-

rad academic reward structures and confused university purposes.
Another frequent criticism is that institutes, at the very least, have
complicated an already impossible organizational structure. These
criticisms must be faced, but to do so we must first tackle those
assumptions about the nature of the university.
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Purposes of the University

Essays on the objective of the university are legion, and yet
none is definitive. Clark Kerr and others hold that the university
has no single purpose but rather multiple purposes held together
by a single corporate structure. The distinction between university
and multiversity reflects the shift from the essential unity in the
preWorld War II university to the present state of multipurposes,
some of which may be in apparent conflict and contradiction. The
classical view is that the university has no purposes, at least none
as defined in utilitarian terms. The pursuit of truth is synonymous
with purpose and the means are ends in themselves. The primary
function of the corporate body, therefore, is to provide a setting for
scholarly activity.

The debate is not new. Francis Bacon several centuries ago
argued against an adoration of the mind. Bacon postulated that
knowledge should be used for the benefit of man, that it gained
meaning as it was put to use. Cardinal Newman, in his Idea o f a
University (1960), set forth the contrary view: that knowledge is
capable of being its own end and needs no utilitarian defense. The
clash between these two apparently conflicting philosophies is at
the root of the differing views about the place of institutes. Is the
university a means toward more important social goals, or are the
pursuit of truth and maintenance of the academic community
necessary and sufficient ends?

Those who want the university to be without utilitarian
purpose ask for an improbable luxury. Knowledge is the fuel cen-
tral to a scientific, technological, and socially complex society; it is
the nourishment society must have to function and prosper. The
rap_ id escalation of the power of the university results from its role
in the knowledge industry as a principal producer and distributor.
From this point of view, one could argue persuasively that the
raison d'etre of the contemporary university is not knowledge for
its own sake but knowledge for society's sake.

Recognition of the social utility of universities does not
require them to be total.y subservient to day by day variance in
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social whim or preference. Hard-won traditions of academic free-
dom were designed, in large part, to protect not only scholars but
their institutions from those repressive forces in all ages that would
bend the truth to conform to their own beliefs and purposes. What
must be argued and reargued within the academy, for it is easily
forgotten, is that a university must not be conceived principally
as an instrument of present-day society and its value judged solely
in terms of its immediate and obvious usefulness. Social utility, in
other words, must be assessed with the perspective of time and with
a broad view of institutional purposes.

While recognizing the difficulty of making short-term judg-
ments of social utility, the requirement that the university relate
itself to the needs of society is in no way relieved. Colleges and
universities are among the social institutions most vulnerable to the
hazar a-. i)f goal displacement. Means can be substituted for ends,
and the immediate gratification of professional needs may precede
social requirements. Those who call for increased accountability
legislatures, governmental agencies, students, the courts, governing
boards, foundations, the press, and the general publicno doubt
believe that the relationship between what the university does and
what society needs iss not as direct and as strong as it should be.
The proposition "knowledge for society's sake" asks the university
to reexamine the requirements of the world and the nature of its
efforts to meet them. Those who support institutes tend to view
them as an important instrument in strengthening this bond between
university programs and societal needs.

Those within universities, however, tend to see the matter
differently. Faculty members, for example, usually view the uni-
versity in nonutilitarian terms. In a survey of university goals,
Gross and Grambsch (1968) were able to identify seven on which
there was general agreement within the academic community. The
highest purpose of the university according to faculty members,
was to protect their right to academic freedom. Other goals, ranked
in order of importance, included the need to maintain the prestige
of the university and top quality in thoc z. programs felt to be espe-
cially important; ensure the confidence and support of those who
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contribute to finances and other material resource needs; keep up
to date and responsive; train students in methods of scholarship,
scientific research, and/or creative endeavor; and carry on pure
research. This cluster of objectives regarded by faculty members to
be most important could hardly be faulted as overly utilitarian.
Interestingly, the goal accorded least significance in a list of forty-
seven was to make a good consumer of the studenta person who
is elevated culturally_ has good taste, and can make good consumer
choices.

Added to this nonutilitarian characterization is the claim
that colleges and universities are different from organizations in the
business and industrial sector. The nature of the difference and its
implications, however, are not well understood either by those
within the academic community or by society at large. The major
distinction lies in the inability of higher education institutions to
clearly define their goals and purposes and to build their organi-
zational structure in accord with them. The Gross and Grambsch
study indicates this lack of clarity: Most of the goals ranked highest
in importance tend to be support goals, not functional.ones. Main-
tenance of the academic community and the academic life style has
become synonymous, in the minds of many, with the ultimate pur-
poses of the university.

One need look no further than college catalogs to document
the difficulty experienced by academic organizations in defining
their objectives. Statements of institutional purpose frequently com-
municate little of the significant educational goals of the institution.
The translation is accomplished primarily through the curriculum.
Yet the curriculum may not be highly rational in design, and many
courses are not supported by a well-developed syllabus. Even with
the existence of a carefully developed syllabus, it is the faculty
member who must infuse the course with purpose and meaning.

Efforts to encourage institutions to clarify their mission and
to state goals in precise operational terms are persistent but of
modest yield. In spite of well-intentioned dedication, such attempts
are typically only moderately successful, and the benefits generally
arc short-lived, The apparent failures do not stem from any neces-
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sary lack of expertness but relate directly to the intangible and
complex nature of the academic task. Each student, for example,
brings to the institution his own personal aspirations for the future
and his own unique duster of abilities, prior experiences, achieve-
ment, and growth potential. Faculty members are no less limited
by their own experiences and competencies and cannot give to
students or to the institution what they do not have.

As a result, colleges and universities have genuine difficulty
in articulating their purposes. For good or ill, they have compen-
sated for the lack of definition by delegating and decentralizing
responsibility. Much of the authority for determining ends and
means is delegated by the higher or central positions to the lower
or operative levels. And, the larger and more complex the institu-
tion, the more significant delegation of authority and responsibility.
Whether formally or by informal tacit agreement, academic de-
partments and individual faculty members tend to participate
heavily in setting institutional purposes and in determining the most
effective means of achieving them. The content of courses, the
nature of the curriculum, faculty work loads and schedules, and
the selection, retention, and promotion of professional employees--
these and other matters are strongly influenced by individual
faculty members and by departmental action. The complexity of
the academic task makes strong central control not only difficult
but perhaps unwise. The bulk of the power and authority has been
delegated to the academic department.

Academic Departments

The ascendancy of the department has paralleled the so-
called knowledge explosion and the rise of the academic organiza-
tion to a position of power in society. Academic departments are
the principal organizational component of the university. Dressel,
Johnson, and Marcus (1970) in their study of the department
characterized the complex functions it performs: instructing and
advising undergraduate majors; instructing undergraduate non-
majors; instructing graduate students; advising or consulting with
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professors from other disciplines; basic research; applied research;
promoting the discipline within the university; promoting depart-
mental views and interests in the college and the university; promot-
ing the discipline and profession nationally; exploring interfaces of
the disciplines; promoting career development of junior staff;
attaining national recognition for the department; providing con-
sultation services to business and industry and to governmental
units; providing a scholarly and congenial environment in which to
work; and providing a social and recreational network for those
affiliated with the department.

The multifunctional character of the academic department
is its most distinguishing quality in a comparison with the institute.
Authority for defining the emphasis among functions is usually held
by the chairman and by members of the departmental faculty.
Despite its wide range of activities, the department is not function-
ally organized. The central focus is the discipline; the use to which
the discipline is putundergraduate or graduate instruction, basic
or applied research, or programs of public service or continuing
educationis anothe matter and not necessarily tied to the exis-
tence of the department.

Institutes and centers, as we stated earlier, tend to be orga-
nized around tasks or functions and to be multidisciplinary. Their
range of functions is circumscribed. Most institutes, for example,
may not engage in direct instruction of undrrgraduate students. A
few, on the other hand, may only teach undergraduates. Still other
institutes arc set up solely for research and development, while
others are directed toward public service. The contrast is between
the open-ended, multifunctional mandate of departments and the
typically restricted functions of institutes.

The position of the academic department within the organ-
izational structure is reasonably predictable. Colleges or schools
are compose..1 of departments and the dean of the college usually
reports directly to the central administrative structure of the uni-
versitY. No such uniformity is characteristic of institutes. They may
be organized within departments or colleges; they may report, to
an intermediate academic administrative officer; or they may be
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accountable directly to the president. The larger an institute, the
more likely it is to float to the top of the institutional hierarchy.

Another significant difference between departments and
institutes is the nature of their leadership. A mature academic
department in a strong university is usually led by a chairman,
who, while exercising certain clear administrative responsibilities
and prerogatives, nonetheless tends to be a covener of the faculty,
one who presides over departmental deliberations. The strong
academic leader who shapes the department to conform with his
own convictions and interests is the exception. Institutes, by con-
trast, have directors. Although they must be sensitive to the needs
of professional personnel, including the need for basic academic
freedoms and for adherence to a few generally accepted profes-
sional prerogatives, the distinction between the titles of chairman
and director reflects real differences in role. Directors often directly
shape goals and programs. Wtihout an a priori disciplinary defini-
tion of unity_, the director must state and restate the purposes of
the institute if he is to build a viable organizational identity and
maintain a reasonable sense of purpose.

Institutes and centers are low men on the --le

power and status. Their power derives almost totally from an
kb ility to provide access to research resources. There is no monopoly

on this commodity, however, and in many institutions the great
bulk of research support is channeled through the departmental
and college structure. Nonetheless, for faculty members holding
membership in both camps, affiliation with an institute can increase
availability of resources.

The final distinction between institutes and departments
relates to organizational and budgetary stability. The department
tends to have a stable organization and its budget grows incre-
mentally. Although growth in any given year may be minuscule,
large fluctuations up or down are not common. The institute bud-
get usually depends on external fund sources, and the size changes
frequently. One year the director may be frantic in his search for
staff; in another, he may be struggling to deal with an oversupply.
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Little wonder that faculty members in search of security and sta-
bility seek shelter in the academic department.

In short, institutes are different from departments and
present a genuine organizational alternative. Whether they arc
considered to be positive additions to the structure depends on
assumptions about fundamental purposes. If one understands the
university to be functional, if not utilitarian, in character, institutes
do add a useful dimension.

Institutes and Departments

Uliversity administrators and institute directors were asked
to respond 0 a series of fifteen statements that set forth potential
advantages of institutes. Their responses are shown in Table 8 in

Table 8

COMPARISONS OF ACADEMIC DEPARTMENTS AND INSTITUTES
EY UNIVERSITY ADMINISTRATORS AND INSTITUTE DIRECTORS

dons

Areas of Agreement
1. Enable the university to es-

tablish new goals and re-
spond to new constituencies

Percentage in Agreement
University Institute

Administrators Directors

more readily. 94 90
2. Make visible the university's

commitment to a particular
area of specialization. 89 89

3. Assemble interdisciplinary
teams of faculty researchers
more easily. 98 88

4. Generate financial support
for the university's research
function. 72 82

5. Allow a greater emphasis on
applied, public service or
problem oriented research. 63 67
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Table 8 (cont.)
COMPARISONS Or ACADEMIC DEPARTMENTS AND INSTITUTES
BY UNIVERSITY ADMINISTRATORS AND INSTITUTE DIRECTORS

Percentage in Agreement
University Institute

Questions Administrators Directors

6. Allow a more rapid shift of
university resources to meet
new institutional responsibil-
ities. 70 74

7. Allow for temporary restruc-
turing of the university, 87 74

Areas of Difference

8. Allow faculty members to
pursue their careers in an
optimum manner. 41 63

9. Allow more effective fiscal
and management control of
research programs. 33 57

10. Make available specialized
personnel such as computer
specialists and others. 41 53

11. Free faculty from the day
to day schedule demands of
teaching and committee
assignments. 39 50

Areas of Joint Disagreement

11. Provide better career ad-
vancement opportunities for
younger staff members. 2 19

13. Assemble more and better
research equipment. 33 50

14. Provide greater freedom for
staff members to pursue their
personal research interests. 41 50

15. Enable appraisal of junior
staff members for possible
subsequent tenured appoint-
ment to the faculty. 7
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three major categories: statements which administrators and direc-
tors agreed were true; statements about which they did not agree
with each other; and statements which both discounted or rejected
as alleged advantages.

Directors and administratorsmost of whom were aca-
demic or research vice-presidents or graduate deansclearly agreed
that institutes enable the university to establish new goals and
respond to new constituencies more readily than do departments.
Ninety per cent of the directors and 94 per cent of the admirnstra-
tors rated this advantage as a significant functional difference, sug-
gesting that it is easier at times to influence the direction of
university activities by creating new offices, bureaus, centers, and
programs than by changing the goals, programs, and personnel of
existing departments.

Closely related was the general agreement that institutes
make visible the university's commitment to a particular area of
specialization in a manner not possible in the department. Nine out
of ten administrators and directors believed this to be the case,
which perhaps explains the use of institutes by some "emerging
universities" to gain increased recognition and enhance institutional
prestige. Although several administrators and directors judged at
departments are capable of emphasizing applied, public service, or
problem-oriented research, approximately two-thirds of both groups
ranked this capacity as an important advantage of institutes.

Also high on the list of agreements was the utility of insti-
tutes in assembling interdisciplinary teams. All but one administra-
tor ranked this ability as an important advantage, and the great
majority of directors agreed. Although the extent of interdisci-
plma:y collaboration in institutes is sometimes exaggerated and not
without problems, the difficulty of achieving significant collabora-
tion within the conventional departmental structure makes the
latter alternative even more remote.

Financial considerations were reflected in the belief shared
by administrators (72 per cent) and directors (82 per cent) that
institutes generate financial support for the university's research
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function which could not be generated by departments. There was
the related belief, likely supportable by fact, that external sponsors,
especially governments and foundations, are principally interested
in funding problem-solving, task-oriented research. To the extent
that these beliefs are substantiated, institutes should be in a position
to attract grants and contracts which might otherwise be unavail-
able to the university.

Related to the area of management and finance was the
general agreement that institutes more than departments allow a
rapid shift of resources to meet new institutional responsibilities.
This view was reinforced by the belief (reported earlier) that
appointments to institutes are temporary. Also related are policies
which prevent institutes from awarding tenure and which favor
project-by-project funding rather than general institutional alloca-
tions as the principal means of support. Eighty-seven per cent of
the administrators and nearly three-quarters of the directors also
agreed that institutes enable temporary restructuring of the uni-
versity in ways not possible in departments.

As might be expected, administrators and directors did not
always see advantages and disadvantages alike. Directors believed
their organizations to be superior in areas not necessarily endorsed
by central administrators. Areas of general agreement seemed to
dwell on the usefulness of institutes in shifting the goals as well as
the resources of the university. Disagreements concentrated on the
professional career advantages and disadvantages offered by insti-
tutes.

Institute directors thought, two to one, that institutes allow
faculty members to pursue their careers in an optimum manner
usually not possible within departments. About half of the directors
claimed that a significant advantage of institutes is their ability to
free faculty from the day-to-day schedule demands of teaching and
committee assignments. Administrators tended to disagree on both
counts. Nearly 66, per cent of the administrators implied that an
institute is not necessarily an optimum spot for faculty members to
pursue their careers, and essentially the same proportion refused to
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accept the view that institutes Ire able to free faculty from teaching
and committee assignments to a greater degree than departments
can.

The difference in views may stern from the different roles
and institutional perspectives of the two groups. Obviously, the
personal career choices of institute directors suggest that at least
for them institutes met certain career needs that were not satisfied
as fully in the conventional departmental structure. University
administrators, on the other hand, having observed the very con-
siderable growth in departmental power and autonomy, as well as
the increase in faculty perquisites, status, and autonomy during
the last decade, may have viewed the department as a nearly ideal
spot from which to pursue a satisfying career.

Two additional areas of disagreement emerged. The first,
relatively unimportant, is concerned with specialized personnel.
Fifty-three per cfalt of the directors thought institutes made avail-
able specialized personnel such as computer specialists and other
professionals difficult to employ in academic departments. Only 41
per cent of the administrators agreed, perhaps acknowledging that
many departments do, in fact, employ specialized support personnel.
The second area of disagreement was also probably related to dif-
ferent roles and perspectives: Two-thirds of the administrators
rejected the view that institutes necessarily enable more effective
fiscal and management control of research programs, but a majority
of the institute directors, 57 per cent, felt that such control is
stronger in institutes. In fact, performance controls and fiscal
accountability to grantors may well be stronger in many institutes
than in the typical academic department. The bureaucracy of the
institute may be more conscious of mission, deadlines, budgets, and
full reporting than most departments are. Questions of management
control, on the other hand, can take several perspectives. University
administrators could have had in view the direct relationships
between institutes and their external sponsors and the sometimes
weakened central administrative controls that result.

The judgments of university administrators and institute
directors, however, were more likely to coincide than to differ.
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Both groups essentially rejected significant functional advantages
for institutes in four areas. Four out of five directors and 98 per
cent of the administrators rejected the assertion that "research
centers and institutes provide better career advancement opportun-
ities for younger staff members than do academic departments."
One reason for this opinion is suggested by the general agreement
that institutes do not enable "appraisal of junior staff members for
possible subsequent tenured appointment to the faculty more
effectively than do academic departments." More than 80 per cent
of the directors and more than 90 per cent of the administrators
discounted tenure appraisal as an advantage. The career attractive-
ness of institutes is also diminished by their inability to control the
reward structure, grant professorial rank, give promotions, award
tenure, and provide other academic perquisites. Faculty members
need to establish themselves in their discipline, especially if rewards
are controlled by the discipline, so under existing arrangements
younger scholars may need to be cautious in their affiliations with
institutes.

Finally, directors and administrators agreed that institutes
and centers do not necessarily assemble more and better research
equipment than departments nor do they necessarily provide greater
freedom for staff members to pursue their personal research inter
ests. In each case, only half the directors and less than half of the
administrators would claim these qualities as an advantage of in-
stitutes. In the first instance, many institutes have very little research
equipment of their own but tend to rely on the laboratories and
equipment of departments and of the university as a whole. In the
second, freedom to pursue personal research interests can be greater
in departments than in institutes, despite the very practical limita-
tions placed on availability of research resources in departments.
The compromise in institutes, in many instances, involves an adapta-
tion in research interests in return for increased time and resources
or research.

Overall, administrators and directors were in substantial
agreement about the functional advantages aiLd disadval iges of
institutes. These units are found to be valuable primarily because
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they focos on tasks lather than disciplines and to increase flexibility,
enabling the university to shift its resources and to adapt its struc-
ture to serve new goals and new constituencies. The advantages of
this increased responsiveness are obvious. Its disadvantages, although
less obvious, tend to follow the same dimensions. Flexibility creates
instability. Recasting priorities, resources, and organizational struc-
ture inrccases conflict. And responsiveness to new goals and consti-
tuencies way modify institutional character and purposes in unin-
tended direliom. Certain disadvantages, such as instability, may be
inherent in the institute model, but others, such as goal displace-
ment, may reflect inadequate management control in complex uni-
versities. The principal point at issue is whether the institute model
can or should be applied more generally in American higher educa-
tion and, if so, hew its liabilities an be minimized and its assets
developed and exploited.

Controversy and Critic

Institutes have gene' awl criticisms and complaints far out
of proportion to their nurribcrs. One recent critic observed: "On
a rough guess, I should think at least 75 per cent of all existing
institutes, centers and bureaus in the academic sphere of the uni-
versity should be phased out" (Nesbet, 1971, p. 219). Many ob-
servers believe that institutes not only fail to make a positive
contribution but are the chief culprits in an alleged prostitution of
the purposes of the American university. One of the most common
complaints is that instittems, with their programs of sponsored re-
search and public service, have undermined teaching. Nesbet sug-
gests a need to clear the scene. "There cannot be any h.Aioring of
teaching so long as there is left in existence the whole, vast structure
of research- dominated especially large-scale, research-dominated

institutes and centers that tower above all else in the university
today . Until this thick overgrowth is cleared, it is difficult to
see how the function of teaching can again become an honored one
on the American campus" (pp. 224-225).

A corollary charge is that institutes have weakened the
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partment by syphoning off the time, loyalties, and talents of
!lenity which would otherwise be wholly devoted to its work.
Moreover, conflict can result from a dual system of rewards in
which departmental faculty members with appointments in an
institute appear to receive disproportionate support for research
and scholarly activity while faculty members employed only in the
department not only are left with less support for research but
believe they carry heavier teaching loads as part of the bargain.

Some of the bitterest critics say institutes have weakened
the authority structure in the university. The principal offender
here is the joint appointment, an alleged fragmentation of faculty
effort in two or more units, and the accompanying problems of
coordination, community, and equity. Faculty mernbms employed
jointly in institutes and departments sometimes receive perquisites
not available to their colleagues employed solely in the department
or solely in the institute. A favor denied in one quarter sometimes is
granted in another. judgments by chairmen and directors on salary
increases, promotion, tenure, and merit can differ. The fundamental
fear expressed by some is that institutes weaken the authority of
the department chainnan and the senior members of the faculty
and, in so doing, weaken the authority of the university to exert
necusary controls on a wide range of crucial personnel matters.

Those concerned with tidiness in the academic community
criticize institutes and centers for their apparent fragmentation of
the struct :re. Complex as the typical university may be with as
many as hundred or more academic departments distributed
among a dozen or more colleges, the introduction of thirty, forty,
or perhaps as many as one hundred institutes distributed at random
throughout the hierarchy further cont:ibutes to the sense of dis-
organization. Added to this is the confusion introduced by lack of
standardized terms such as institute, center, bureau, and so forth.
By and large, the distinctions and usage are inconsistent and
arbitrary.

One of the most bask criticisms is the rejection of the pur-
poses institutes and centers have been eTeated to serve. Many within
the academic community do not accept their functions as appro-
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priate to the mission of the university. A related factor is the alleged
introduction of a "knowledge for profit" motive. Jacques Barzun
(1968), in his statement on The American University, describes
the academic rat race:

The scholar, almost in proportion to his capacity for
juggling claims, soon realizes that he must exert himself
harder and harder to maintain the same output. Such is the
natural result of modern communications: as consultant to
one firm, he attracts the notice of three others, which write
him alluring offers. In Washington, his success with one
project leads to his becoming a referee on others; within the
profession, his discoveries suggest that a group of fellow
workers should start a new journal. He must be the editor
and see whether it cannot be housed in his university. Mean-
while, right there at home and unknown to him, notable men
in different disciplines have come to The conclusion that the
world requires the immediate study of a neglected sub ject
say, the social impact of science. Nothing less than a new in-
stitute will accomplish this, as the work is interdisciplinary.
Our man is approached, he is interested, he has connections.
Before he knows it, he Is writing prospectuses, haggling with
the university office ,,f projects and grants about proposed
budgets, sitting through meetings where the word angle in
the first draft is thoughtfully changed to approach and back
again [p. 22].

This kind of opportunistic orientation to the academic marketplace,
the searching after grants, the lending of oneself to the highest
bidderthese are the qualities to which -.tany object and for which
they hold institutes responsible. Scholarship for profit, it is alleged,
has debased university purposes and contributed substantially to
the confidence crisis and confusion over pure_ ose in which many
universities now find themselves.

Criticisms of institutes are numerous and persistent. Some
critics see the university in a purest state, unrelated to functional,
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utilitarian, or societal purposes. Others wish to turn back the clock,
to bring back the more tranquil good old days when times were
simpler and purposes more circumscribed. Still others seek the ideal
university, and for many who seek this ideal higher education insti-
tution, institutes would not be part of their utopian design.

Critics often ignore the fact that the contempt...7y uni-
versity has changed largely at the direction of the society that
supports it and the academic men who run it. Although the teach-
ing of undergraduate students was the principal purpose of most
universities prior to World War II, they now carry on a wide array
of functions that extend far beyond this initial conception. Charges
that institutes have weakened academic departments are hard to
take seriously in view of the astounding rise in power and influence
of the department during the last two decades. While it may be
true that institutes and centers have modified an power and
authority structure, the redistribution has had positive as well as
negative effects.

Charges of a fragmented academic community, bowel er,
remain largely unanswered. Clearly, institutes are not well inte-
grated with the university's organizational structure. On most
campuses, institutes have grown rapidly, apart from the basic aca-
demic plan of the institution, and on a largely opportunistic and
pragmatic basis; the result is a bewildering spider's network of or-
ganizational relationships. Though the lack of a grand design has
made possible experimentation with new relationships and struc-
tures, the time may be at hand when most universities will want to
draw from the best of their experiences and bring greater order in
the development and management of institutes.

Coming to Grips with Issues

Both opponents and advocates agree that institutes often
exist outside the central life of the university. Opponents see them
as autonomous, opportunistic, and distorting basic university goals
and purposes. Advocates, especially those involved in the day to day
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work, see institutes as isolated, disenfranchised, and exploited. Some
of the conflict in views stems from a general lack of understanding
of institutes as an alternative to the department, an alternative that
should complement the department but neither mimic nor replace

At least five major issues must be resolved by colleges and
universities as they attempt to integrate institutes and centers more
fully than they have been. First, and clearly the most important of
these issues, is the relationship between the goals and purposes of
the institute and university objectives. Numerous instances can be
cited in which institute goals were at cross- purposes with those of
the parent university. The mere existence of an external funding
source and the excuse that "no university monies are involved" can
no longer serve as an alibi. Classified research is only one aspect of
this issue. Universities must periodically evaluate and appraise in-
stitute performance and devise some orderly mechanism for ensur-
ing that its activities do indeed accord with broad institutional
purposes. Moreover, the academic community at large and univer-
sity administrators in particular must play a more active role than
they presently do in shaping the goal structure of institutes to guard
against the charge of goal displacemen t resulting from an overly
opportunistic pursuit of external fund sources.

The appropriate placement of institutes in the organization
must also be decided. The basic issue here, again, is who controls
whom. Some universities have initiated programs to bring all
institutes within colleges and departments. Others have moved in
the opposite direction, removing all these units from control of
academic departments and colleges. The fundamental question is
which set of values will prevail. If institutes are placed within the
departmental and college structure, one must expect that the funda-
mental values of the discipline or profession will eventually reign.
If one separates institutes from the direct control of departments
and colleges, appropriate systems of academic control, either within
or analogous to those exercised on most campuses through univer-
sity senates, must be constructed to ensure that these units are
brought within the decision-making and control mechanisms of the
institution.
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The third major issue is the future of institutes and centers
as scarce financial resources continues to decrease on many cam-
puses. What will happen when the crunch comes? Will resources
be taken away from departments and colleges to support sagging
institute budgets? Are the limited new monies available to the
institution to be channeled disproportionately to support those in-
stitutes in financial stress? And if these funds are nor used to support
institutes and centers, on what basis is this decision reached? Cf
institutes are genuinely attuned to institutional goals and purposes,
should they not share proportionately in available resources?
Should not institutes be relieved of some of the necessity of living
from hand to mouth from the academic marketplace? These ques-
tions, of course, are affected by the extent to which various con-
stituencies, particularly state legislators and statewide coordinating
boards, understand institute functions to be not only legitimate but
necessary.

Many universities must also confront the issue of full legiti-
mization of nontcaching functions as a component in university
goals. Although many universities profess a triumvirate of purposes
teaching, research, and service--organizational structures have
been designed principally to carry out the teaching function. Speci-
fically, departments are best suited to instruct undergraduate and
graduate majors and to carry out "departmental" research. If the
university indeed does pursue three major objectives, what further
refinement of the organizational structure is needed to accommo-
date the full range of purposes?

The final issue to be addressed is the present dual system
of professional personnel policies applied to faculty members em-
ployed in academic departments and to those professionals employed
only in institutes. Many good arguments can be heard in defense
of the status quo, but the basic question remains: Which benefits,
essential to those who labor in departments, are somehow not
needed by those employ_ ed in institutes? Tenure, promotion, and
other faculty personnel policies are under review at many univer-

ties, and such reexamination should inquire into the possibility of
reducing the present inconsistencies and inequities.
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VIII

Conclusions and
Recommendations

AAAAA AAAAAAA

The ultimate role of institutes and centers in the university is
undecided, but unquestionably it will differ among institutions.
Despite their shortcomings, institutes have added a structural alter-
native and a contrasting dimension to the organizational configura-
tion. They enable higher education institutions to accept new
responsibilities and pursue them in new ways. How to strengthen
their contributions and diminish their weaknesses is the primary
task. WithLn this context ways to improve the functioning of the
whole university may also be found.

Summary of Findings

A combination of forces societal, professional, and institu-
tional -contributed to the rapid growth of institutes and centers.
The growing dependence of society on scientific and technological
innovation and the related influx of foundation, industrial, and
government funds unquestionably were critical factors. Money
available for research and development increased dramatically.
Much of the increased support was based on a strong utilitarian or
problem-solving motive which required a different orientation by
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universities and a somewhat less rigid defense of disciplinary
boundaries, New ways of organizing and relating professional per-
sonnel were also necessary; the professorial independence of in-
dividual faculty decreased somewhat in favor of coordinated team
efforts.

Concurrent with the proliferation of institutes was a !-Trowth
in academic professionalism that emphasized the importance of
creating knowledge rather than merely transmitting it. More and
more, institutions required faculty to demonstrate competence
througlt evidence of publication and national reputation. These
practices, in turn, contributed to the ascendency of the research
function and to the emergence of institutes as instruments useful
to the faculty in satisfying professional career needs.

For other faculty members, institutes offered career satin-
factions not otherwise available and perquisites, such as secretarial
help, travel, and time for research. Not all faculty members, of
course, found these attractions persuasive, and majority faculty
support for the establishment of an institute was rare. This goal
was still achieved with the sanction of a critical mass of faculty
members, preferably led by a capable scholar-entrepreneur, who
could articulate the goals to be served by the institute, devise and
communicate the efficacy of the means to achieve those ends, and
mobilize the essential support both inside and outside the university.

Institutes and centers did not originate entirely as a result
of the utilitarian aims of external sponsors or the career anibitiong
of faculty members. Institutional concerns were also impart;
The desire of faculty to initiate, direct, or be a part of institutes
made these units helpful to administrators trying to recruit and
retain able faculty members, Administrators also used them as in-
struments to strengthen graduate education and increase research
productivity. Problems of communication and coordination among
departments led some administrators to view institutes as useful in
coping with these enigmas. And although some generated their
share of conflict, institutes were also used by some university admin-
istrators to resolve conflicts, to separate warring factions, or to
otherwise keep peace within the academy.
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University administrators approved proposals to create new
institutes not only because they might help the institution do better
the things it was already doing, but in the hope that the new in-
stitute might take on new tasks, serve new constituencies, in new
ways, with greater effectiveness. For some universities, institutes
apparently held out the prospects of greatness. Self-conscious of a
modest a.caderric standing, some adrninis-i-- tors saw in institutes the
chance to increase institutional visibility and prestige, while others
attempted departmental reform by creating institutes.

Obviously, not all forces operated in each instance, and
some factors were more significant in certain universities than in
others. The principal impetus for establishing institutes in some
institutions came almost exclusively from the faculty, while in others
initiative derived primarily from members of the administration.
Yet nearly all successfully established and operating institutes met
minimum criteria: They addressed a societal need; university ad-
ministrative concurrence was given; and a core of faculty members
was committed to bring the institute into being.

The funs ti carried out by institutes are usually more
restricted than those of departments, and much of the special utility
of institutes and the bulk of their special contribution to the organi-
zational configuration stem from ihese more specific and limited
functional definitions. Any of the three function- normally asso-
ciated with the mission of Dmplcx universities may be performed
by institutes, but a single unit rarely has an unlimited mandate to
perform all activities. More commonly, it is restricted to one or two
functions; whereas academic departments usually have broad as-
signments to provide undergraduate and graduate instructional
programs, carry out research, and engage in public service.

How an institute does its work also is circumscribed. Some
institutes directly perform the functionteaching, research, or
public service. Others are designed specifically to administer and
coordinate performance. And still other institutes facilitate the
activities of other units. Libraries, for example, perhaps the oldest
form of a special purpose center, facilitate the teaching and research
of others. Computer centers are created principally to aid, not to
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perform, teaching and research, The nature and extent of institute
limitations can be illustrated by a functional matrix relating the
three types Jf functions and the three ways of addressing those
functions. No institute claiming to perform all nine combinations
of functions was identified. The mission of most institutes was re-
stricted principally to one or two combinations, such as the per-
formance of research, the administration of public service, or the
facilitation of instruction and research.

The fact that many professional staff members employed by
institutes are engaged in a broad range of activities reflects the
need for career satisfactions beyond those available in centers. This
variety may also be related to career expectations for faculty mem-
bers and the assumption that each should demonstrate successful
performance in all three functional areas. In most cases, these
career needs are met through joint appointments to departments
and institutes, but when such appointments are not practical or
possible, it is not uncommon for institute staff members to con-
tribute their time to departments in return. for example, for the
opportunity to teach.

There are understandable pressures to broaden the functions
of institutes. Opportunities for increased career satisfactions for
institute staff members and the organizational stability and security
that come from having broadly stated missions present genuine
attractions. Such expansion, however, would tend to minimize the
special functional qualities of instioAes and diminish their signifi-
cance as an alternative to the departmental organizational form.
It may be necessary and desirable to expand the mandate of selected
institutes, but their status thus becomes akin to that of a depart-
ment or school.

The ability of institutes to bring about interdisciplinary col-
laboration is an important but perhaps overemphasized function.
Three different modes of collaboration were identified. Faculty
members from several different disciplines, for example, may work
together on a single project, carry out the research as a team, and
develop a single integrated report of their findings. Or faculty
members from several disciplines may work independently on seR-
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arate aspects of a larger p..obiem. In a third model, faculty mem-
bers from a single discipline, working as a team, may call on
persons from anotr.1- discipline or disciplines to give supplementary
assistance as required. All three models of collaboration are widely
applied, although institutes in the physical and life sciences appar-
ently use the first mk del more extensively than do others.

Few institute director; claimed that all their programs were
interdisciplinary, and most institutes in the physical and life science
and social science - humanities groups reported a comparatively
small number of different disciplines represented on their profes-
sional staffs. Water center directors did not claim a great deal of
collaboration, but, in fact, more departments and disciplines were
represented on their staffs than on those of the other two categories.
The critical factor in institute functioning is not collaboration, per
se, and the number of disciplines involved, but the ability to co-
ordinate the talents of several professionals in accomplishing a single
task or goal.

Institute organizational models fall along a continuum de-
fined by two extremes: One is characterized by a stable budget
and by a centrally officed staff which is employed on a continuing
basis and which maintains primary ties and professional identity
within the institute; in the other, professional staff members are
employed largely on a part-time temporary basis and have offices in
as well as professional ties and identity with their academic depart-
ments. The institute has little permanently signed space, an
irregular budget, and little equipment.

Three general types of institutes were identified along this
continuum and the principal differences among the three were
traced to differences in the stability of goals, programs, and re-
sources. Standard in-litutes resembled the typical bureaucratic or-
ganization. Goals and budget levels were relatively stable, and
program activities were reasonably predictable. As a result, per-
sonnel, space, and equipment requirements also tended to be
comparatively secure. Adaptive institutes faced somewhat different
conditions. Their goals, program activities, and rate of resource
consumption were less prediaable, and consequently personnel and
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space demands were less stable. Adaptive institutes were more likely
to use pait-time aid temporary personnel, to have decentralized
office space, and to shift their programs to meet changes in resources
and the variing needs of their clients. At the far end of the con-
tinuum were what might be called shadow instituteshard to find
and, once identified, sometimes rejected as being merely paper
institutes without substance. Their directors, typically, worked part-
time; their staffs, budgets, and facilities frequently were nonexistent.
As organizations, they appeared at times to be hgrnerr-, of faculty
fantasy. Their dormant state and their lack of commitment to a
particular ongoing program, however, did provide a latent network
of talent that could be activated to meet new needs should they
arise. In the current form, .,;taden,v institutes can provide the uni-
versity with a low-cost option of maintaining an organizational
capability that might be brought to life in time of need. Too
frequently, however, these institutes were products of faculty chi-
n.lra or administrative timidity.

The three types carry assets as well as liabilities. The adap-
tive and shadow institute models offer an alternative to the conven-
tional bureaucratic organizational form, provide greater operating
flexibility, and enhance the application of newer management tech-
niques such as program planning budgeting systems. Standard
institutes, on the other hand, conform to conventional expectations
about what organizations should be and provide their clients with
greater assurance of stability and time-proven reliability. Staff
members in the standard model may be more secure and have
greater career satisfactions. Perhaps for these reasons, directors of
the two flexible models frequently strive to increase stability in their
organizations and, in time, to transform them into standard insti-
tutes.

Although institutes and centers are sometimes referred to as
autonomous, much of the control over goals, programs, and per-
sonnel rests outside the institute with grantors and academic de-
partments. Although the organizational structure of the complex
university has changed with the advent of institutes, power, the
ability to control rewards and sanctions, remains principally in
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academic departments. Most institutes may appoint professional
?ersonnel outside the departmental and cr Liege structure, but com-
paratively few such appointments are made except in the largest,
most heavily research-oriented universities.

Most institute staff members hold joint appointments in
academic departments. Professorial titles, access to tenure, and
participation in governance frequently al c available only through
departmental appointment. Such appointments, however, often
give departments power ko influence important personnel matters
such as promotions and salary increases. And, significantly, the
need to provide a joint appointment as inducement allows depart-
ments to control the initial recruitment of institute staff members,
to grant favors, and to "discipline" when necessary.

Departments ?is° exercise controls through formal and
informal assessment of insti:oes. Some universities require formal
periodic evaluations of institute programs and accomplishments.
Representatives from academic departments or the faculty senate
(typically open only to department-affiliated faculty) may be called
upon to conduct the review. Moreover, on an informal basis, care-
fully placed comments within and beyond the institution can subtly
shape opinions and professional judgments about the quality of in-
stitute accomplishments.

Yet institutes, not without their own power and influence
tend to hold their awn. Access to increased financial support for
research, released time from departmental teaching duties, employ-
ment opportunities during the summer months, and travel funds
may be provided. Department chairmen can expand the breadth
and depth of their staffs, solve certain departmental financial and
management problems, find employment for graduate students, and
meet other departmental needs through cooperation with institutes.
If c,ie were to distinguish between po-Arer and its more informal
counterpart influence, one might suggest that institutes exercise
considerable influence within the university authority structure
but that the power rests principally in the departments.

Though many institutes have advisory committees, they are
used primarily to maintain satisfactory working relations and to
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resolve conflicts between the institute and other units and con-
stituents inside and outside the university. Institute; are vulnerable
to a variety of pressures from grantors, external constituent groups,
academic departments, professional staff members, university ad-
ministratois, and others. Advisory committees are useful mechanisms
for identifying conflict and managing these pressures. Committees
are usually composed of academic or external power figures such
as deans and department chairmen, state agency officials, and
other official representatives from constituent groups. Few professors
and scientists who do not also hold significant administrative posi-
tions are members. Some corr.nittees play a low-keyed, general
advisory role, and in a signifant number of instances the advisory
committee was openly reported to be nonfunctional. Many water
center directors attributed a significant role to their committees, but
other institutes tended to rate the program and policy influence of
the committee quite low. No instance was found in which the com-
mittee was reported to play a strong governance or decision-making
role.

The strongest ilifirience in shaping institute programs is
apparently the institute director, suggesting that effective academic
leadership, important in all sectors of the university, may be espe-
cially important in institutes and centers. The substitution of a task
or problem orientation for a disciplinary orientation, the need for
highly coordinated teamwork, and the frequent need to make rapid
shifts in goals and program resources require strong leadership. And
directors often must generate a significant measure of their financial
support from external, and not necessarily recurring, sources.
contrast to the department chairman, the director is more likely to
be an academic entrepreneur, capable of relating to foundation
officers, government officials, and industrial executives as well as
to his colleagues, and willing to assume a considerable measure of
personal responsibility for the survival and prosperity of the insti-
tute. Accepting these responsibilities, the director also tends to exer-
cise increased power and influence in institute programs and
policies.

When comparing institutes and academic departments in-
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stitute directors and university administrators agreed that institutes
enable the university to establish new goals and respond to new con-
stituencies; shift resources to meet new responsibilities; temporarily
restructure the institution; provide greater visibility for areas of
institutional specialization. Both also believed that institutes more
than departments were effective in assembling interdisciplinary
teams; allowed the institution to emphasize applied public service
or problem-oriented research; and were effective in generating
additional financial support. Administrators and directors had some
doubts about the institute as an optimum location for faculty career
development. The overwhelming majority of respondents con-
cluded that institutes do not present better career advancement
opportunities for younger staff members than departments do.
Perhaps this conclusion was related to the conviction, also held by
both groups of respondents, that institutes do not enable appraisal
of junior staff members for possible subsequent tenured appoint-
ments as effectively as do departments.

Recommendations

What recommendations can be advanced to strengthen the
role of institutes and centers in the university, to minimize the nega-
tive aspects experienced in the past, and enhance their contribution
to the total effectiveness of the institution? The following six recom-
mendations are drawn from the context of this study.

First, universities should devote more attention to the nature
of institute programs and accomplishments and make sure that the
character of each institute is congruent with that of the university.
Many observers have viewed the growth of institutes as overly
opportunistic, too responsive to the whims of governments and
foundations, too eager to seek additional moneyregardless of the
purpose and the strings attached. Too frequently the judgment of
academic entrepreneurs may be a substitute for the criteria of insti-
tutional purpose. Proposed curriculum changes and new degree
programs arc subjected to an almost endless series of reviews and
are judged in terms of need, cost, and alignment with the institu-
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ticnis mission. But a multimillion-dollar research or service pro-
gram can pass through most institutional councils with little delay
if the budget page shows an appropriate calculation of overhead
costa. While this lack of scrutiny has enabled institutes to respond to
new constituencies and to address important purposes that other-
wise might have been disallowed, it has also contributed to an
inability of universities to control and defend their purposes. As a
result, institutes are seen by many as serving private ends, or, as
Paul Dressel and associates (1969) charged, "The basic difficulty
is that universities have come to be dominated by their professors
rather than by their purposes" (p. 24).

The task of relating institute proposals to institutional f;ur-
poses is not easy. Institutional purposes are pluralistic, sometimes
conflicting, and invariably difficult to define. As a result, the criteria
against which proposals for new institutes and programs can be
judged are weak and ill defined. Some statements suggest that the
principal basis for judgment is the extent to which an institute
would serve some secondary interest of departments, faculty mem-
bers, or graduate students. It is apparently difficult to get at the
more intangible questions of overall mission, society's needs, and the
likely contribution of institute programs toward these ends.

The argument sometimes advanced that as long as an
external agency will finance a given program, the fine points of
merit need not be debated, for it actually costs the institution
nothing. Analysis of institute budgets, however, suggests that nearly
all receive institutional core support, usually in the range of 20 to
33 per cent, and that the larger the amount of funds from external
sources, the larger the institution's core contribution. Moreover,
programs require space; they consume the talents of people; they
broaden and complicate the task of administrative leadership; and
indeed in the aggregate they can change the character of the in-
stitution. Thus, no institute or institute program is without its costs.
The highest institutional costs, as has been demonstrated on some
campuses with large weapons research funding, may occur in pro-
grams in which the directly calculable expenditures appear to be
the least. The important issue is the program's congruence with
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the institutional mission, and this relationship should be established
by the university itselfnot by external agencies or by selected
academic entrepreneurs.

Some institutions have attempted to frame criteria against
which such judgments can be made. One set, develop_ ed by the
University of California (1958, p. 6), is as follows: (1) scholarly
productivity associated with the institute; (2) number of graduate
students meaningfully as.sociated with the institute; (3) extent to
which the institute creates an interdepartmental or interdisciplinary
meeting group;, (4) ease of finding a new director within the group
when the occasion arises; (5) nature and amount of external
funding; (6) extent to which the institute fosters graduate educa-
tion; (7) service to the state and nation. Though such criteria are
a marked advancement over the norm in most universities and sug-
gest some critical issues, they concentrate too heavily on secondary
by- products, such as employment of graduate students and the
amount of external funding. Too little attention is given to the
major substantive issues of institutional and institute mission and
social need.

The following questions suggest criteria that might address
these somewhat more intangible issues. Are the proposed programs
and the general character of the institute congruent with broadly
defined institutional goals and purposes? Would approval of a new
institute or new program proposals contribute to or enhance the
operational definition of mission? How does the proposed institute
or program relate to the needs, of society? Is its social purpose one
the university would wish to defend and advance? If serving such
a purpose is beyond the traditional institutional mission, should
goals be reconceived and updated to incorporate these social ends?

What resources are needed, not only in terms of budget,
but in terms of space, time, human talents, and other requirements?
Are the social and institutional priorities sufficient to merit this
investment of resources in preference to other alternative allocation
patterns? What are the implications of the proposed institute or
program for changing the nature of the institution? Recognizing
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that institutional character is not static, would approval 'of this
stitute or program shape it in desirable directions?

Suggestions that universities should be less opportunistic,
devote more attention to the reletranct of program proposal, and
and cause decisions on priorities t) be made -inside rather than out-
side the institution are not new in any sense. The failure to respond
to these admonitions sterns partly from a lack of clarity and an
absence of agreement on institutional purposes. Some argue that a
university should not strive for a neatly defined mission. Even when
definitions are made they are frequently so broad as to appear
relatively useless as guides to specific decisions. And the means of
relating institute proposals and programs to institutional purposes
are nearly always inadequate. Who defines purposes, suggests prior-
ities, and accepts the burden for saying "yes" or "no"? Perhaps

re important than "who" is "how"through what means and
mechanisms are such decisions to be made?

If universities are to gain greater control over their purposes
and make decisions about institutes in other than the simplest
term, new decision-making mechanisms need to be established to
ensure agreement between institute and university purposes. Cam-
pus-wide review councils, open hearings, different funding patterns
by the federal government and foundations, more srphisticated
institutional planning, and more careful review of institute pro-

ams by central administrative officers are a few of the options.
The appropriate mechanisms will vary among institutions, but
certainly the opportunistic, uncoordinated, externall; guided growth
of institutes and their programs must give way to a more carefully
reasoned, rationally planned, and institutionally defensible pattern
of development. Such a shift will be essential not only in evaluating
new programs and proposals but in merging, phasing out, or termi-
nating institutes whose functions have been accomplished or which
have low priority. The dangers of the more careful review and
scrutiny are that proposals for change may become hopelessly
bogged down in debate and in defense of the status quo. There are
many reasons to question the ability of universities to make the
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tough reviews required to bring institute and university purposes
into line, but the costs of failing to do so, now apparent after two
decades of uncontrolled growth, may be higher than most institu-
tions can or should pay.

Second, we recommend that university policy relating to
personnel matters, such as title, promotion, benefits, and perquisites,
should be uniform, regardless of the specific division in which the
professional person is employed or the functions he performs. Some
will take exception to the suggestion that personnel policies should
be reexamined with a view toward diminishing the differences. On
campuses where institutes and centers are well accepted, one can
argue that a major reason for this harmony is the evolved-through-
experience reservation of tenure granting and other privileges to
departments. In addition, a case can be made that tenure and the
title of professor should be reserved for those who "profess." Beyond
these somewhat philosophical considerations are the practical prob-
lems of making continuing commitments on soft money.

Such dual policies, however, reflect certain inconsistencies
which, while explainable in terms of tradition and pragmatic utility,
may be increasingly difficult to apply and defend. Problems are
minimized in some institutions by making sure that all or nearly all
professionals have access to tht. preferred' policies through depart-
mental affiliation. On campuses where institutes are still few and
relatively small these tactics Work with only occasional strain and
inequity. But in nstitutions that rely heavily on institutes which
may be larger than the departments with which professional staff
members are or would be affiliated, the picture is quite different.

The results of dual policies are evident in interpersonal
inequities and apparent feelings of second-class status, in low
morale among professional institute staff, and in feelings of sep-
arateness and isolation. Movement of personnel among university
divisions and functions is retarded because faculty members want
to gain or maintain access to the preferred sector. Those who split
their appointments between the two camps frequently find that
significant decisions regarding their future--on rank, promotion,
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tenuremay not be made jointly, but principally, if not solely, by
the academic department.

These problems apply differently to different institutions. A
few universities have only a few institutes, and for them the diffi-
cinties air still comparatively minor. But for universities with nearly
as many institutes as departments and for universities that wish to
make increased use of the institute as an organizational form,
greater equity hi personnel policies may be essential. Specific areas
for institutional review include appointment and promotion poli-
cies; participation in institutional governance and decision-making,
including membership or representation in institutionwide govern-
ing bodies; fringe benefits, including policies on retirement policies
and sabbatical leaves; equity hi job security and academic freedom,
with essentially common standards applied universitywide regard-
lass of the sector of employment or source of funds.

Implementation of a consistent policy will undoubtedly re-
sult in new problems and issues. Universities now take substantial
risks in seeking and accepting external grant funds because institute
staffs can be cut sharply in times of economic emergency. Recent
experience has demonstrated, however, that such flexibility may be
equally essential across the institutionfor departments as well as
institutes. -lift toward a single policy for all professional person-
nel also modify the power relationships within academic

silents and between departments and institutes. Faculty mem-
bers, for example, would not necessarily have to hold membership
in a department in order to gain access to special employment
perquisites, and departments would have fewer controls over insti-
tute staff. The quality controls now exercised by departments would
also be loosened, and new ones would need to be devised, preferably
for the whole institution and applied so as to enhance consistency
in policie< and to ease the transfer of professional staff between
departments and institutes.

Our third recommendation is that the special structural and
functional characteristics of institutes should be preserved and their
utility as complementary organizational units enhanced. We have
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described these special attributes as task orientation, flexible goals
and structure, and restricted functional mandate. Many of the
alleged special advantages of institutes and centers stem directly
from these organizational qualities. Arguments that institutes should
be allowed to increase their functions, to concentrate their resources
on teaching, research, and public service in a broad general prob-
lem area, occasionally have merit and result, in effect, in the crea-
tion of a new professional school. But wholesale transformations
would destroy their unique contribution to the university organiza-
tional configuration.

Broad functional mandates are attractive to those in insti-
tutes. Authorization to engage in a wide range of activities can
contribute to security, enable professional staff members to obtain
a range of career satisfactions, and permit directors to expand
significantly their base of operations. Yet if institute goals were
viewed as relatively permanent, if most professiOnal staff members
saw their relationship with the institute as stable and continuing,
if the institute were allowed to engage in instruction, research, and
public service however it wished and to operate under a set of
uniform professional personnel policies, the institute would become
simply another academic department. Failure to retain the re-
stricted, task-oriented focus of institutes would decrease the useful-
ness of institutes as complementary organizational forms and as
alternatives to the departmental structure.

Fourth, we believe policies and procedures should he estab-
lished for effective and systematic review of institute 1. ns and
proposals, with a maJc' i-eview to be conducted at least once every
five years Few organizations relish the prospect of being evaluated.
Survival is a very basic instinct whether applied to human beings
or the organizations to which they belong, and institutes do not
often dissolve gracefully at the conclusion of their tasks. Nor, per-
haps, should they. Early definitions of mission tend to change, and
regular reappraisals and redefinitions are appropriate. Shifts in
emphasis, however, too frequently tend to be governed by the
marketby what sponsors are willing to buyand not by system-
atic review and evaluation. Such market-oriented shifts contribute
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to goal displacement, in which an institute reverses the priority
between its goals and its means and the winning of the contract
becomes the only real goal.

To look at the problem from another perspective, many
universities have placed enrollment ceilings on the institution as a
whole or on specific programs. Changes in the birth rate and col-
lege-attendance patterns suggest a comparatively stable enrollment
picture in future years. With such static conditions, should propo-
sals for new institutes and centers be weighed solely in terms of the
merit and effectiveness of their programs or from the point of view
of the overall balance of programs within the institution? If a pro-
posal is approved, are there old institutes, departments, or colleges
that could be phased out? Social needs change and institutional
priorities shift, but the mechanisms for ensuring that university pro-
grams are responsive to these changes are weak and often controlled
by outside forces.

The review and evaluation of departmental as well as insti-
tute goals, programs, and accomplishments should be more syste-
matic, careful, and effective than they are at present. Each institute
should receive a formal review at least once every five years by a
committee, appointed by the president of the university, including
representatives from the university administration, the constituents
served, the faculty, and the institute itself. Committee recommenda-
tions might take various forms. In nearly all cases, recommenda-
tions for improvement might be expected. Changes in emphasis
and new alternatives, directions, and priorities should be examined.
Merger with another university unit, broadening nr narrowing its
scope of operations, fresh leadership, and even the possibility of
phasing out all or portions of institute operations should be in-
cluded among the alternatives.

University administrators have been reluctant to deal with
these issues. Advisory committees typically have had neither the
mandate nor the disposition to initiate significant reviews. And
institute directors are conscious of the need for organizational sur-
vival and stability. Nonetheless, the times will demand much more
careful review and evaluation of programs and priorities in all
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sectors of universities. Large numbers of institutes now operate on
most campuses. Growing pressure will force them to respond to
new needs and new constituencies and to weed out obsolete pro-
grams.

Fifth, increased attention should be given to the integration
of institutes with the university in terms of organization, communi-
cation, physical facilities, and governance. Evidence of the lack of
assimilation is abundant. Institute directors and staff members, for
example, frequently complain that they are apparently outside the
normal communication networks and do not receive many of the
ordinary universitywide communications that somehow bombard
other members of the faculty. The physical facilities of institutes are
sometimes located on the periphery of the campus, contributing to
the feelings of separateness and isolation. University planning efforts
frequen:ly ignore institutes and concentrate on departments and
colleges. Separate personnel policies and separate governance pat-
terns also contribute to poor integration.

The problem of bringing institutes into the university is
partly organizational and partly attitudinal, but principally it is a
policy problem. The structural aspect is perhaps most easily solved.
Several universities have established umbrella organizations to co-
ordinate and administer the programs of a series of smaller insti-
tutes. For example, at The Pennsylvania State University, the
Institute for Science and Engineering serves as a general organiza-
tional unit for several institutes and centers. No single design would
be appropriate in all or even most instances, but institutions should
reexamine their general structures in order to strengthen the ties
between institutes and the university as a whole.

Much of the feeling of separateness among institute staff
results not merely from organizational isolation but from prevailing
attitudes that institutes are somehow autonomous, chartered to
define their own mission since they are supported in large part by
funds from external sponsors and are responsive to external con-
stituencies. Moreover, they engage in tasks and functions histori-
cally not given heavy emphasis within the university. It is not
surprising, therefore, that many institutes have not really been

132



Conclusions and Recommendations

embraced as integral parts of the university. Steps can z Id should
be taken to bring about closer integration. As personnel policies
are reevaluated and made equitable across the institution and as
institute programs are appraised and reaffirmed in term of in-
stitutional purpose and character, considerable progress can be
made. And as the organizational structure of the university is mod-
ified to embrace the institutes, the attitudes as well as the fact of
organizational isolation should change.

Finally, we recommend that colleges and universities make
increased use o-institutes and centers as organizational alternatives
to academic departments in areas of instruction as well as research
and public service. The prospect of more institutes may be an
anathema to some skeptics. The times, however, call for a searching
reexamination of all aspects of academic life, including the very
organization of the university itself. In advancing such a possibility,

are reminded of the appropriate caution advanced by Orlans
(1972). "The thirst for organizational solutions to enduring human
problemsperhaps derived from the effective organization of in-
dustrial production and distributioncan lead to an overevalua-
tion of research and research institutes. We should not expect from
knowledge more than we can expect from men" (p. 180). And
should also not expect from organiza:_nal structure more than we
can expect from men. Nonetheless, there is reason to look closely at
further applications of the institute model as universities attempt to
modernize their organizational structure.

Several concerns underlie the suggestion that institutes
might be more widely used than they now arenot to replace but
to supplement the academic department. One of the most obvious
present challenges is that of sheer numbers. Universities that once
enrolled fewer than ten thousand students now enroll more than
twenty or thirty thousand. But enrollment tells only part of the story
of radical increase in institutional operations. The number of
functions served has grown, and the resources devoted to research,
development, and service have escalated. Terms such as the multi-
versity have been coined to describe the changes in scale that have
come about. More recently, requests have been made to decentra-
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lize universities and higher education systems, to increase options
and variety, and to create a stronger "sense of society" within large,
imy rsonal institutions.

.aIls for decentralization apparently ignore he fact that
many current problems stem not so much from excessive central
control as from institutional fragmentation, unintended decentrali-
zation, and lack of coordination. The departments, organized
around disciplines rather than tasks, require a high degree of co-
ordination. Single tasks, such as the education of undergraduate
students, are split among different departments and offices. As stu-
dents advance to upper-division and graduate work, concentration
in the discipline tends to in, r Ise and the woblem of cross-depart-
mental coordination decreases. _ the lower-olibloti level, however,
the structuic requires a degree of interdepartmental and interstaff
coordination not easily achieved in larff,r., complex universities.

One key to der 'ation duce dependence amonga operatin, to dc:gaic increased authority and
1sponsibility for a single task to one unit. If universities are to
decentralize, they must redefine tasks and modify their organiza-
tion0 structures so that subunits require little coordination. Insti-
tutes have accomplished this objective in the area of research,
gathering researchers from several different disciplines with varied
skills and coordinating a single, complex task. The same organiza-
tional model might also be applied to improving undergraduate
instruction by bringing together several of the now separate com-
ponents essential to the task.

The problem of whether to organize by task or specialty
(discipline) is not unique to higher education. Business and indus-
trial groups must also decide whether to protect the integrity of the
several kinds of professional competence or to organize into project
units and thereby mobilize the different skills required for a specific
job. With the exception of institutes and centers and a limited num-
ber of experimental and cluster colleges, however, higher education
institutions have seldom experimented with task-oriented struc-
tures. The urge toward professionalism and the unquestioned ad-
herence to professional or disciplinary values have tended to wed
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most institutions to the departmental model. The expansion of in-
stitutional roles and functions and the massive increases in scale
of operations have been accommodated principally by expanding
role definitions and expectations for faculty members and their
departments rather than through shifts in the organizational config-
uration.

More than a decade ago, Litchfield (1959) advanced the
notion that colleges and universities need to establish "flexibility of
faculty organizational structure as an objective" (p. 356). The very
definition of the task might enable an institution to sharpen the
operational definition of its mission and to strengthen the bonds
between institutional function and organizational structure now
largely obliterated.

A related reason for considering expanded use of the insti-
tute form is the persistent call for more diversity in higher educa-
tion programs, for more options, and less homogeneity (Newman,
1971; Martin, 1969; Carnegie Commission on Higher Education,
1971). The conventional organizational structure is not well de-
signed to enhance program diversity. It is difficult to fashion truly
distinctive alternatives, for no single office or unit really controls
the curriculum. A department influences that portion of a student's
program taken in his major, but it is seldom able to fashion a total
and cohesive undergraduate educational experience. Institutes could
contribute to the development of more options, greater diversity,
and broader choice among genuinely different alternatives than
are presently available to students. External degree programs, eth-
nic study, and experientially based educational programs are only
samples of the variety that might be introduced.

Persistent attempts have been made to develop and apply a
program planning budgeting system (PPBS) in higher education.
The reasons for such pressures are complex and reflect the increased
costs of higher education, public consciousness of the growing tax
dollars required by all levels of education, increased demands for
public accountability, and a recognition by complex universities
themselves of their inability to manage institutional programs and
finances as effectively as they must.
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The need for PPB systems and the problems and slowness
encountered in implementing them arise partly from a discipline-
oriented structure. Most departments carry out many programs or
parts of programs and thus universities have difficulty in increasing
resources for one functionsay undergraduate educationand
reducing those for another. Departmental resources are allocated
among functions largely by department chairmen and faculty
members, well able to make certain kinds of professional judg-
ments but ill-equipped to stand accountable to governing boards,
coordinating councils, and legislative auditors. And allocation of
funds among functions at the departmental level tends not to be
a conscious decision; frequently, only cost studies can show where
he money really went. It is increasingly difficult for public institu-

tions to explain to legislators and others why monies appropriated
for one purpose actually end up being used for something else.
While one rarely intended deception or subterfuge, the end result
is no less hard to defend. Increased use of the institute model, with
narrower, more specific functional boundaries, deserves further
study. Such application might make the connection between bud-
geting and programs more direct. Moreover, as university units
accept greater responsibility for fewer functions, greater perfor-
mance accountability might be obtained.

Institutes and centers multiplied rapidly on university cam-
puses during the past decade and they provide an interesting and
useful alternative to the academic department. Institutes are not
likely to displace departments as the principal university organiza-
tional unit, but cautious increased use of the institute model could
enable universities to attack certain problems which are difficult to
handle through the con.,Tntional academic structure. The challenge
is to minimize those shortcomings such as opportunism and goal
displacement that characterize some institutes and centers and to
apply generally and wisely those strengths of the institute structure
that could lead to a more effective functioning of colleges and uni-
versities.
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