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The research uvniversities form the,ﬁkat known portiom of the

- -

American system of higher education, and yet as a group they are

probaﬂly the least studied. When_ they a%e ﬁiscusaed, it is - Lo =
nsnally in commection-with resesrch pglicy'rc;her than ‘

. »

undergraduste education. They n;vertheless ‘occupy a,

etrategically vitel posiéion in this ares, if fer no other ‘resson
thsq/ﬁiésmse'they,pqssqis the most coveted places for ggllege

studyscnd- because th'ey*duccte the country’s most gifted
, .

students. Clesrly their role in ondergraduate edqcatlon deserves
™,

attention., Pirst, hovever, onme must grasp the nature of these

¢ diverse and multifaceted institutioms.
. “,

. The tesesrch nniversities are the log‘compcr‘tnen‘tllize& of
L “ . ‘ N

V

institutions in Americam higher educatiom. The qﬂde;gradugﬁe - Y]

. ]
college(s) sometimes contains less tham half of enrolwments, -and

ip most cases wou.ld account fér ¢ minor potftion of 'tbe budget.

Many of them possess ﬁcﬁsive, virtvally autonomons'hoap%tal-

-

me'diccl school compf_exes, vsual’ly on their own separate campuses;

the Land-Grant research universities do extensive agricultural

-

e s development work st varionsAlocations; mdny large research

laboratories are almost wholly snppo:rte(f by federal funds and"

-

o4 ”quite r;;oté.from gany nniversity teaching; and, almost all
' ¢ t ) )

f::::?lh npiversities contain various professionil adﬁoo{s, esch .

- with its owvn distinctive oriemtation. Btgll, in ghe trume

o . @ ’ - -— -

e

research university‘the‘spiritdpf basic research penetrates into %

+ 3
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*the acsdemic dehnrtmenta and jis an active pieiehce in the life cf

the inatitution; T -;

The reaearch universities are,knovp above a11 for research, I

. naturally, awd graduate education. Rehind these activitiea,
) bhovever, lie three elements that account for their character and
L}

theiL ynity. ?irat, theyehave deep and inetcapable commltmepta .

¥

to-academic values. This.is.no.mere truism. A's e

compartmentalized jnstitutions the resesrch nniveraities have to .

harmonize commitments®to a large number'of.valﬁe aets. nct all of

which are‘eaeily compatible with the norms ef ac;demic inquiry.

-Nevertbheless, the p;edoeinahze of acadenmic values .in.matters

concerning faculty, graduate education,}curfichla. and of conrse
reaeareh is the bhallmark of a‘recearch vniversity, -
. . o
+ Second, these f?stituﬁdons possess faeuht?ea_that are

distinguished ?{ the eyes of their peers,' Bvery research ‘. )
university obviously cannot excel in every départment, but peer--

-t
.

rated esteen is a paramount.considerhtioq ih decisions coénmcerning

#

the hiring, promotion and compenaation of faculty. g‘LfA

T
.

Third, suetatning 8 high vo lude of.acadenic‘research requires

- * -

8 considerable resource base and reaqn:&&_ilow. The research
) \::}Q\

-

»

™

.

ersities are ;mong the vealthiest inqtitutiona of higher N

educatihn——and they need to be. The¢annua1 income for reaearch

r
.

that ia largely derived from e:tenal aourcea haa tp be hacked up
.bydhigh overhéad e:penditures for s dxstingqiahed‘facuhty and a
large base of research .capital embgddedagh'lfhrar}ea,

lahor;toriﬁf and othtr facilitiess Bach ﬁf.these poic;:/&equirest

L]
-

elaboration, but first it should be determtned vhich istfitutions .

iulfilr these criteria. ) '_ ' o . .
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The Carpegie Classification of Americanm colleges and

L3 N ' * [l - -
’ universities designated a8 Research I Universities the 50

-

. institutions that received the largept'nmountl\o} f?derir 3

research funde and trained the most future researchers. The ﬁex;

-
L}

50 ipstitutiong by theise same criteria were dubbed Research I1I
Universities. NCHEMS, using somevhat moTe restrictive criterias,

uses a¥cate ory of 73 Major Doctorallaeiea;ch Universities. In
#

eiﬁher case, it should be evident that 80 large & number of ‘
. ) - N
vniversities could not all meet the criteris just given. For
* ‘. *

conceptval purposes, the;e'so-culled'research,unﬁbersities might
+ ' . !

be separsted into three gronps--one yeil-defined and the Sther

¢ . tyo somewbat impressiomistic.

" .l At the peak of the reseafch vniversity hieravcby I have

identified twenty 1natitutiona vhich largely fulfill gﬁe criteria

just given snd vhich,can reliably be taken to represget this

- type.‘ (Ggiger, ﬁorthcomxng ‘bl ance both total volume of -

research and commitment to excellénce are important for defining
. ¥

research univeroitiea, 1 hﬂVe combined the rank order . liata of | '/

u?iversitlen on bo!h these criter;a. Below ;re the sixteen \.
institutions that had thejlqrgest expendithres for recéarcb‘aqd
dtfalopnent during FY 1930.(!5?. 1981);’oppos{<;'jhen are thé,
seventeen institutions (because'éf‘thq t{e for sixteenth place)

that ‘vere rated to have the highest overall ‘faculty quality in '“:

the recent Assessment of Rgggg;gL;Doctorate Programs in the .' ’
. ‘ . . ' . N -

Dnited States (1982) (Webster, 1983): . .

.8 ra
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. g;ég _ﬁg:ﬁxndn ilgr;s 'j\?ccﬁltx Quality ~ Rank ) .
- 13' . M.1.T : L 'uq Ber?eley-, S 1.
2. . ﬂiacd@éi;‘ . ﬂ" . Stanford, . 2,
3. ., ©C San Diego ] Herverd - - : C o a,
fﬁ.“ ¢ Minnesota R S T ' . .4- . )
| 5. . " stenford .. ". | " ' M.1.7. ) -
§ﬁ~‘ Hashington B " Princg{on ) ) 6. " ‘
.t 7. " Hichfgd; L ] _l - Chicagoe , ' 7. l;
ﬁ'a.' . Cornedl o ) \‘ Michigan _ : 8. .
9: L Columhia o Wisconsin 9. '
20.‘ ’ ﬁcrvcrd : . UCLA 10, )
. N
S 5 DA Penn . Golumhis 11. .
12 ' uc,serkele{ Cornell . - . 7. |«
13. TCLA R Illinois | £3.
’ 14.{ - ‘T1iinois _ Penh - ' 14: _ N
15. ;‘ Johns Hopki;; Caltech . _! 15. ‘ .
x 16. S Texas Minnesots ‘ _ p 6. .
' Texas , 16, ¥ N

(See Appendix: Tahles 1 & 2)

R T 222 2t T T L

It would he difficult to srgue that any of these institutions do .

t . - ¥
- not helong "in the top twenty, clthou?h a tesgsonghle case could he

-

g:ge that severel other schools are eqqally deserving of the last

two or three spots. Kevertheleass, this list is preawctical apd
sufficient for the purpose at hand, and will consequently he used |

4 for the rest of fhis peper 88 the reference for }heidiacuasion_of

% . .

. resesrch universities. These Universities, moreover, generally N

act a8 the spokesmen for resesrch uTiversities (Research \1

" .
o / U 5
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E versiiiga and the National Interest, 1978). They are alto
., . N ‘ -
: diverse enough to represent th;\kamut of possibilities. for thls

- LA - .

lpecie&. still, it is. 1mportlne to %ote vha: ia¢being left out. .
. , . “ .
A second-tier of ‘research upivarsities can be ﬂistinguisﬁed .

’a f.

that sre generally lmailet; less preziigious in terms of natiomal

' N -

. 'rlnkfhgs, and less inv91ved with high~dollar, Big+Science '

research. This tier woulﬁ.iqcluhe vel 1-¢ndoved .private
o- * ) . PELEES . .o n . - . )
" voiversities like Brown, Carnegie~Mellon, Case-Western Eeserve,

-~ . . : LTS

=~ the Claremont broné, DukeJ.Emory; R{Ee, Rochester, Korthwestern, s ]

]
> * [

Vanpderbilt and Hashington Univers1ty, ‘ss well as such state . .

-l

universitles as North Carolina, Virainia and Indiana. These :

. . ! N - T
yinstitutions largely lhare thg academpic values of the first Sy,
t -

group,'and they oft havehxmpressive lewels of resourops

-

relative to thexr more 1&1;11113 comu;&ngﬂh ~Their smallerx

départments and grsduate programs, however, go nét :eEegve .

hd .

syfficient recoénition to ﬁf@ce Dear the_fqp in metional quality
- * . ‘ . \

> . rankings. These institutions migﬂf-he designated as regional

.‘ renechh universities: they .are-highly reg;}deﬂ in ;peir ) >
J : .rerpect§7é fegjong!_iné thus play gn’éﬁportlgt role jn résearéh -
and gradugte e;;;ati;n. ‘ L. - ’ ' \
-- A thAitd group of recearch uni;ersities'(but not nmecessari ; )
third or .lowver tier) constsﬁs og thoee fllgship state i !
' Universitiea, Land- crant universxbief lﬁd large private :
- universxties_thlt ;niﬁrtake large ano?nta of.relelrpﬁl,but als;

have obligations for lubptanfili smouants of undersqldu}teg )

teaching. Their intake of'{huden;tfgéﬁds to be relatjvely"

unselective, and preprofessionni degfee'proérlml oft?n have
2 : : .




> , N . . .
xarg}r enrolﬁgntqzthgn accdemic-one}. UDavally a considerable ) {

proportion of their resesrch expenditures Sre aejuester¥d im the

medical gchbool or deVOtég to agricultural atatioms: A@cﬂeﬁic

¥ » . " 4 s I N
values are genmerslly present ‘in these nniversities, and sometimes \

prominently ao; byt they tend to be dijuted by other idertiﬁt:
1niti§ufioncl inperatives.. These multiple purposes cin‘produce .
- . — . “‘: . . - - -~ -

aome noticeable incomgruities. Texs#s A&M, for exanple, has a

-

large and groving R&D budget and s defire to make a ma:k.in Big:
- ' ; . ¥

Science physics swesearch, but et the ssme time clings proudly to

. -t * . \ . - -

non-iﬁtellectual ctfigudes d patterns of behavior known cs‘the’

( Aggie spirit. Onm the whole, these iqstithtions tend to rank more
bighly om measures ofsresearch vqlume'thaﬁ‘they do on those“of

faculty quality. uTﬂe values and attitudes thet inform research

-
LY

have a'cogparctjvely small impact on undergraduate educationm.

- N b -

Unity and Diversity _ . R .
i~

N : Besearch and, gradnate -education-sré the tssks that omoite the :

resesarch vniversities a5 8 gromp. Indeed, these have been the

principal interests of the Aspocistion of American Universitiesﬁg
4

‘which has repreaented the research nniveraitiei aince the
beginning of: thxs cintury (Geiger, forthcomxng a). 'Th ir

tjhchxng roles, and partﬁcullrly their undersra&uate teachxng

- '

roles, on the other hand, are the most obvxons chcrccterzstx;)by
Voo . - - e
which™ they}axffer. The twenty schools.considered here, in fact,

\ s / : .
1nc1ude both the largest lxngle-ilmpus vniveraity xn the country

(Minnesots) and .the most amelective ome (Caltech). This duslity

between reaecrch and undersrlduate teachiné corresponds with the

crpsl-cutting of dxacxpllnes lnd xnltxtutxonl that Burtom Clark

- "
. . .

has c\ijeg-the mlster-matrxx Df hxgher educatxon -"higher

N
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" + education needs disciplines to cohcentrate om reaearch lnd .
& .
echolarehip.;nd it needs universities and colleges to concentrate

on teaching and diltemination" (Clark, 1984). The renainder of

thie eection will attempt to partially fiIQ-out this master: R .
matri: for the'tweatm lead}ng resesrch univéraitijes. All of the ) -
dlta,citedhhere‘uill be"drawvn from .the ltaristical‘append};-to,‘ -
" this paper.' o _ : . ‘ I

»

The compet:tioa for, academic pre%tige is an inberent feature
-0of the university regearch role. It is rooted inm the processes
,'By ‘which scientific recognition ie continuallg alottbd apd - ) p

-evaluated. It is thna only natural that this preoccupation géves :
rise to periodic formal rankings, even though luch an epdeavor is’ L O
n

‘' .

inherently imperfect and controversial.. The renk of amy ' 3

"
.____.n...__

nniveraity in the lcademic pEckang ordfr is really’ an

—_—
ahatraction; it ie a somewhat artifici aggregation of the
. * .

%reatige of individual departmenta,‘wﬁich are in turm

sggregations of the ‘prestige of individual ‘scholars. -

1

Revertheleaa, the existencée of hiersrchy is a reality that

-lffects the behavior of individuals and institutions (Geiger.

J

forthcoming h) The recent Aaaesgmgn ie as. thorough and

judicious ai - exploratiogfof this hierarchy as “has yet heen

undertaken (Hehster, 19837 Its findings, then, heve the virtue

- .- . N -

'of’preaentiné in detailed lnd puanced form what everyone knowa; ,

W
N .”

or thinke they knou.:anyvly (Table 2). . o .

In the xnnking given in Table 2, thtee atrata are diecernihle .

4, ]
smong these twventy univereitie.s. At the top, aevea knatitutiona _

T (Berkeley, Stanford,-Ba Q&rd, Yale, H.I.T., Pragfeton & Chicago)
— . e . . M _

L™

- - r . -




N
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L I N
dqpartments, but slso by the prelence of uumeroug qxcellent

- ‘ -
7 _sre distinguished :f7not only sn sbundsnce of very stromg

' departments (thoae scoring 70 or nore. two atcndard dev11t1on§
v - - ‘.

N lbovg/tgf nean). CaltecH, 88 & small Qnd lpeclallzed -

. initifunion, clesrly belongs in thig;graup as well ﬁy virtone of

_ . B

heving six departments of this caliber. The pext seven

-
] Sy

institutions conmstitute & second stratum (UCLA, Mithigsm, .
o Uisconsin, CoTumbia, Cormell, Iilinoif, Fénn). They too have a

larse number of strong depsrtments, but vitbout very many rated _;;J
. CJ. -
as excellent. Belov this level the aress of scsdemic strength R

become more apot;y. A §h1rd stratom would inmclude nore

institutions ‘tham our remaininh five, but many of them would be--
. . . -
. l?ke'Texas, Weshington and Minnesota--very large mniversities
vhere Eighl; raied.depa}tmenis vfre tﬁ?xexception ratﬁer than "the
;:{;. th interesting qugati&ﬁ then Bbcopgs, bow do these fhre{ : ¢

L3
1

L] ’G » A
: .IQVfls J% scedemic quality match dp with other institutiomal |
T ‘ . 3 .

v ,cheracteristice? (See Géﬁger. forthgpming b).

- -

‘ Seven of the eight schools in the top stretum sre private.’

-

-

‘Their"most salient common charscteristic is the limited size of -

- & - - »

their undergiadnate'colieges (Table 6). Hirvard is the llrhest\'

« of thete ﬂnlvera1tqes vlth wore than 15,000 ltudents, yet onlye %
abdm; aiz;lrd of them are nndergrldultes.‘ ‘As s reoult of -
deliber;tély restr1ct1ng t‘!1r undersrcduate 1nt¢ke,'they havﬁ.

o hecome smong the ;ost selective of unlversltles. Hedltn conhlned

+

SAT 'cores fcn gntqung frqshmen«‘bprocch 0T exceed I 300 st ¢11

except Chlc;go (leﬂp 4Jw’.$erkgley, although an exceptionll case

gyjnuugregards, sleo fit&’this*noael by having the highest

freahman SATs lmong publxc unlvtrlatles, Clesrly, the
.‘.q( . : F)




. . ° . {.
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' %diltinguilhed faculty of theee_?}ite schools find telching small :
classes of Righ~ability, well-motivated undergraduates to be a - —
congenial accompaniment to graduate instruction amd research.

'The universities of“the'necond s}rntum’nre remarkably o;&ke.
' A1l are fairly ‘large inetitutione containing numeroul- 0
LI

bt . *
compartments or unxte. The foor state nniversitiee here ,ﬁ>

\. naturally heve obligatione to provide 3 varzety of nervices“ d:)

'Service roles are present rn the three private vnivevsities as

z
vell:. Columbia and Penn hlve a special relltionlhip to the1r
— .

respect{ve metropolitan areas, vhich have traditionslly begn
, %
their sources of voluntary snpport snd Cormell contains units of3

¢ t

fhe State University of New York. The many fine lcldemic * ol

-
' L]

> - depsrtments found at these sthools do not have the cempus to

b

themlelvee. The research atméephere is conseqoently less

kY

ra}ified at theoe muIti purpose inlt;tution&. v

Il
-

Belov the second stratum the effects of bigness and lmallnels

A
tend to diverge in actordamce with the differences nlready noted

-

' betveen smarl regional research universities #nd large mq}ti-

universiti&g. The former tend to emulate the top ot{ff:m ofi« . A

-

universities to .the extent that their.relourceslpermitJ The

latter‘lre rather vnéelective in sadmitting undergraduates, have
large teaching burdems, and comnduct much of their research’

.

. . i . . o
outside of their .bssié academic departments. A comparison of

L] ' N .
-

these state uniggrnities,vith the others in tbe higher strata -
. . . oo : .
would seem-té suggest am igverse relstionship between - -
~ iy i " . .

inclnsiveneso nEd lcedemih'prhstige, #lthough in this and other — .

respects no single pattern-will be valid for all t%snty_of these .t
&. i ) . . \

- b
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-

institutio & ’
) qury“ te maintlins a fl&gship univerl;ty, but the portion
A

of hzghe£~edhcation responsxhilities that each one beéars varles
conlidercbiy ;ceerding to cixcumitances. Pcnticularly ;mportSn;.
v 'are, 1) khe ef:etence of an'crrny of ;omplememtcfy institutions
v to ebsorb tbe demand of l¢€es qualified’students. 2)‘vhether or
notit is 8 Lan'd- Grc;t untversifycbmnitteddn‘partto the * d
cgbiculturc: aee.mechcniccl arts, and 3) vhetﬁer orrnot it 13 ‘

- o o

Iocs?ed in ‘8D §rban center, and thu} obliged to serve pcrt tlmg?
}

- . e 4
’ )

- and irregular students.
! . "0 . f.-‘ " ! ’} g
. Minnesota hes concentrated more of ite higher edufftion P
. , “ " . .. ] 4¢
< burden on its flegship campus thenlcny other state. Jhe T

. ! ' - . *
Univereity of Minnesota is consequeptly the largest institution

in the couﬁ(&%QJ:é:ong top research universities it hse the -

lovest selectivity, lowest faculty salaries, lnd the highest

Hﬁf\*\&‘perpentcge bf.gart-tipe atudeets. The Univercity of Hashington

— e e——

_—

héas a similsr urbsn location, but is complemented by nore‘ .U
’ ’ ' - C .rl . ) - T
\ vocationally oriented Washington State. feggs,_locsted ‘in the

state capital, hes timpii evolved 88 a large and inelusfve

institution. AltBough the state Pas-c’ielf developed higher ey

A >

‘ ’ edueat&pn system, UT-Austin hes only been sble to impose &
< ) .

llmited degreé of selectiVITy. Hisconsfn-!c&i;oﬁ is jno s simile£

Fqnsidenably'grecter acgdenic agotinction. Ig 1921 the-ﬂiﬁgons}n‘

Legielltnre smglgamated .11;i:.:e univefsities into 2 single -

- - - —— ]

v

lylfem, but this act of educat{onclfleveling pas‘lo far failed to
- N . ] - . . . .

' .

'diminilh Hcdison'a eminence &8 a resesrch university. Illino&s;

13 -,

although a Lcné‘Grcnt univdﬁsity, is ellentially a f;lidential

L

LY
iy




. N ¢ . N ‘( . . B . .
@ nniversity and has a corregpondingly high level of melectivity.
'}inilly,'nicbigsn is suited by circumsglute to have a grester . .

academic 8rientltion than those schools just di‘cucsed. As the

. )

. nd?} lelectxve ctat;‘uux;e axty sfter Berkeley,\xt serves ) .
. predomxulgely 8 p;s;deut, fulb-txme. nonvoc;;xonsl Fde of
i 1 - nnderérsdulte s;udenta. Tbe2831§joruxa uuxversxtxeq cLearIy
N . -coqstiféte l(%fecidl case, but one thatfséems_consiiteut with .

"o . ‘
. ) . ., i .
this psttern. . : ¢

L *

est "size and resourée base dE‘Califoruia, together vith
- b ' 1. " .
the pract ce of ceutralxzed pldhuxug, have sllovaé research to be

1

uurtured at the campuses of the quversxty of California sud have
-, ke » *

E .8lno0 ?ermxttsd‘iqhguusual degrée of tpecxalletxon. Berkeley hls

"

been sn obvious benefxcxary of this polxcy, as the uécescary

“
. E]

steps ﬁ{;e consxsteutlx been taken go meintain its preemxnenpe

\\\ © lmoug Averigsn nniversities. The selichivity of ite L v e
. - - - .o
nndergrcdﬁates and the lvercge silaries of xts professors arte
both the“hxghest for publxd reselrch nuxversxtxes. UCLA haé s

L
X
quxte different cbanscter.‘lt ;ould be regcrded ls the flag&b I'p .
! -

+

unxversxty of tbe Los Angeles area vxth'nxnor state unxversxtxes

in out lyxng Irvine and’ vaerside 3'“ nearby Los Angeles State tsoﬁ‘ 9

LY

lbsorb msny lgssgr-ibxlxty students. Its educativnal mission ‘Y
, thus seems to be quite comparlble to other state flagship -
eniversities. T UC San Diego is at once the youngest and most  © X

vousuel of 'public research universities. Created de novo i the

o

1960s with a lsrge, ipecfali:ed research base id ths Beripps. . - ¢

v °
-~

Institution of bcecnogrsphy, it has managed*to ‘develop a number

¥

‘of strong ac}demic'depckfhiuts; Still, this rcsgirch institute
. ‘ . ) .
N ' I ¥ ¢ .
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t +  cum university presents am incomgruvous combination of elements:: .

- a éomﬁarptivelf*unﬁelq;t{!e undergraduate college, a small
- -

J ;radhaté school, and a‘mééiivz,ipéaialixed research arm almost
fotallz supported by federal granmts. i

' ! . ‘.x ¥ ‘

! The - private research universities undgr'conaideration are

far nore diverse than their public counterparts, Neverthﬁless, a
k- . B} p . . . . - )
fev clusteérs of somewhat similar inetitutions are evident. If\ ’

+
. I

- they vere to be place; along a continuum l?retchiqg'from e s
e homogenéity -to heterdgenhfty Qf function, some ;ignificant )
‘ diffcrenc;a betwetn these inst}tntions v;nld bedome apparent
) (Gezger, forthcoming b). . . ‘ ) y 1_ .-
' At one extreme, Caltech, M.I.T.. and Johns EopkL;; counld be
‘ F 4

. detcribed a8 -researcﬁ 1ntensxvc unzversxtzes. In these lchools

" -

¢ v relatively smhll enrollnentt, h:‘f of vhxch are graduate level

N ) are_;ombxned vith relatively large reqparch effortl, therebdy

-

prodncing'the highest concentratioms of research in relatidn to

. - ¢ .

N teachxng to be found in the Unxted Stctes (chle 1), All three
’ spacialzze in Big-Science fields of engineerzng and physxcal
e s sciengﬁl and Hopking is a leaden ;nkmedxcal res;arch. Chicago R

,belongs in spirit with the research-intensive universities,

" ]

a]fhougﬁ it bas a rather dif{frent institutional profile. It hase
. a0 unusvally lf:é} vndergraduate college, and ‘a‘corresponding -

LY

. . emphasis op graduvate and profestsional edvcation. Because it

L

cbncéntrateiﬁle&s on the high-dbllaf physical pciences, its

relearci'exﬁenditurel aTe not particularly high. It seems to

. ) o
have .afntainef a Teading role in graduate ‘education with fewer
BN " ¥ . .

resources tham its top-stratum peers.

El N - . |}




. 'Harvird, Yale.lnd Princeton form ainmatural élustgr in pmost
people’s minds. 'aowe?gr] their close similnritié& in gosle, S

Y

. . - o
student Bodiep and educdtionsl chayacter pertain perdominmantly to -

’ -

. . ) Y
the undergraduate colleges, As resesrch univepsities. Harvard is

large'with numerous profea&ibnal-s@hools;'Yaléhis medium-sized
* . £+ T3 —‘ + ‘ § * H/ *
vith only the principal profescionsl scﬁoola; and Princeton is

quife emall vithout any professionsl schoole. Each pevertheless

stands atong the nationmal leaders in the selectivity of its

'uniergraduate,;ollegé. in the préstige of ite graduste school,

-

nd in .the size of its endowment. By these same criteria,

Stenford would~nov seen to qualify for inclueion with thie ‘ .

+

venershle trio. 1Im edu&atxonal atructure Stlnford is most

szmxlar to Yale, but vith consxderably hxgher research
(\.

expendxturea. R '
K . . . L) — 4

The remaining three private resesarch universities are highly,

compartmentalized, multi~purpose institutions, although for

ratherodiffe}ent reasoné. In the case of Cormell its origimsl

-

status as 8. Land-Grant xnstxtutxo%.hls led to the development of

| stlte-ouppthed unit (Statutory.Collegea) with corresponding

+ -

implications of atste service. For Columbhis and Penn, however,

their close invol vement with their urbanm communities have led to
Y ”

the growth of several service roles, particularly inm the .

profﬂcsfﬁnal schogle., Their multiple fuonctions are neverthelecs

PO

L )
evident on the nondergraduste level, .In contrast to the

-

indivisibhle colleges of H~Y~P, Columhia and Penn have $

-

undergriduate’uvnits and Cormell has 7.

. r
.« @ - - )

Yalues . '
It is"relatively simple‘to specify the'VlIue syslen of the . \k

. L]

13 :
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. research universities, for it is identical with the values of the -

> .

i
academic dflcip!in;l. 'Iq fact, the ndtionel or intd{nstidhsl
disciplinary commupities and the individual resesrch’unmiversities

are heivil; dependent on ome amother. The disciplines.,throusﬁ

. R s - (
theit . formal and informal processes of evaluation, assure that. N

contributions to tbe sdvamcement of knowvledge are validated, and

[ A -~ T

tbat recognition and rewsrds are allocated to scholars and

L

scientihtq; The reseerch universftiesz posséising as ‘they do the

mosg‘vsluaﬁlé positions-and facilities for coﬁductiné resesrch,
- - »

have the obligation of m;kins these opportunities availsb}ej;é
K ' - 1

the most capable inv?stisatora. In theory this would require

. |3
exemplifying what Robert K. Mertom called "the normative ,
‘ b

e & ' ? 3
structure of sciknce™ (Merton, 197 ). 1In practice it mesns ..

' [

awsrding g:Aulty positions inlabqordance vith the rewvard.system .

of science snd the judgements of disciplinsry peers.

- - i

' It wes stated'at.the outset of this paper that academic ,
' !

velues are by definition predominant on researth university \

~ -

campuses. Un};ersitiis vhere this is not the case may conduct

considerable research, and may‘quﬁlify as Msjor Doctorasl g

Univer;ities, but to call them resesrch doiversities would tend !
. . - l , V ’
to stretch the term. ‘Resesrch vniversities bear an implicit

re£ponsi§iligz for upholding the norms of science. Indeed, in .. .
; _ ores . -
3 this respect they.provide‘moral leadership for American higher

»

education as a whole: ‘Other ‘institutions may slight these values

r

on‘occasion, but the resesrch universities may sot. The .

¢ ’ loyalties of their faculty, the flov of relearch_fﬁﬁdl. ;qd such

s

of their indispensible voluntary support depends upon their

T [

. ' - * \" - ,

- 1% _ R

[




e P - ¥ N . -, \ e
. * = L )

’ ’

. . . 4 :
f£eslty to this code. The predominance of scsdemic vislnmee, then, .

is mo idle ﬁfeference: it is sn institutionsl imperative

résul'ting from some distinctive festures of our éystea of higher
. educhtion.. : ‘5 S . B

A 3063 deal of suthority im research nnxverlxtzel db#olves .
L

upon academic depsrtments. Thxs \{\::ere‘the expertipe ‘resides

d this is vhere scadenic e

“for e;erciling scsdemic judgements,
_valnesiare‘nost strongly felt. In largé‘measure resesrch -~

univeraities'cre-obliged to defer to tbeir departments in matterg Y
N AR . ‘ - . { -
pertsining to. personnel snd subject matter if they wish to retsin :
! * * - N + -~ '
* -their most productive and prestigious fsculty members. Im this

1

*zespect. the decentralized, competitive structure of Ameritan
' . . L) ’

" + < higher educstiom, and the comparltigﬁiy hlgh degree of mobility °

that this giveé’f;se to, have major é?fects upon the behsvior of °
’ ’ -
' rqh“arch vniversities. If sn institntion wishes to be
. i
_— compthtive in the ongoing contest for scademic dxltinctiom, it

»

”

.2uet homor the values set by(thenpeak research nniversities. Im .

sddition to this competition for prestige, resesrch upiveriities '{
o '.sre slso constreined by s mogé msterislistic competition for
Al . - r .
~ . .
resesrch funds. Almost sll.the direct costs of resesrch inZ

! Lo
» Amerissp mniversities come from e¢pternal grants, snd s larg

' .proportion of these.are swvarded on the basis of péer review.
' Aequiring the bssic resonrces for conducting. resésrch yesr sfter

-

4
’ yesr, then, slso demsnds that universities retsin the loyalties
2 ) .

of their, grant-winning fsculty. . R |




‘Resources . °, i ' A
Howard Bowen has fprmuletéd several friqp'dto describe the. *

*
-

ecopomic incentives hn? behavior of collégeg ;nd universities: '
. . .

4

In queat of excellence, prestige and - . :
. AN inflnence, there is yirtually no limit to, the '~
. amount of money an insta;ntion could s end for .
seemingly fruitful educational ends. TThua, _

. each institution raises all the noney it
. . can...[and] spends all it raises %Bowen, ‘1980, .
<o+ - 19-20. ' :

rl *
] - . .

This maxim would fif the research nnivereitiee best of all.

They,‘in i@ct, owe their epecxal poaition above:all to their

401

‘womey-raising lbilities. L . . “

. _These twenty research universities -had expenditures in 198i: ’ |
82 that evereged $22 580 pe& FTE otudent. , By vey of contrast,

o the other 52 1nstitutione that NéBEMS claeeifiee as HaJor F . .

Doctoral/Researéh Uni%ereiti:s haq'per-atudent"enpendi:ures B

’ averaging $8,216 C(NCHEMS, 'n.dv). 'Onme of the disfinguilhing ‘

features “of the lekﬂing research nnivgrlities‘is that thefhget

. \ . - .

and spend relatively large ambunta of money.

If direct expenditures for ieselrch are removed from the

Tesearch university per—student everege, there st;ll remains

3{5 692 per—etudent of university epending. By way of

comperison, stndent tuition in the. private unzvexsikieo verieg
. i

from $6-8,000; and tuition plus state epproyrietione in the

-

4 publicxuniversities lve&aﬁpd over $7,500 (1981~82). 1If thest®

L -

sums lte‘§aken to represent student-derived revenues (since state

epproprietione depend partly uvpon student numberaj, it becomes

clear thef-they ecconnted for only about balf of the non-research
-1 * i t '
expenditures of these research nnivereities.’ Where does the .

I

remein?er Jf;e from? The sources vould ver;iaomewhet for each .
.~ : %




‘-

)prinar;ly from voluntary anpport, and aeconde ily from ¢ndowment R

. considerable success. For 1982-83, six of the twenty leading

in the top lttatum ire by thxs ‘measure also the vealth:est

l . ! - -
-
" " N -, L] -

institution; however, these resources play an eepetially : A :

L]

1mportant role in oupporting the research role.,. : ’

Por.private rqsearch un1ve;pit1ee these entr;\revenues come '

Fl

income vhich itself largely represents ] return on paat giving %'.

P

(Table 3). Thege revenues are probably the best lxngle 1ndicator

. _ A
of the ° ealth' of these universities. The privafe institutions

- - -

+
S

(excepting Fhicago). The lources of voluntary aupport tend to
] *
vary for each inmstitution (Geiger, forthcoming ¢); slthough
: o ) ‘
as it is euphemisticslly called, is so highly q

-

“development,
- , . A
refined at 411 of these institutioms that they comnt on

substsntial sums from every category of benefactor.-
. * >
Feverthelegs, a high propprt:on of alumpi giving correlates vxth

3

a strong, resxdenthﬁ undergraduste college nn:verezt:ee in -

vos

laJor cities have, t:adit:onarly looked to Yocal. ph:lanthrop:ets,

noted engineering schdols have tended to- encourase corporate
[}

contributlons, and, the large foundatione have tradittonally

* I'4
sought to bolster fhe private research nntvera:txes_generally

(CPAE, 2983l.= IE might be noted that the medical complexes of
these l:Lools generate and‘consume'enormoua anms of volugtary -
support. ' S

. It is a ?ignifigant developneﬁﬁi?hat vonhlic nniversities have
tubetantiall} ingreased their development efforts in recent

+

yeare. Among'themg the research universities have met with

L]

fund-raisers were public universities (Minmn., Michigan, I1linois,

+




/ s '
v :
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| Texas AN, UCLA and Wis.), not including the $100+ million
T efforts of the Cslifornia and Texas university systems (ghtonicle

.. of H.E., 5/9/84).

While it is true that mot all wealthy institutione have . .
. N %‘
cholen ?o becbme research universities. voluntary support héds .

been h andispensahle component for thoee that have chosen this

route. This.is fulf& evident in thd historical evolution of

American research uniyersities (Geiger, forthcoming a). The

St

- . b
reasons for this, in simplified form, are as follows. (Eluntary ' ﬁ’

support has‘been the principal source of capital for private

H * *

universities, and a supplemental sourge ‘for public ones. Large. ' -

£ .

amonnts of capital are needeJ'for the infrastructure required’ to -

support extemsive research. This capital is used for a vidf

3

variety of purpoaes. from execting lqhorsxorigg ;ﬂﬂ#;:ifﬁfng

. library collectiz:: to endowing professorships; but; rememherlng{ e
&

. Bowen{s law, the e of it the better in the purauit of h\;‘ .

_.,excellence in research and educatibs. - . o~ -

It is important to l1ink this dynamic with the role of the

‘ ’

federal government-—-the other ﬁrincipal rekource base Tor
upiversity research. The government plsys a{bart in furnishing
‘ research capital% The federal role here was particularly

prominent in.the 19605, and has ce‘bainly declined singe. The -

chief fonction of the federal goveroment, hove;er. has been tot

-

pay the direct -costs of conducting nniverszty research (including

T
/;ercentage supplement for the inmediate ipdirect costs). 1In

tqé late 19608 the percentsge of university research lupported by

federal funds reached 75%; today it is closer to 66%. These
Q-_ . . ¢ . ’

funds naturally temd td flow to the imstitutiom¥ with the most
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[ o ’ * ’ : Ty . . - ' i \’ ¢
’ competent faculties and the most complete facilitie€s--in other e
. ’ ool .. . « T . * . i M .
_hr;.'o‘al; to those with gccumuleted resesrch capital. Thue, the . . .

tventy nniversities covered here account for )bépt two-fifths of * X

¢ federally funded R&D (Geiger, fqrfbcomihgyiﬁ). - -

o

.It would be erronecus’to conclude from thie discuseion that . -
money i the sole resource of importamce to research .

j’ﬁ/ universities. Bath&r; given t he ;§13qs and traditions of'these
instituti&ns;‘theif.hujfé and material ccpftil,‘it‘is dol lars ‘ i
4 . ) L I »
- - ' A .

. _fhst drive the gystem.)Accordingly, financisl issues sre a-

perennial‘preoccqpation of the resesrch nniveroitfg{.

4 » ~
The Curreft Envifonment - . L. \\
The }elgcrch universities dq-no; shere many of the concerms Y,

F]

" & of other American colleges and univep(ities. Their eﬁrﬁlnen&a
. will not be affected by the hhrjniing of college~apge cobhorta. .Im o

fact, most of these schools had more applicants Ehil bfcr than

-

. ' eyer'before. Similarly, the decline in itqdent aptitgdes has had 7;
) .

R -

& comparatively small impact on these selecti%eéigstitutions.
»

Their ome commqn concern arises from the general finsucial

squeeze in undergraduate education. The private research .
v . ' - B »' .
-univergitiea‘set the price ceiling in Ape?iccn'higher edncation.

* -

each year. They are sorely tro}bled'that the annual tuitionm

'\3” !

-— . - ! » - -
hikes tend to restrict their potential atudent pool omn the Qasig

of income rather than abiltity., Higher ¢t tign lao raises their 1 .

own costs for institutional a;udégt aid. 'Spitaining'this .
+ . 'S R . .
extremely costly form of education is a financial juggling lcqain

L

vhich something -is alwaye _about to be lost. In practice, ,'
compromiag%.are quietly midg to reeatablish control., Lately N
. al ’ - . P )} . ., - A . v 1

\ 3 - :
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1 " these hsve been more likely to favor the Deve-lopne_nt Office thao
“ " the Off‘xce of riuﬁciu'ud. L co > y
. - " * - .
'I'he top public releaf'ch nnive;‘uties happen to be fonnd in

.. states that have tecent ly e:petzenced cheiderfble econﬂic .-

. ] -
. dietteu. Celifotni-e, despite the ta: tevolt is probably sno
r s 3 - S U S
exception hete, and the Unlgveteity"@nf Ie:as r!eeatch e'ffott has . '

ry ' o

‘,l“ been bnoyed by its o:.hl ~fueled endovment iScxence, 4/22183) Bnét‘
sthe ertetes of the nppet Hidveet,verue hit mpgt severely by the -

. recent -tece‘ncion. 'I'he. University ofﬂ ﬁ:eliington neg be the

. t"eeentcfh n:ni‘vetsity ve‘ekened ‘the n:oet, hyving e:perieneed Ly '

- ‘ notable' e:.o'dns of facnl"ty. For lchogl‘s like %h&gan the etate'

- ™ -4
tndtgence —has ptbmpted a teorsenizational @iage, as some weaker
.4
areas have been sacrified in @E’de; to’ p‘i‘esetve scademic ettengths
9

s ‘a - -

. (Science, 4/15/83).~ . .
. g. — —_— ot > f - ‘. ,
Yo 1nntnty snpport for higher edﬁ’cu&iqn in geheral has b.csn

r’ta’ Q . r -

tematkebly ettong in Tecent years; despice tl':Vrtntbulence of the '
- iy ""2’ .

S economy. Ftom 1.9?5 to 1982 xt%actnnl ly increased on & pet-

etndent, infle ion—ndueted Beeis‘g?gmn:gghgf ‘f!., 5/9!84) .

G‘.van'g to *institnt;onl .ﬁt)ﬂ‘in y“fat' toﬁyeat is chpt‘acterized by

-~ - [y

-
. ecomomisgts as "ln'mpy.' however, :.tf#pnld aﬁpeaﬂ-b*-ﬁrnntaty

support to research nnivets:.tiee hgbs 159: pac-e' vith this gtowth. =
= . . &
This constitnf.es a cteditebl’e aehievenent in light Qf‘,the 7

acgederation of development efforts actaXe Amet:.can h:.aliet '
- hd . " /
¢ dncatiﬁn ge_netallz. Alumni teniein,the single latgeet sonrce of
. ’ - ity A . - P
** voluntary support, Tollowed the- categoty@f "Son-a ludni - 4 ° -

. individueis, vh:.ch :.nclndee mojs t :a;or*phile‘nthtopiete. The -

4

. most salient ‘recent trend lne een an izncreue in ibtpotlte -

- ?.4 o ..
3ivin3 to higher education, while the relatively static ueete of

' A
- . - .. * L4
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foundstions have provided s dimidishing share of the total. The

L . ~
.. _ huoyeancy of volynts}g cuyport'hgs ‘been a'brlght spot ‘fox higher .
X" | education in genmeral, and for the renesreh un1vercitiec i.n_“~ ’
.. particular. In the lonsgr term, hovever, one can onlyﬁvohde; how
' ' —_— . ¢

much further tiris pie can expand. ' . ‘ .
_ . - . N N ) "

! *?TE! ongoing federal support for umiversity regearch contains
an inﬁérently'poli;ical e lement that is hard ]:tfo-preclii:“li;r The ~
R . . ) | n‘ .

current administrifiqn had or@hinally intended® to make .
significant cuts in this area, but their sctual propossls were

considerably mitigdted by'Congrébsioncl resistance (Hilson,'l933;

Geiger, forthcoming d).- Suddenly, 3bout twvelve nontha ago

L]

L(npprox. Springrl983): an sbout-face occurred. Buppq;t for

ﬁnfve}sity'resecrch became fashionable among both Republicans and
% - - * h
Democrats. The Reagan Adminxatrtt1on ic now: boasting that'
. { -
federal support r university R&D \rlll 1nc§ecse- by 26% in real >

r

-

terms doring its tenmure {ﬁclence, 4/6/88)° _This, of course.}1s

.

good newvs for the resesrch nniversitie‘s.’bit’ it fae not been .
its

sufficient™ro ;cise-their dovncast spir" The comeen®u’

remsins that univsfsity_resesrch face?"?ﬁfgidcﬁlér$roblems in the

. - - ‘ - P

years abeasd, m—— ﬁ" T T *
.+, +#The dafflcult‘;s pr1marily concern thke ecolosy of the

F

research systen and the 1nfrsstructure that luppottl university

.
research, - On the(lirlt point, it is.now abundtnt,ly clear’ thct,
- ‘.

acsdenmid personnel on which they have long'

#

the circulatiom o

* 'éepended -ﬁts"virtull 1y ground to a h'll‘t. Academic lta;n, to be

. Coe A ' - < ?Jf :
sure, sre stifll in demand; but the normal process by which g 4

graduate students become assistant professors and ascend the

- N —
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L) [ - -

}cademlc ladder csn no longer be counted upon. Academic

L]

nmobility is generally bad for ,science, and it threateds to

compound the impending crisis in graduate education. Pewer'top

—

_students have been choosing graduate school in ;ecent yeara, the -~

or those'.that o is isadequate; and, job

L3

hanJ;eeking academic careers,are dismal (Hational

figancial btc £

-

'prolpects fo

. Commission on\§twdent Finmsncial Asgistance, 1983) In ecomomic

terms this -msy ap T to ‘be_ an inevitable c;yéequence of thef‘,'

-~

nduatéy; ﬁqwever.'

overall_scag@ation the higher education

. graduste education is & vitsl compoment of the totaI‘oﬁerstion of

N nat

,resesrch univeraitiea. Worse ltill. the nation mey be losing a

. -~ . * - .
generation of acientiata and scholars. ' - v .
~ ‘u * ‘ ’ I " *
. More than a decade of consistent pressure .om research d
. )

— -

university finances has taken its toll oa. the infraatructnre that

’underlies the research gntarpriae. In particular. those thingr

-’

that bear indire&tly on’research and educatioq/ﬁave ;uffered

comparative neglect as universitiel have acrambleJ to geet .

-immediate peeds. The Tesearch universities themselves hsve taken .

.the initiative to focus greater attention on these negca-througﬁ

* -

a ”ﬁeport froh Fifteen University‘Presidenti“'(keaearch ] '

niversities and the Wetional Interest, 1978) and a study
commi%sioned by the AAU (Roaenzvéig, 1982). Besides the problenms

L] -

besetting graduste education. bdfh documenta atraaaed the

r

following areas.
. ) ] ‘\ ra
* Facilities and inltrumentation: vniversity acientiata*are

creasingly having to vork ditb tools that have fallen well
../ _y gly 4 5 i

behind the state of the art. The acientif;c leaderahip of the

research vniversities seems to be imperiled by the acarcity of

- hd - -




+?

i

'InternatiODal #apd Area Studies

r . .-
. . ) O I N
capitel for these purposes (cf. Hall Btreet Journali 5/31/84).
.. . . \ .
Upiversity research librarieo' these "laboratorxeo of the °

-

humanities are losing 3round oD two fronts: | they.generally lick'

’tﬂr—f:::s te scquire books and periodicals ae conprehenrively as

they havé io ‘the past; and,.capital is peeded to adapt to the new -
i
informarionpl technologies that vill incgeas;ngly .hape the

———— i VO

future. - . N - o . o (A/

‘perhaps the outstanding’ examples

.
S, J
L
:

-

of subjects that do pot pay for tiemselves in terms of Hiudent/" ‘, .
. R )

eprolmeats. Yet, these fielda bave considerable importance for

broadeﬁ?ng«intellectual contacts vithin the univeraity and L.

‘ cultivating precious'expertise for the pation. They have ;. .

-

consequently been developed and sustained !irgelyhihrough -

external funds. Now, these sowries are limitg?, and uniﬁersiti;{

.
e -

are findiné it difficult to éake.thgir ovp Tecessary cootribvtion

L

in order to sustain theoe'efforts. ’ f

§

"Oof the geeds of the/ﬁniverlity there is. indeed, Do end,"

- L]

-

lanented harvard s Lavrence Lowell in 1920 (Geiger, fottb¢omlng

8). Curreptly, it would seem, the research universities are - -y
’ . " " ' L] N .&‘
faced with difficult choices over whfhy of their napg needs they. .

v T - - L

"will be able to meet.

Qgﬁetkf&duate Educafion - ~ . " ~ ,
. : \

- * ] /

At the nation’s firat research unkveroitf, Johngtﬂopkxns.

,physicist Henry A. Rowland was once asked vhat he intended to do

with the students in bis laboratory: "Do with them? Do with

-

them?" hé.replied‘vith,sope.annoyance. "I shall peglect them!" ..

(Havkins, 1960,.218). Ip the 100 years since, the stereotype hiq-‘
i .. T
- H




~ ) Y . ’. ~ ‘\,
.'preveiled that re'seer'ch'university faculty tend ‘to neglect

.. b: _ - '. .l ) , ) M r ., —_
' nodergraduate students in favor of pursujng their. own ’

!
. . . . ‘ '
. iovestigations. - Pré::blgu.ny scademic‘could c?‘e examples to Rﬂ‘\&
" . ‘ ‘- - ‘ - “, ' - “ )
aupport or contradict this view, but as & generalization sbout <

- 1

resesrch u-n_i'_versiti.‘es it is on the whole mislesding. The N

priginal Jo%s Hopkins foond -that it could not dispense -with ' %")
Y. Y . ~ . l. . ) A ) i - 4" -
undergrafuate education, inﬁ'reseeréh nopiversities .that have -
. '-:\£sced the issue since’ then have reached the same conclusion

l L
“0

iG&iger, forthcomlng. ). In f;ct' undergraduataﬁbducstion has o
been and remains en importanc institutionel primrity\

Por stete research universities there is o di'ffictilty

o ’
- —

iJenrifyzng the significwce of undergraduates. Their nission of ~

pnazly been deff!ed largely in terus

.pubch hervice has convent{£

‘vAnd reesonebly s0: they constitute '
[ > L]

S t‘fe\col\keﬁ.ele that is m,ost likei to come fron end remain io the .,

of.undergrlduste enro lments.

- L]

- ¥
R state. For those pr.zv\ate noiversities that receive [ doninsnt ‘

portion of volunt;ry sopport. from elnmni ondergraduates ire £ ’
. .

/ .J
valued opd velusvle resource. The loyalties that inspire this

» i e ™

i

.givgng-lie salmost exolusively‘with classmates and thE

. unde'r,araduateh co\llege;a‘l Seven p.ri_vste reueerch universitiae - . J
T ‘(éolumpia, Cormell, Hggverd; M.I.T., Princeton, Stenford‘;nd h“d
’ Yale) consist%ntly'geceive more than $10 millions per yeer from ,;
< .‘theif aluveni; ‘whilbe Péno and Ch;cego fel} yaut short of that u“rk' .

-

(Table 5).  Also, unlike gifts from other sources, s1odhai
conﬁ%ibutibns are *largely unresjricted in nlture{ Thei(lre .
consequent ly a particularly vitsl sgur‘ce Of revenue for this set . R )
of nn:.-versities. i " ' / L ( ) v




4 -

-

. From an ‘historical perspective, the lesdership 6f the
., ) o
resesréh universities in dndergraduate education is readily

- - . -

spparent. A history of innovations mighi be written just from

these iﬁwtitntions. It would have to mention the Yale-“Report of

- . ' -
1828, the utiditarian curficulum st CdrnéII{ chvarﬁ'l'eiective
syatém, high school certificatea devised by Michigan, the first .
. ' " ~
summer school 'at Chicsgo, 8e1¢cth§¢ sdmissions as implemented at

Columbia, snd the 1945 Barvard Report on General Eduéati;q. _What

‘Christopher Jencks and David Riesman cslled The. Atademic
T .. - - ) N . ) ) * ' L -
Bevolution (1968) stands for the pervasive influence of theae
. : . = - '-’ -~ AR
ingtitutions on American bigher education in gemeral after World:

-

Fyf II. Sin?e that was vritten, the research univerlities.have
?aiPted the}vay tovfrd {‘libcra}izing of academic requirements
and the total sbandonment of the univergi;y’s roié of in loco
parentieg. Clcarlf, vhat bhappens to unde;gylduateagducation at
reael?ch u:ivegzjtics ﬁ‘l importance for highe} edqéatio# a8 8 _

[} Sy .

whole. . . . . .
. N

Probably no ‘set of institutions can speak more confidently -

. ! . .
about ,excel lence qkeducation than these twenty research

’ L] - k4

ugiverqifies. - The ressons shotld be evident without having to
ricapitulaf: ;ﬁat Robert Birnbaum bas written in his backgro;nd
paper ov sf}gz corlfées jbont the d?ffercnt dimensions of

‘e;ci{lcn;é. dbl}itf'il nsuslly jud}ed byﬂ}nputl (vhich can be

messuted to-some axtent) rather than outputs (which sare far. wore

‘ﬁifficnlt o gapge). By #uch Crfferia the top resesarch.

& +

universities Wo wvelA iﬁ&ecﬁ, since they bf definition have @

.
* - N - + -

e’ prestiéions facuity; and beéause they sttract s latge share of

the natidn’s brigbtest students., But, how would they fare-if it

.
*
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Mere poeeiblﬂ to isolate :nd measure *just their educe{xonel
it

effecte? Hell, insofar as hxgh-ebility etndente tend to profit
re than others from four i%arc of reading books lnd ettending
classes, the reseercH universities would propebly prove superior

by any value-sdded criteria too. ‘Other potfiﬁle beqtures might
. . . . . ;

LY -

include‘career/development, or social and psychological

paturstion.’ These nebulous categories, it pight be noted,

- .
- . . b a

" . - L
trenscend higher education altogether; and even so, there is no
reason to think that research Enivertities, pcrticul;}ly\those

that carefully select their .students, would mot rate highly "here
© a8 vell. , . ‘ .
- " L) L i
Although mo explxcit'ettempt bhaé been made to measure the

L 4
eQucetioicl effectiveness of research univereitie} LT _Se, SOme

of Alexander Astin’s conclpiiont abont selective institutions .
* !

would be applicable. (Astin, 1977). BHe'found that selective -

institutions had gemerally positive effects upon their students .

w 3, * ’
both during-and after their acsdemic careers. S8Studente showed an

increased ‘sense of self-jcriticism and a strikingly bigh degree of

satisfactiom with the}r dndergrtduete experience. Af ter 3
v

-

grcduation they were more llkely to enrol in graduvate achool eand, .

-

An the long term, echgeve bigh eerninge. Apparently their

-

educatzon qualified them for politions with good~lonk-range N

~ N,

‘ %
earnings pof%?tzll (Astin, 197? 225); or possibly they ntilize

1

" what they have learned to edept well over time-
+ s '
" 8till, these 2elective ineti;u;iona include.both reaearch
v ¢ . . . ) * . L

"universities and t?p-}iberet arts collegea. It would be far more

“ -y -
N

odifficult to cbmpere undérgraduate e&ucefion betveen these tvo

. o -
. - L]
- -
’ .
- . . .
' v . - il




categories. -David Riesman feela that the very top libersl srts

‘colleges ";re probably better than the }nderérldglte divisions of :

research universities,” sapparently becsuse their facultiea bhave

) . . .
greater commitmént to teaching (perscnsl communication). . Others

s

« , would tip the balance foward the resesrch universities by virtue

. . . e e
of their generally asuvperior faculties. Probasbly most could agree
- Y . - . . . .
that these two types embodY sowewvhast ﬂif?erent forms of .
" N .

-e;celLeSce. and that one fr the other might be more sppropriate

for certain kinds of students. .Nevertheleses, the superiority of
- . , -~ N
. the resesrch nniversities in the hard sciences would remain

()
-

- «unchallingea. \\ . .
v £y -

. What research universities sspire to achieve with their

e
. .

undergradustes actpally transcends the realm of quantificationm .

r

. and standardized tésting. The effort thet oes into writing s
, senior essay, for example, would be nnlikely to improve [

"atudent’s LSAT acore. Similarly, the mental lttributes_:hgf

4 A [
L]

students would ideally sasimilate from » relelrcb<§nviropment-—~

- L4

sauch things as critical thinking, jntellectusl confidence, v,

» '

* . e
sophistication sand crestivity--cannot be reduced very well to

multiple choice snswers. It would inatead seem advisahle 'to T
proceed lnbjectivelyah&hfitlt identifying,the'lpecill festures of -
. . - . -

undergraduvate 6dngation at rgselfch nniversities, aﬁd'then
( A _ 3 - . '
e * § exploering the issues to which these qualities give rise.
P ' ) '
. The commitment to academic valuea,rs dilt&?gnilhed‘flculty,,

.

and the resources to support research gre the diltii}ui;hing
N _ 1
characteristices of résea®h nniveraities, but t§air effedta on

. . e
undergraduatie educstion are difficult te pin down. .The ‘value

- b '

aYsten seenms to create lﬁ ltnolfheré that influences most

\ - . .
L} . .

s -
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3 - . . ’
M °undergraduates. Psrtly thzs would be due to the intellectunl
. b ‘o . . : . \J -

e{?ﬁble oet by ‘the faculty; psrtly also ‘to the effects of

intellectually sctive 'heern (although to point thxa\out is

"

tauvtological). Perhlps leso evident is the fnct that
undergradustes at ;es;nrch universities sre nat the aéle

. . ) ‘ .
ifstitutional raison d'itxe,\but rather forgbone-component of a

large and oomplex organzsm. They coexist with numerous graduate
f .

- -

students, ¢ faculty that u on campus wost of the time, full-time
resenrchets,dnnd an il11-défined body of affiliated indzvxdunls.

A rqséarch usiversity ic not, ﬁikg some campuses, & yonth'ghetto;

+

and the anti-intellectual attitudes that sometimes thrive in such

qu’adoleacent milien accoroingly have less appesl.
. A . w . -
v : 4 o .
The existence of this complex organism, and thd extensive

A

resource bisze that supporte it, produce an extrasordinary range of

-

. opportunities for students. So,great are the offerings.at most

research nnivernitiss-thot nore then & modicuw of intellectunal -

s .

* . . ; - [
' curiosity ¢could be a positive detrinent to clall‘vork Thus,

only 8 fraction of these opportnnitzes can be realized by the 0

' .

average nndergraduate.\ This, however, is the_natnre.of a
n research unxverqzty;_l movable feas;'vhore the delicacies far .
outstrip the appeiitei of the guests. Heveroheieol..aampling '

sopge of these ferings, and just becoming avnreJof the existence

of others, can in itself be an inportant component of a student’s

.
- ’ \

education. In these kinds of opportonxtxel rele;rch universities

are unequaled. The rese(rch nniverqitiel typxcally do mot
. ) ! . . -

.

*  require, or necesn&rily-pronote the involvement of their students

Y

in these nanf'ac;ivitiea. but ratﬂer‘-ake them:av&ilable on the -

basioagf‘individnal-cpoioe. ’ o ) .




-ty

- -

- . ﬁ‘

L4 -

“Much the same could he asid ahout wlassroom instruction. ,;}

3

édneral these schools have modest stuydent/teacher ratios. gmall

classes and close inv&Ivement with thg'f:cﬁlty sTe thua availahle

to students who are inclined to seek these things. The situagion

is afmifcr-regarding course offerings. The extensive range of

the cyrriculum allows students grest freedom to pursue their:
¥ h . L

-

intellectnal interests if they so chooée. . . .
' #

What has just been said requires a major qualification: the

* 3

character of ﬁndergraduste'educagion at TeeeaTéh noniversities

varies considersahly according to the mix of stondents. Indeed, j

3

this is probshly the psramount factor. Bach of these schools

oy

recruits a suhstaptisl nopher of very high~shility 3fudents.
What varies is the nnmher &bd, the aptitudes of their classmates. -
The-relearéb1intensive nnivereities (Caltechﬂ Bopkins,

¥.1.T.) nndoubtedly have the most bomogeneons atndent hodies, .

L] f

‘thlule.their sma'll classes are recruited llngat solely on the

»
L]

hasis of academic ahilities. The gducgtiénal‘philpsophies on

these campuses encoursge Taising these*gifté@':tndentr to tEg

*

&evel of advanced work as'guickly ay possihle. 1Interestingly,

all three schools sallov some -or all of sthe Freshman Year to be ..

1 . -
taken on a pase-feil hasis-~recognition, in ef{eg;. of the ]

preliminary nature of such vork. They also make it a Tegular

practice ‘for nndgrsr;duates to pqrticipa}e'in faculty research o]

L 3

projects. th€‘beer cultnre at these'pchobla ia ohvioufly highly —

"intellectnal. .Fo: gifted and abtivated atudents committed to ) 4

+

. LY
scientific careers, it is difficult to iwagine a heétter learning

environment or a wore effective education. Bgve&er. there is mo

- . .
. 3

slov lane on these fast‘t%g&}a. , S . .

R

L]

- 29 “ h .
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At Barvard, Princeton, Stanford and Yale 8 somewhat different
approach to nndergraduate education prevails. These schools long
ago copmitted themgelvel..not to choosing. the brightest.students

- . T ] »

_according to grades or SATs, but to selecting a diversified class

frop apong their many. qualified applicants. Exactly how each

Ya

school .do€s this is an institutionsl secret, although the genetal

‘rules are evident. The 'poifit is that gach nembef of these

-

painstakingly comstructed fyeshmen classes has the oportumity for

.one of the pest ﬁqderaraduate'educations--in terms of faculty,
. .

r .

fadilities, peers and environment~-that this country has to .

offer. The undoubted 'excellence of these schools, hovever; is 2

privilege available by its very mature to only a few. ¥

L

’Public.resecrch universities have a mandate to mike their.

; resources available to a8 far more numerous clientele. "We will -

-

support your ambitions to be a vorld-class research gniverlity if
you will look after our bright children,” is the way Mertin Trow

has characterizeéd the ynvritten cohpaib.betveen'the State of -

Californis and Berkeiey’(fiov. 1983). . Beca&se oi‘tp; nunbers .
ihvolve:{ this clearly has & dilutive effect. Thus, a world- —
. famoustléholar is more likely to bé encountered in the lecture -

roon than i} a‘seminar. The trade-off here is that more students

will hear tf_he"profeuor, bu{ fever willgipave the opportunity for . 1

¢lose interaction.  The positive benefits of this approach ‘should

* ) * ’ * * !
pot be deprecated by comparisons with-highly selective private

- r
» -

‘institutions. These nniversities °‘£ef t? Ianf students whp are

not Eﬁite np to the demanding pace of.elitﬁ institutions. Many

» -

of these are sble atudents who undoubtedly learﬁ far more than

r" D

. 1




. : ’ 4 ' N
. ' . . " . ) } .". L]
‘ they would in a less rigorows environment. Thus, the advantages

of a research vniversity are spread nore:widely at these stste .

iostitutjons. The role of voluntsrism, hovever. is especially
'

- aisnificsht here. ©On large campuses dominated by nndergraduates,

/g student often hc; to e;S?t greatef effort in oréer to profit

* h| + + '
t a relearchrunxversxtj makes
~ .

o -

from .the opportunifies t

avyilahle. '
-

The research vniversity amhiance probably contributes to the
. eéffectiveness of uhdergraducte education most markedly at the
) [ ‘ s oo .
selective public-i%}jitutions like Berkeley and Michigan. Pairly . -

I

go0d academic®akills and a degreée of intellectual curiosity are . '

the prerequisites for resping "the hemefits fhat a research

- #

‘univeraity has to offer. At some point, it wdul& seem,» dilution
: . .
can go ,too far. The research vniversity atmosphere canm he

overvhe lmed by other elements. Specifically, the-lymbfbtéc

p—

. relationship hetween teaching and the iniellectncl-pnrluitg of’ .

» -

) the fsculty;hesiﬂ; to deteriorate where atudents lack aufficient

. - Y

prep)rc;ion and ‘motivetion. Perhaps wgrse. the positive effects

- L] L]

of the peer culture can he lost entirely: These conditions tend
to iﬁ;enste rei%arch—mxnded faculty. FKote that the atate

research vniversities in the third ltratnm of preltxge are also | |

those with the hxghest teaching burdens of lower dxvx;éon o -

- #

ltudentl (Tahle 6).
The different\mixes of atuﬂentl that one: finds in th&_ﬂ/
research univg{: Iel.hll yeen stahle for a generltion. and is
. wnlikaly,to change in the near future. Bach ipstitution respnds

to thL logic Qf its-dwn situation. Perhaps from the ltlndpoint

of the socially optimal vtilization of resources the hest private

~
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y ‘ .’
_ competition with one another for excellence, and the rarefied -

_educational results without too great anm effort. TYet, they are

L
L]

] el _ ) .
research univkrnitiel_}re too good; that is, they concentrate

. iy ] .
their abundant benefits on too few students. But, they.sre in

ﬂf!ndltd to which they is}ire precludes increasing th;ir

undergraduste enrolments. Stste nniversity systems, in generfi,

' ;igﬁt benefit from greater_differentiaxion——in particular, from

2 ' . .
protapting the resesrch milieu ot flagship cempuses. BHowever,

yigher standards of admission on these campuses vq;&% in most
. J -
ceses mesn substitpting qut-of-state stndents for in-state ong:z
. ‘ = '

-

and diminishing the size without diminishing the budget would

. AN
equally unthinkable. Thus, undergrsduvate éducation at researc_hR

vniversities will Tikely continue ro’hnze two feces, each with

its own special sttraction. , e . '

L]

Caveats 'u}d 1&131 ifications

With their many ldvlgttges coppared to other colgeges «nd -
N : i ) CLe .
nniversities, the research npiveraities might produce wreditable
\ .

) )
burdened by an extraordinary responsidbility. They have the task
of educating 4 considerable portzon of the nation s most gifted .

youth. If for ho other ressom, this challenge has prevented - .
- * ) ) . ’ \. " ) b )
research universities from being complsacent about undergraduate '

educltl‘n. v ' )
- . - \ *

o

A perennial issue, which has been felt most acutely at tE:{
resrlrch nniversities, has been the temsion between genmeral

educeation and the imberltives of lpecializ!tion. ‘Inperatives'

is not an overly ltrong tero 4n\1i3hz of the rapid proliferqtion

of dxsciplinary knowledge, not to mention the growth of hfgred




and interdxic;plxnery !xeldl. Yet; the desire has remained

ltrons to provide nndersreduetes vxth aome lcquexntence with all
‘ " L
the na;or areas of human knowledge. and & common culturel

~

experience (Bell, L966) "-The conflict contxnuea todey, as .

indicated hy the ‘controversy surrounding the nplenentltxon of a
l L]
Cote Curriculum at Bapvard. General education, nevertheleas, is

’prohahly weaker todi.‘phao'ever.l Ehe prohlefhi:,nos the
implacahle edv;nce of kngvledge, but rather some fandamental .
veaknesses in the concept: itself. The first of these is tuitdra}
relativity: vhat one s&h}nation decides are the verities of\our
cultural heritege and tye Qccou;rements of all educared'peop}e:

" rampely is eccepted ac ;uchnoy the oext generation. This can be
anply demonstrated by merely rev:evzns past dgf;n;t;on. of.
general ‘education (Bell..1966) Second ‘'would be the currenﬂ
absence of consensus oyer'uhlt the specific content of gemeral

) . education ought to include.’ ‘$ltv!t& took refuge here in "snodes
of reasonioﬁg.")° Third, there seems to be no compelﬁjos tevidence
that inatitufionalized seneral education {as opposed to Firtuoso
individual performano:;) canp ic?mally achieve the-cultural and
cognitive sttaipments that its proponenta claim as justifioation.

' Most dxscxplxnary flculty,_deapxte spasma of goxlt ‘about
apecxelxzatxon. have lxttle use for general educltlon courses.

. '

It i¢ often alleged that thie¢ is because such courses diatrnct -

them from their <eseerch'. or because they involve too a‘uch ®

'

preparation. . If one dog.ﬁnot vholeheartedly endorse the premises
- . - r

;e of these courses, hovever, teaching them can he intellectually"’

4 : i
dishonest.. The more closely prescribed the course, the greater

L

. - . N .
L) - v . -
%
» +
. 33 ) \5 . .
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the problem. It is also telling that the better students tend to j,




desert the general education offerings becsuse they fimd.greater
* * ) . [V e .
stimulation in the di'scipl_i.'ne's (once’ call.ed_‘ti_m Exeter syndrome
) f .3 . S .
st Harvard). For these ressons, then. the. undying iuﬁulse to

b -~

ensure hreadth ‘L-S' culture inm. nndergrlduate educatxon has heen

’ -t .

transouted in most resecrch univerntxo.n\i.ntq dxatrihntxon

——re

reguxrementa\ The permugatxons bere are lxmxt leu, hot in

+
1

essence this solution’ harmonuesﬁthe xnterez]l ; the ‘
t

disciplinsry faculty vith ;:he.conscxences he chunsﬁ ) o
Are teaching and ressarf;l} 'ctimplementft:y activities? Of::\'do-
the time-demands of research.and the ,d’i-ve'n‘-ion of, intellectual
energies imevitshly ~occur.at ihe e::p_en;a ‘;:f,pl'g;s/t-oom pe’da(gdgy?.
N . v . LY - .

These fundamental qnestxon; have heen ﬁ‘phcted throughout the
o

history of research nnxVerntx,es. Proponenta éan of coune shylll s

+,

L

he fonnd on hoth nde&. Aftet al 1, for. every ‘He’nr; iovland one
L] “’

can find an Ira Remsend-korlgnﬁ s colleagne :n chepistry vko WaB

a dedicated and vel l-liked'teac‘hﬁ. It heyétpelen seems to .
thu‘vnter that in the long run active (chol-&n “at resesrch v

‘upiversities are lz.keiy to he ‘the uost effectxve tkachers -for

. Il

. academzcal!y compe\’tistude'n_ts;‘ . Burely what is taught sbould

[

a ) . -
ultimately take precedence..ove : the way in vhich it yis presented.
. &

13

-
nost nstnral vay for a profes)oi: to L’eep nhrel‘t of his oY her

f:.gld._ Purthermore,.thu activit.y is the surést mesgns of :

1

, Act_\}_f} involvement in research 1,/:1:111 the most feasxhle and

. sustaining intellectual cnthusiasm tovarda ones anhject over the

dnration of a teachxng career As/ 3 practica natter. resegrch-
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Y . Somewhat fresher in the classroom than faculty with unrelieved
. teaching burdenms. Stifll, the synergy of tesching and research

-

. 3 .
- cappot be taken for gramted.

——

Recentlyi tvo wvell-informed individuals ind&pendeq}ly T

F 4

expressed their judgenents_f3 this writer'of the superior quality

of undergraduate education at Yale. The Teasons given were the

»

effectiveness of the Yale Colleges in vniting living and
lesraning, snd the value placed nfon tqichidg by the Yale faculty. L ow
The first of fhese conditions would be impossible for most

'ichgols to duplicate (akthoush-?rincetbn'nnd Penn afe\nétenpting

to move in this direction); but the second would not. TYsle
- fsculty are scrupulous sbout weeting their classes and

conscientious about their presentstions. This tradition of

J strong teaching is recognifed and encour;ged institutionally; and
. J

Yale students, having be’n accustomed to good teaéhing, are a
- demanding audienmce. On. resesrch nnivé%aity campuses wvhere -

tesching does mot pcie this type of backing, a k;nd of

entrepreneurial lpirig can potentially distrect flxnlty‘fron )

\Sheir'ohligations toward students. It is not Tresearch ‘itsel?®

that causes problems, but rsther the accumulastion of éxc:saiv(/r

obligatioﬁs té disseminate, market or othF}vile exploit pne'l
accomplishments. A telling sympt;n of this syndrome would be
famous professors who are rnrelf on cnepus to ten;h. A worse
conseqnence"onld’be céuxbea that are ﬁerfnnctorily giwen,'with
', frequent cantellations, ?y jet-set professors. . b
Wayne C. Boot£ recently ltticn]lted 8 rather different.
con¢ern: he fesared that the re!elr%h nentility wasg often an
outright obstacle to flcing\np to the obligations of teaching

w L J . s P"' ) /‘

-~
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-Sigknning ugdergrsduatet’?Booth, 1983). This sitvation may bde

pnrtlcularly_acute in English Literatnre, where scholarship tends

toward fhe esoteric, and where the_disjnﬁctioquetueen the goals

- ; and the reality Pf,frbshmln c¢omp. can .he enormoua. Booth doe;
- ’ & ) kY Pl ’ .
not go so far as t? endorse the position of some-teaching purists

-who disdain scholarship entirefy. Rather,.he calls for
scholarship that could and would he ntilized by texchers. . More
generally, Booth-essentially warne that the synergy canm be lost

. vhen either teaching or research are oveiemﬁhanizei.

i F

There has been widespread comcern for more tham a decade

about increased government i?volvement in higher education and
- " 3

the decline in nniversity avtogomy that ihis has caused. These
- [
fasuec are of .special comcern to research universities because

‘their.nature requires the constant exercise of critical

jodgetent., ]The hureauctatic procedures that tend to be imposed

by government are inhex:ﬁtly antjithetical to sucL'judgehenta.
Sinc; the impact -of the autonoyg qn‘:fion on undprgrndﬁate
_education is l;rgely indirect, ‘it should_he sufficient simply to
lést*these yell—pubficized iﬂspeaf -
~-The Buckley Aiendfe;t giving,studen;? accees
‘tP fafmerly confident?il refereﬁcchh ihe;eby

mp— .
short-circuiting the communication of

) evaluative judgements.. .
‘==The lpplié}tio; of "Shnahin; Lavws” ;o some
state nniversities, tL;s'reﬁoviﬁg' i, ‘
confidentiality from delicate hiring

N procedures. . v

/,
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-=Incresasing judicitl involvement in personnel’

. quea;ion;? eapecilfl} ihoae invo;viﬁi- ; . 4
’ N p;oﬂStibn ;q tenure. Recently, s spate of , . NG
court cases h;vi challenged sniversity ) . . -
" discipliasry pracgici; 8% well. ‘ -
j —-Thbe still unsettled effects of Title‘II'?f . - ’
’ tﬁe,ldup&tion Amendments of 1972 on 7
’ ) . inf;rcollegilte-ttﬁlgtiéf. O
~iAffirmative sction reéhﬂreﬂenti. ; R
r-TbE onéoing'bsttlg over iccountabili;y for - .
’ federal funds. J oo :‘,‘ o N
) One unintended consehuence of the 3révth of 3qvernmeﬁt reguleation
. has been to stimuléte & lomg-term trend”tovqu the enlaxﬁepent of ..

vniversity sdministrations. A Yéle faculty report has ruefully "~

(- noted that since 1970 the Arts and Sci;gcea faculty there bas
decreased by 7%, while the number of asdministrators incredsed by

" 3037 | ' o

Inilight of the past lq,deéship of research universities in.
1 i

L3

N sndergrsduate-education, it woyld be interesting to chart ‘tbe

- I}

present currents of cbange; that.is, to illuminste thosesproblems

+
+

that the resesrcb unbversities themselyes have identified and
. . . ' '
.8cted upon. Any conclusions in this ares would have to be highly

tentative; however, there 3oel seem to be #n evident concern for
. C- .

. -academic strenmgthening. _ N

.

ngvlrE;LPrinckton. 8tanfdrd and Yale, 2s n9£ed‘ahove,: ®

L] [ L] ¥

represent -the créme de Iabcrégg in-undergraduste edufstion. - They
- - - - * ‘

-

have not only been consiltintly toncerned abbu; ogtinizing the
r] » ' . . -

‘educstionsl experie.ncgl_ of "their ltm'ientp, but the‘le\\f;(réunat'e

- B ~ -
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- "these fortunate inltitutiona possess the wvherewithal to nndertake

eiguiYicant chapges vheu they so ;hooee { These cchoole l(eﬁ te

r

- be attempting, uithout trying to ‘turé. the ‘lock back”to hvercome
some of the permiasive andrfxsaiparous develbpme&te of‘;he late

sixties and early eevenries,. At Harvard this has meant, above
. . 4 M >
& all,  instituting the Core Curriculum--the latest and in many ways
F LT P .r ,
the most reasonable pendulum sving toward generalqeducation.

Yale recently reinstated the foreign Ianguage requirement -

however, béind that atep lies@ consiltent\effort to strengthen
H
“ academic standards by reducing grade and credit—hour inflation,

-
-

tafing a Esrd stand against piagiarism, and‘promoting vriting ‘ “]

skills. Both Princetor and Stanford have geted to enhance the

*ed.ucaﬁ{;al Péte.::a/lyrr\iaentiﬂl life in .the hope of "~ .
v o :
reintefrating th ndergraduate college. S «

Do these ilolate.d steps constitute a trend of lignificance

for Ame{,ﬁah‘hisher education? It’;L-nozggorthy that they seenm

5 h

" to be placing greaier demands upon their students in curricu'lar
» - ‘/ *
coverage, in clafsroom performance and as menmbers of an academic

-

..

community. 'Ihegr thul are running counter to the consumerism that, ¢
has plagued many colleges and nniverfities as a reeult of the &

heightened competition for enrolmente (Riesman, 1982) It. aleo
. N\ - - o'

might be noted that acadekwf~ma3or€ are.generally thxiving at
~, theee.achoole, in contrait to .the tide of vocatipnalism that has y
‘engulfed large sections of Amerl.can higher education (Geiger,

) o '
1980a). Perhape these dieparitiee mean eomething » q

) S e

American higher education today is poised, on’the edge of a

dramatic demographic reversal. For more than a decade 1argg_




coilege-nge_cohorfs expsnded FTEs, Tho{ejf;t:?%nrl for coileéoa

[}

énd nniversities, hoveverg were leat ounes for a I;fge portion of
.theif grlduntes,'vho exited into choked rnbor:nlrkets. Students

Thstinctively _responded to thele conditions'hy dioconnting their

-~

eduoatiOnaI inveltmentl,plnd their lnck of conmitment had &

generally deleterioua effect npon educotionol standards (Geiger,
- * o
1980b) The trlnlition to smellér college-age’ cohorts hes the

' potential for reversing this relltlonlhip. ‘A hellthy narket for
college graduates conld .enhance the pay—off for quality in higher

education. 1In fact _the demand for places at the helt

universities is already ot its’ highest levele evéer. Thus, it is

not entirely jar <fetched to conceive of.a second Academic

e

Revolution vxthin the coming decade.” Like the last, this would-

he .1ed hy }he.no%fr research universities; but unlike the'lgsé:

4 - - \

the emphnl{s light be on fostering excellence in nndersrndunte

[}

education. There has been consideroble rea}ignmeut throughout

[}

American higher education in “the psst decnde. it nayMEE time for
T L

bhe ”acndenic proceasfon” to hegin msrching once lglin (Riefgnn,

1956)
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Table 1: Selected R & D Expenditures for 20 Ressarch Universities, FY 1980, ($000,000)

' A 1] ) C b ) E
*  Federal ~

N Nat fonal - R&D . Relative General & Ed.
Total Rank Federal- for " ¢ Rank Expenditures 2% R.6.D
R&D Order R&D Medicine B-C  Ocder 1979-80 .  (A/E x 100)

M.I.T. 163.6 1 - .138.4 1.6 136.8 1 268.3 61
HWisconsin 138.2 2! 89.4 25.1 64.3 k| 352.9 v N 39,2,
UC San Diego 124.8 3 111 26.3 84.7 .2 285.8 41.7
Minnesota 119.1- 4 68.5 31.9 4.6 19 437.9 27.2°
Stanford ° - 113.1. 51 102.6 40.7 61.9 4 318.4 5.5
Wash fngton 111.9 . 6 “93.1 36.8 56.3, 6 329.5 . 34
Michigan 111.3 7. . 15.6 21 54.6 8- 400.1 27.8
Cocrnell .° ° ‘107.6 8 70.6 19.1 51.5 9 299.7 . 35.9
Columbia . 101.4 9 83,7 36.1 471.6 ° 13 302.2 31.4
Harvard 100.9 10 76.4 20.5  55.9 ? _B426.3 23.7
Penn 94.2 11 10.6 21.4 49,2 .11 395.2 23.8
ﬁprkéley 90.4 12 64.1 6.3 57.8 5 310.5 29.1

CLA _ 8.9 13 J70.4 Y 235 46.9 14 oSG 1644
I111lnois - 88.3 14 - 52.8 2 . 50.3 10 | . EJA8.2 26.2
Johns Hepkina® 83,2 15 . 72.8 5.1 - 337.7 16 205.4° 40.5
Texaa 18.6 ~ 16 48.7 neg. 48.7 12 235.8 X
Yale 71.4 22 . 63.6 . 28.3 35.3 17 224.8 1.8 ¢
Oiicago - 58.4 30 ©50.1 15.4 4.7 18 “291.t * 20.1
Caltech 43.3 " 39 8.3 neg. 3a.3 15 o 16.3 56.7
Princeton 27.8° 69 20.9  neg. ') 20.9 LI 98.1 -28.3

. -

Il "
-
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rable 2: Faculty Quality Ratings ’
' Pro~ Pro-~

H . v

grans graus

R S Soc. 6 or 10 ox TOTAL -
Order Institution Math Hum. Epg. Biold'Sci3°!igher Bighet SOORE
| - Berkeley €' 9 & 4 v 30 7 I3 “s
2 Stapford , .6 “ b “ 6 26 10 TAN
3 Harvard * 5, 5 - 4 6 20 12 3. M
3 Yale 6 7 - ¢ 6 - 25 .7 32 7
" . ) h
5 w.I.T 5 2 4 3 3 17 . 12 29"
Lt e . > "L
.6 Prionceton 5 7 4 - N 7 28
"3 .Cchicaso s 4 - & 7 20 7 271
8 DCLA. s sz .6 6 24 - 2%
8 Michigan © 2 6 3 & ¢ 2 3 TR
8 Visconsin % 3 2 5 6 ,él 3 24
SR coiu?bia 5 6 - & 6 2 2 23
11 Cornell ] . 6 -3 & 3 22 1 23
13 Illivois 4 2 & 4 3 W 213
14 Penn Y2 s 1% 3 5 16 1 17
15 Caltech 4 - & 1 - o 6 15 "
1% Hinn;lpta 3 - 2 2 & .1 2 . ¥
16 Texas 3 3 .3 2 .2 13 - 13
4 20 Washipgton 2 - 1 -5 . 2 100 = . }0
21 UC San Diego 2 2 " > 1 8 2 8
30 Jobns Bopkins - 1 1 .1 -2 . 5 - 5 -

SOURCE: Adapted from Webster, 1983.
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' -
Selected.Characteristics, 20 Research Universities, 1979-80.

7 7 Table 4:
A S S ¢ - N
. ' Nop-Resesrch &
Average N Undergraduate Per Student
4 Salary Selectivity: Vol. Support
. Professor 2 Graduate & Verbal & Math (Tgble 5 BeD- G}
3 o 1981-82 Frofesgional 'flt Medians Tah{e 4 L. .
"C{lt;'cb $45,700 52 j 1,400 - $8,836
Chicago 42,700 TR 71,2810 4,123
Columbia 42,100 62 o qisspe 3,163
Cormell 39,700 30 1,236 1,507
Barvard ’ 48,500 58 1,3004E . 6,250
Jobns Hopkime 43,100 62 1,296 3,956
K.I.T. 43,500 48 1,385 ’ al,s;ss
Pens 42,900 s1 ) 1,290 1,596
Pripceton ' 42'033 .2£ .1.3{0 :.6,3i3
' . |
Stanford 46,000 7y 1,290 4,605
Tale 44,800 46 1,360 6,023
Berkeley 42,800- 31 1,240 360E
veLa 41,800 33 1,040z *.oenrE
UC San Diego® 40,700 ;2/ 1,090 o 812E
Illinois 18,600 22 1,1202 \ 333,
Michigan 39,800 37 1,130 s60
Mionesota 33,400 23 980F o -
Texas - o' 38,700 22 1,000 - . 3
Veabington 37,800 26 1,070 350
Viaconain 35,300 28 1,0002 333
Source: ¥ : " (neEs, 1982)

Academe, 68,4 (July. 10825%.
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