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Editor’s Preface

-I-ransitions are afact of life in the research community. Students and
senior administrators generally come and go in about five-year cycles, a-
though presidents seem to be having a shorter tenure than the average
undergraduate these days. Keeping the budget balanced while preserving
excellence in undergraduate programs and research development can fray
the seams of many a board-administration-faculty relationship, with
healthy measures of student discontent over higher tuition thrown in.
Some states are carving deeply into higher education to preserve socia
services and health care programs. Base budget reductions and mid-year
rescissions are driving tough choices on many campuses. Even well-
endowed private institutions such as Columbia and Y ale are in the news
with severe budget constraints.

What does this mean for research administration? Perhaps that conti-
nuity for responsible long-range planning for research, especialy facilities,
renovation, equipment, and prudent allocation of diminishing resources,
may hinge on innovative and assertive research administrators in part-
nership with faculty and other administrators. Also, that public confi-
dencein higher education is critical. The conduct of research and its sup-
port operations should expect detailed public scrutiny.

Streamlined and effective services, efficient administrative structures,
and maintaining public trust and integrity in research continue as themes
for RMR.

Broadly informed research administrators should be familiar with the
management of organized research units (ORUs). Steven Hays, Professor
of Government and International Studies at the University of South Car-
oling, and a Faculty Associate at USC's Institute of Public Affairs, suggests
that a matrix structure with a minimum number of umbrella units offers
the best potential for success. Professor Hays describes the advantages
and disadvantages of creating umbrella institutes. He points out that
fewer than 30% of ORUSs report any faculty interaction with more than
one department, which may dispel the myth that ORUs stimulate inter-
disciplinary research. He also calls into question a common assertion that
“name recognition” is a powerful justification for creating an ORU. His
paper should be shared with faculty research committees and interdisci-
plinary research development groups.

Evaluating research administration offices is an important topic. Pre-
award offices may suffer from a simplistic judgment of their effectiveness



based on the “success’ statistics of applications and awards. Sharon Davis
has done a good job in organizing the basic steps of evauation, giving
some valuable pointers on how to begin an evauation process. In times of
budgetary stringency, measuring the effectiveness of administrative offices
and putting their resource requirements into institutional priorities could
have constructive consequences.

Deborah Vetter and Amy Staley apply the TQM principle of “know your
customer” to a problem for most academic support offices. how to commu-
nicate important information that faculty will read and use. Many offices
have reinvented the handbook wheel; as a case study, this paper outlines in
awell-written and organized manner, the steps for planning, designing, and
producing a handbook for researchers. Involving the faculty in the design
and contents is sound advice; larger, decentralized ingtitutions might in-
clude departmental or college administrators and fiscal officers. The bibli-
ography and suggested reading list offers further assistance.

At the November NCURA National Meeting, Professor Nicholas H.
Steneck, Director of the Historical Center for the Health Sciences, Uni-
versity of Michigan, spoke about institutional obligations to deal effec-
tively and responsibly with alegations of misconduct in research. His
comments took the form of questions about institutional conduct and
statements of how ingtitutions demonstrate accountable and trustworthy
behavior. Dr. Steneck is also the current Chair of the Advisory Commit-
tee to the Office of Scientific Integrity Review, Department of Health and
Human Services.

This issue brings another transition. Research Management Review began
publication with a Spring, 1987 issue. The decision to launch an NCURA
journal followed considerable deliberation by past presidents, officers, and
executive committees. While | have had the pleasure and honor of being
its first editor, other key individuals provided wise advice, support, and re-
sources. Natalie Kirkman and Kathy Larmett, the stalwarts of NCURA'’s
Washington office, make sure the administrative aspects and communi-
cations with the printer are in good order. At The Ohio State University,
Dr. Thomas L. Sweeney, Mrs. Nancy Ingold, and Cathy Garnett provided
resources, practical administrative support, and tolerated the time edito-
rial responsibilities took from other university business. Expert editoria as-
sistance came from Mrs. Melanie Oyster. During the last four years, over
forty members of the Editorial Advisory Board have been active partici-
pants and sage counselors. They brought impeccable standards to the re-
view process,; the fine reputation the journa has developed and high cal-
iber of published manuscripts is chiefly and directly the result of their
wisdom and interest. My sincere thanks to these individuals.

vi



It is particularly satisfying to pass the editor’s “blue pencil” to Earl
Freise. As President of NCURA in 1985, Earl brought the journa to a
“go/no-go” decision. RMR will prosper and improve under his leadership.

Mary Ellen Sheridan
Editor
February, 1992
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From Adhocracy to Order:
Organizational Design for Higher Education
Research and Service

Steven W. Hays

Abstract. This article provides a critique of the traditional waysin
which organized research units are configured in the academic set-
ting. Relying heavily on the organizational design literature, the
author argues for a simplified ORU structure that is sensitive to the
realities and ambiguities of the university environment. In effect,
the author maintains that a matrix structure would allow universi-
ties to consolidate their research and service activities without sac-
rificing disciplinary and departmental concerns.

Educamional administration is not generally regarded as an innovative
nor especially dynamic enterprise. With only minor variations from the
norm, university faculties are organized into departments which corre-
spond to disciplines, and which in turn are aggregated into schools or col-
leges” The incentive-reward system is built on the twin pillars of tenure
and peer evaluation and utilizes criteria that, across all disciplines, em-
phasi ze research and publication over other forms of faculty output. Per-
haps in no other area of human endeavor can be found such a high level
of uniformity among organizations that otherwise display enormous diver-
sity in size, quality, and mission.?

Within afield best known for its conformity, organized research units
(ORUs) represent a profound anomaly. Although virtually every univer-
sity in the United States contains numerous ORUS, they seem to share
only one consistent trait -- uniqueness. Unlike their host organizations,
ORUs follow no accepted model of structural design. Their design char-
acteristics might be referred to as “complicated” and “erratic,” athough
neither of these terms adequately captures the diversity that exists among
such units. Even when they are located within the same institution,

Steven W Hays is a Professor in the Department of Government and International Studies and a
Faculty Associate in the Ingtitute of Public Affairs a the University of South Carolina, Columbia,
SC 29208.
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ORUs seldom display much congruency in organization, reporting rela-
tionships, personnel procedures, or evaluative standards.

The extreme heterogeneity that exists among ORUSs has caused con-
siderable uneasiness among academic administrators for several decades.
Of the many quandaries that ORUs present, the most obdurate is that of
control. Stated simply, ORUs are difficult to get a handle on administra-
tively. Their diverse missions, unsystematic and atypical structures, and
(often) tenuous ties to disciplines and departments give them an enig-
matic quality that often inhibits effective oversight. Since they “don’t fit
very well"? into the classic university structure, uncertainty clouds such
fundamental issues as reporting relationships, institutional location, fund-
ing levels, performance standards, and methods of evaluating and re-
warding faculty.4

The underlying premise of this paper is that there must be a better,
more rational means of organizing the research and service functions
within universities. As will be noted in the next section, there is consider-
able circumstantial evidence which suggests that ORUs have not enjoyed
as much success as might be assumed from data concerning their abun-
dance on college campuses throughout the nation. This, coupled with
the managerial headaches that ORUs visit upon academic administra-
tors, is sufficient reason to search for alternatives to the ad hoc organiza-
tional arrangements that currently predominate.

To that end, the primary objective of the paper is to identify a structural
configuration that minimizes the worst shortcomings of ORUs without
sacrificing the many benefits that they are intended to offer their host in-
stitutions. Because it advocates the consideration of a model format, the
content is undeniably polemic in tone. The intent, however, is less to con-
vince than to promote discussion by unveiling design options that, until
now, have not received significant attention within the relevant literature.

THE PROMISE AND THE PROBLEMS

ORUs first appeared on university campuses during the 19th century as
indirect outgrowths of America's fondness for pragmatic, problem-
oriented education. Through the establishment of land-grant colleges,
the Merrill Act of 1862 set a critical precedent by giving statutory expres-
sion to the belief that universities ought to be “responsive to the needs of
a practical, growing people*® By the 1950s the so-called “Wisconsin
Idea” had become enshrined as a fundamental component of higher edu-
cation thought and practice. According to this notion, universities play an
essential role in improving society by making their resources readily avail-
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able to the broader community.® This tradition of public service and ap-
plied research has been characterized by European educators as “the great
American contribution to higher education.“’

One of the chief legacies of this past is the willingness (or perhaps more
appropriately, the eagerness) of American universities to create problem-
and client-centered units to perform their boundary-spanning functions.
The most recent edition of the Research Centers Directory lists approxi-
mately 10,300 ORUSs, the bulk of which are affiliated with colleges and
universities. Large ingtitutions contain an average of about 60 ORUs
each, although some campuses house more than 200.8

The Case for OR Us

No unusua powers of perception are needed to understand the popular-
ity that ORUs enjoy. As notorioudly risk-averse and conservative institu-
tions, universities have a continuing need for a greater adaptive capability
than that provided within the traditional departmental structure. ORUs
are free of the traditions and orthodoxies that often restrain innovation
within conventional disciplinary departments.” In an environment where
relatively minor decisions, such as winning approval for new course offer-
ings, often involve lengthy negotiations and internecine conflict, ORUs
offer a seductively expedient way to get things accomplished.

Compared to academic departments, ORUs are easy to establish and to
reorganize. More often than not they assume the personality of their di-
rectors, thereby permitting major aterations in focus and mission through
relatively minor personnel changes. Relatedly, they generally function in a
much more hierarchical fashion than disciplinary departments. As a con-
sequence, they are (theoretically, at least) able to respond much more
rapidly to demands and opportunities.

In addition to these purported advantages, two arguments inevitably
surface as the bottom-line judtification for ORUSs: their perceived ability to
engender interdisciplinary collaboration and their proficiency at providing
faculty with access to research resources. The first has long been regarded
as their raison d etre.® Since they exist outside of the normal departmen-
tal framework and address research questions that often straddle several
disciplines, ORUs serve as a linking mechanism. They provide a neutral
setting in which the research interests of diverse faculty can be fruitfully
combined in a common purpose. Their ability to recruit a multidisci-
plinary research team is, in turn, largely attributable to their superior re-
source base. By emphasizing funded research, and by serving as a resource
depository, ORUs are often able to provide faculty with equipment, in-
frastructure, and staff support that their departments lack.
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Unfulfilled Promises

Despite the fact that such benefits have traditionaly been taken as a mat-
ter of faith among ORU proponents, a growing body of evidence casts a
broad shadow over their performance to date. The darkest clouds hover
over the ORU'’s heralded ability to encourage interdisciplinary coopera-
tion. Surveys have proven, for example, that a large mgjority of ORUs
confine their activities to a narrow range of academic departments.’® In
one of the most widdly referenced surveys, less than 30 percent of the
ORUs reported any faculty interaction with more than one department.9
Research programs that included contributions from three or more de-
partments were virtually nonexistent, and amost all of the reported col-
laboration occurred within engineering-based units.

Another sign that ORUs are not living up to their ingtitutional poten-
tia can be found in research examining the possible users of ORU ser-
vices. Universities are generally given low marks on the contribution that
they make in helping government solve practical problems.“**** One of
the most frequently cited complaints among public agency officials and
other “outsiders’ is that they have trouble identifying and accessing the
university talent pool.**

The difficulties that ORU clients experience hint at a deeper dilemma
concerning the reputation and visibility of ORUs generally. A vast mgjor-
ity of ORUs exist in such anonymity that even resident faculty are often
unaware of their presence.” Given this situation, it isn't surprising that
only a handful of ORUs have any name recognition nationally, while most
lack sufficient prominence to enter the consciousness of relevant com-
munities within their own states.

In the long run, however, ORUS' inability to effect cooperation across
disciplines and their lack of visibility are less disturbing than their more
generalized failure to harness the intellectual potential of university fac-
ulty. For the most part, university outreach and organized research activ-
ities are carried out “by peripheral units with only limited involvement of
the core faculty.“* Due to the rarity of interdisciplinary projects, faculty in
departments that are not affiliated with ORUs seldom have any opportu-
nity to get involved. And, even when the ORU is cozily dlied with asin-
gle academic unit, enticing more than a few faculty to participate often
proves to be agonizingly difficult.’*"?

The Problems

Many of the underlying weaknesses of ORUs can be traced to the way in
which they are created within their ingtitutional settings. With very few
exceptions, the birth of research and service units is, “as of babies, more a
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natural than a rational process.“' Terms that are frequently used to char.

acterize the ORU birthing procedure include “opportunistic,” “expedi-
ent,” “exploitive,” and “ad hoc.”

These are not necessarily pejorative judgments, in that ORUs have tra-
ditionally provided faculty and administrators with an effective means of
responding to awide array of demands and opportunities. When individ-
ual faculty members have pushed for their creation, for example, ORUs
are usualy intended to promote a particular researcher’s agenda, to ex-
ploit entrepreneurial talent, or to assist in the acquisition of grant and
contract money. Academic administrators, likewise, display a similar range
of utilitarian motives, including institutional development (such as the re-
cruitment or retention of prominent faculty), strengthened graduate edu-
cation and research, and the creation of distinctive areas of specialization.

The critical factor is that the growth of ORUs is rarely if ever guided by
a systematic plan. Instead, establishing parallel structures to the core uni-
versity offers administrators a convenient way of introducing change with-
out having to confront (at least directly) the all-powerful academic de-
partment. Thus, ORUs are manufactured for both good and bad reasons,
with both clear and ambiguous missions within the university structure.

In addition to contributing to their proliferation, the incremental
means by which ORUs are spawned induce chaotic variations in their
management and operation. Almost every university self-study that has
been conducted on the subject concludes that, in general, organized re-
search and service units are not well integrated into the institutional gov-
ernance structure.”®*® Decisions concerning funding levels, reporting re-
lationships, and organizational location often seem to be matters of
hunch, convenience, or happenstance. Many ORUSs function as separate
“fiefdoms,” subject only to minimal outside supervision and control.”
Others are creatures of academic departments, often serving merely as
collections of resources to be mined during lean times.

The haphazard process by which ORUs are founded and operated con-
tributes to a number of maladies that can potentially inhibit their perfor-
mance. According to some, the basic difficulty is that ORUs have con-
tributed to the domination of universities “by their professors rather than
by their purposes.”™® That is, faculty use such units to further their per-
sonal and professional agendas with little or no regard for institutional
missions and objectives. Related inadequacies stem from the “marginality”
that typifies many ORUS.® The best known taxonomy includes three cat-
egories of ORUs: standard, adaptive, and shadow.™ Of these, only stan-
dard institutes - with full-time staffs, articulated missions, and reliable
budgets - have any goa continuity and resource stability. These organi-
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zations comprise afairly small percentage of the total ORU census. The
remaining unitstruly exist on the margins of academe.

Many operate only as shadow institutes, or units that have “no staff, no
space, no budget, and no visible accomplishments."* Some of these are
merely “instruments of faculty fantasy,” while others hover in a semiper-
manent state of limbo, waiting to be shaken into consciousness by the
scent of a particularly aluring grant opportunity. At a slightly higher level
of formdity are the adaptive ingtitutes, which consist of a centra man-
agerial hierarchy and perhaps a small nucleus of professiona staff. In con-
trast to the shadow ingtitutes, adaptive units maintain more or less con-
tinuous operations, dthough they regularly redefine their goas and shuffle
their staffs in response to pressures and opportunities. Neither shadow
nor adaptive ingtitutes possess sufficient infrastructures to lure faculty into
an interdisciplinary setting.

Asif these factors are not enough to discourage faculty participation,
the ultimate impediment lies in the university incentive and reward sys-
tem. Regardless of their size and stature, ORUs find their efforts to enlist
faculty support and involvement are frustrated by the rigidity and insular-
ity of departmental evaluation criteria. Because such a poor job has been
done of integrating organized research and service efforts into the univer-
sity’ s core functions, faculty efforts on behalf of ORUs are frequently ig-
nored by academic departments in tenure, promotion, and salary deci-
sions.**” This problem is so pronounced in some settings that junior
faculty are cautioned against ORU participation because of the tendency
among some of their colleagues to regard such activity unfavorably.

Nonfaculty professional employees within research institutes, mean-
while, are similarly victimized by university personnel practices. They are
amost always precluded from earning departmental tenure and faculty
rank, a situation that is seriously compounded by the failure of universities
to provide an aternative career ladder. Thus, both of the employee groups
that staff ORUs are treated as second-class citizens within the university.22
Not surprisingly, survey after survey has confirmed that “inadequate for-
mal reward systems’ are the most intractable problem confronting ORUs
nationwide *

In summary, ORUs on most campuses suffer from several chronic ail-
ments that inhibit their performance. At the heart of almost every sick-
ness is the adhocracy that typifies the organization and management of
ORUs. The failure of university administrations to get a proper handle on
their organized research and service units, to rationalize and regularize
their operations, prevents ORUs from being effectively integrated into
the university core.
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CONSOLDATION AND ASSLMILATION

In their landmark study, Beyond Academic Departments, Ikenberry and
Friedman provide six interrelated recommendations to enhance the insti-
tutional contributions of ORUs.™ Of these, the linchpin is one concern-
ing the need to structurally integrate ORUs with other campus compo-
nents. Once this obstacle has been removed, then the road to ORU
reform is open. And, as Ikenberry and Friedman correctly observe, “the
structural aspect is perhaps most easily resolved."”

Making a Choice between Paradigms

Inevitably, the essential question encountered in making a choice among
aternative structural configurations boils down to a reconsideration of the
most enduring debate within management thought - that of selecting
between a centralized or decentralized hierarchy. On the basis of charac-
teristics that were aluded to earlier, ORUS on many campuses undeniably
exhibit structural arrangements that are generoudly characterized as de-
centralized. As alegacy of their unsystematic origins, institutes tend to be
isolated and fragmented. Since they must be responsive to external con-
stituencies, who usually provide much of their funding, the prevailing at-
titude on many campuses is that institutes are somehow autonomous.
This trandates into a jumble of inconsistent reporting and crossed lines of
budgetary authority.

When framed in the language of the centralization/decentralization de-
bate, the prevailing state of administrative anarchy has been justified pri-
marily on the grounds of flexibility. Highly decentralized units enable uni-
versities to tailor their interna structures to external opportunities.
Responsiveness to the particular needs of clients and funding agencies can
thus be achieved. Moreover, decentralization is perceived as being consis-
tent with the highly professionalized character of university faculty.” This
also makes it easier to involve graduate students in ORU activities,
thereby reinforcing the teaching and research missions of the institution.”

If these advantages actually accrue to universities using a decentralized
format, then there is probably no reason for them to consider adopting an
aternative arrangement. Y et, as this paper has repeatedly noted, most of
the problems that plague ORUs are in one way or another attributable to
decentralization. This fact has long been recognized in the relevant liter-
ature, as reflected in numerous calls for greater centralization of authority
over ORUs, as well as increased consolidation of organizational struc-
tures. Dingerson, for example, reports “overwhelming support in favor of
centralized programs’ among 377 research ingtitutions surveyed.® Similar
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findings were reported by Cravens” and Cunningham® in surveys of re-
search administrators. With remarkable consistency, researchers have
concluded that both academic administrators and ORU directors support
increased centralization of institute structures.

Other trends in the research point to the advantages that centralization
and consolidation can potentially provide. Sommers,® for instance, es-
tablishes a correlation between the level of financia support provided to
ORUs and their reporting relationships. Those that report to the central
administration are more generoudly funded than are ORUs located in de-
partments and schools. A related conclusion is drawn by Crosson, who as-
serts that a university’s priorities are directly reflected in itsinternal ad-
ministrative structure. Where organized research and public service are
highly valued, the organizational structure tends to be more central-
ized.'*® Bimbaum, meanwhile, found that “large and stable” research
programs perform better than do small and unstable ones.29

Another theme that runs through the research is that centralization
can give ORUs an edge with certain external groups. Funding agencies are
reportedly more favorably disposed toward institutes that are stable, visi-
ble, and part of a coherent administrative hierarchy.9 Potential clients,
similarly, support the use of centralized “nerve centers’ (or “linkage enti-
ties’) within universitiesto serve asfocal points for inquiries and service
delivery.”®

The weight of evidence in support of amore centralized administrative
style hints at the underlying arguments that are traditionally made in de-
fense of hierarchical structures. At the most basic level, centraization
promotes coordination and control. Within a centralized hierarchy, the
formulation and implementation of a systematic set of operating proce-
dures can be more readily accomplished. Clear and consistent policies
can thus be designed to aid the organization in a variety of management
areas. It becomes easier (but by no means “easy”) to design and enforce
evaluation criteria, to devise standards governing relationships with
clients and grant agencies, and to develop reasonable personnel and allo-
cational guidelines. From the perspective of external groups, centraliza-
tion can also be seen as a sign of the ingtitution’s commitment to the ac-
tivities performed by bureaus and ingtitutes. This, in turn, could augment
the visibility of such efforts and ease the burdens of clients whose interac-
tions with the university overlap numerous disciplines or ORUS.

Given this impressive list of potential advantages, the question that nat-
urally arises is, “Why hasn't centralization become the dominant means of
ordering and managing organized research?’ Inertia, coupled with the
power of academic departments, provides one partial answer. Departments
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give up their prerogatives most reluctantly, even when the powers and re-
sources in dispute are not intrinsically valued by the affected faculty. A
waggish comment that is often repeated in this context is*“ society hasits
problems and universities have their departments.”‘*

Possibly contributing to this phenomenon is the misperception that a
plethora of disjointed, marginal, and unstable institutes doesn't realy cost
too much. For a variety of reasons, this is a foolish position. In addition to
the resources actually consumed (space, equipment, faculty time, and
budgets), shadow institutes can potentialy involve high opportunity costs.
Merely by existing, they can preclude other ingtitutes with similar or over-
lapping interests from pursuing relevant projects. This problem is espe-
cialy acute when an inactive yet turf-conscious ORU isinvolved.

A find explanation for the reluctance of many universities to adopt a
more centralized ORU structure may rest in certain tendencies of the ed-
ucational administration literature. Much of that literature tends to as-
sume that centralization automatically implies that a single mega-office
should have operational control over all campus ORUs. % To many aca-
demics, such a move would undoubtedly seem quite Draconian.

Obvioudy, any movement in the direction of centralization involves
trade-offs. Highly centralized operations have great trouble maintaining
any level of spontaneity and flexibility, essentia virtues that are central to
the ingtitutiona role of ORUs. Moreover, they have a tendency to be-
come increasingly isolated from faculty and departments, thereby losing
touch with the disciplinary expertise that is required to perform their line
functions” This dilemma affects the director of the unit most profoundly,
in that few individuas possess the requisite breadth of disciplinary
grounding to deal intelligently with the vast array of substantive issues
that are supervised by the central office. The usual responseis simply to
“hire the expertise,” a process that results in unpopular bureaucratic
growth.

Somewhat paradoxically, then, it does not appear that either of the major
organizational paradigms provides a solution to the ORU conundrum. Ex-
cessive decentraization is the source of many evils, yet centralization
threatens to exacerbate some of the problems by robbing ORUs of their
most critical assets. Not surprisingly, a more reasonable and workable solu-
tion to the problem probably lies somewhere between the two extremes.

The Umbrdla Organization

The fundamental dilemma facing academic administratorsisto devise an
organizational structure that imposes a measure of control over ORUs
without unduly sacrificing their flexibility or destroying their ties to faculty.

9
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Managers and organizationa theorists have pursued this quest for decades.
Although the results have been uneven, a number of guideposts have been
left along the way. Of the various structural formats that are in common
usage, the one that comes closest to meeting the needs that we have de-
scribed is a version of the program or product style of departmentation. The
distinguishing characteristic of this approach is that departments are con-
structed around each of an organization's major service areas, programs, or
products. Operational control is decentralized in the various program-
matic units, yet centralized authority is maintained over many of the staff
functions. The product form of departmentation is widely used in industry
and government because it fosters decentralized decision-making within a
context of hierarchically imposed guidelines and controls.®

For reasons that will become obvious in a moment, the proposed orga-
nizational structure is termed umbrella. When applied to ORUs in an aca-
demic setting, umbrella organizations would look something like this: Bu-
reaus, centers, ingtitutes, and laboratories that share ssimilar missions
would be consolidated into a more manageable number of standard insti-
tutes (using the Ikenberry and Friedman taxonomy). These new alliances
of ORUs would, for the most part, exist outside the department and col-
lege hierarchy. Instead of reporting to chairpersons and deans, al um-
brella ingtitute directors would be supervised by a central administrative
office. The chief responsihility of this supervising authority would be to
standardize various control procedures and to monitor performance, not
to dictate operational decisions to the umbrella ORUs. Institute directors,
meanwhile, would retain a significant degree of autonomy over internal
resource allocation and selection of projects.

Consolidation. To counteract the problems of scale and marginality,
the hodgepodge of on-campus ORUs must be consolidated into a limited
number of umbrella institutes. This would necessitate a thorough analysis
of all existing ORUs, with special attention to their sources and levels of
funding, proclaimed missions and objectives, and recent accomplishments.
Candidates for consolidation (or perhaps even abolition) would be
identified on the basis of such factors as relative inactivity, percentage of
hard money support, clarity of mission, and overlap with other ingtitutes.
Conversdly, preference would be given to ingtitutes that have solid records
of accomplishments (especialy interdisciplinary) and funded research.
The underlying intent of this evaluation would be to absorb all or most
shadow and adaptive institutes into larger and more stable operations.

Classification. Once the decision has been made to consolidate, campuses
must contend with the thorny problems associated with the classification

10
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and assignment of institutes. Which ORUs will house the shadow and
adaptive units, and how broad or narrow will their missions be? Should
successful standard institutes be collapsed into larger structures, and if so,
which ones? Because such determinations are inherently contentious and
political, no pat answers or universal models can be applied. Thus, each
campus must work out its classification scheme within its own unique set
of structural, budgetary, and political redlities.

With this caveat in mind, a few general guidelines are discernible. One
logical classification strategy isto establish umbrella ORUs that roughly
paralel theinterna university structure, with perhaps one major institute
focusing on each college’ s broad field or specialty. Any such plan would
obviously need to dlow for certain exceptions, such as when two or more
powerful ORUs are aready present within a college or related structure.

A similar but slightly more complex approach to classification can be
found in the distinction between university-centered and client-centered
ORUs. University-centered ingtitutes are those that arise within depart-
ments and disciplines in response to the relatively narrow research inter-
ests of specific groups of faculty. Client-centered ORUSs, in contrast, focus
on the externa groups who provide the bulk of their funding or who con-
gtitute their primary service population. Numerous researchers have ob-
served that the largest and most stable ORUSs tend to be those that are
client-centered. Common examples are centers focusing on urban affairs,
environmental issues, business practices, heath systems, and public policy.
Because these problem areas amost aways transcend any single disci-
plinary speciaty, client-centered ORUs are usually campus-wide and thus
are excellent soil for the germination of umbrella institutes.

Reporting Relationships. If pursued aggressively, consolidation should result
in a dramatic reduction in the absolute number of campus ORUs. De-
pending upon a variety of circumstances, each university could potentialy
pareits list down to as few as 8 to 12 umbrella institutes. Whatever the
exact number, the reduction in ORU fragmentation will diminish the uni-
versity’ s administrative burden by concentrating its attention and permit-
ting an easier transition to “unity of command.” The primary focus of the
central authority (Vice President for Research and Service, Office of
Sponsored Research, or other such designation) would be to serve as the
architect for aframework of uniform research and management policies.
Ideally, the policy-making authority of the central office would be exer-
cised through aboard or council composed of the various umbrellainsti-
tute directors. Functioning much like a Deans' Council, this group would
take primary responsibility for hammering out agreements and policy
statements. The chief administrator’s role in this context would be to
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monitor and enforce the policies that are adopted, to orchestrate agree-
ment (Beasley™ refers to this role as “mediator-expediter”), and to serve
as the primary ORU evaluator. Again using the classic product organiza
tion as a guide, the central authority’s role would be more coordinational
than directional. Umbrella directors would be given wide latitude over the
internal operations of their units, although they would be required to fol-
low whichever uniform guidelines are decided upon centraly.**

Management Practices within the Umbrella. Perhaps the most appealing trait
of the umbrella ingtitute is the flexibility that it permits within a structured
framework. An excellent way of visualizing this quality isto think of the
umbrella as a “holding company” or confederation.® Rather than operat-
ing as a monolith with a strict hierarchy, the unit consists of severa
smaller ORUs (hereafter referred to as “centers’) that function with some
degree of autonomy within the larger structure.

The basic purpose of the umbrella arrangement is to encourage and as-
sist organized research, not to submerge on-going research programs in
bureaucratic minutiae. Its most important contribution to research is the
provision of a stable infrastructure and coordinating mechanism. Except
for any projects in which he or she is personaly involved, the director’s
tasks are largely those of a facilitator.

Initialy, the umbrella’s internal configuration would probably mirror
the various units that were consolidated into it. Over time, the composi-
tion can be expected to change gradually in response to redefined prob-
lems, funding opportunities, and faculty interests. This implies that cen-
ters are not necessarily intended to be permanent; they can be created
and abandoned amost at will. As such, the umbrella structure serves as a
type of “incubator” for new ventures that require seed money to explore
untapped research opportunities.® In a sense, each umbrella would func-
tion as a broker in its particular area of specialization, scouting out re-
search opportunities, assembling project teams, and matching faculty ca
pabilities with the needs of client groups.

Although internal governance practices will vary according to many in-
stitutional and personal circumstances, the umbrella framework implicitly
embraces a decentralized administrative style. The commingling of di-
verse specidties, especialy when many have previously worked in semi-
autonomous ORUS, requires a delicate managerial touch.

An ambitious approach to decentralization would be for umbrella di-
rectors to assemble their center directors into policy-making boards. If
this strategy is deemed to be unworkable, the relationship between the
umbrella and center directors could be largely governed by regularized
procedures. For example, center directors might be held accountable for a
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given leve of revenue generation, or be required to return a specific per-
centage of their total grant and contract funds to the umbrella for over-
head costs. Relatedly, centers might be subjected to an annua review pro-
cess, involving representatives from other centers and specified academic
departments. Through such procedures, the umbrella leadership could
enforce its expectations without having to resort to an intrusive adminis-
trative style.

Integration of Umbrella and Faculty. Another challenge facing educational
administrators is to devise an incentive and reward system that encour-
ages, rather than discourages, faculty participation in ORU activities.
Ways need to be found to channel faculty efforts on behaf of ORUs back
into the academic department’ s tenure, promotion, and salary decisions.

Although no panaceas have been discovered, a few universities have
experimented with innovative reward systems that show significant
promise. One of the best known is afaculty review process based on the
undeniable premise that faculty aptitudes, interests, and abilities vary
enormousdly. Acknowledging this redlity, the plan uses periodic reciproca
agreements between faculty members and their administrative superiors
as to assignments and expectations. In effect, agreement is reached in
advance (usualy on aone- or two-year cycle) concerning the planned al-
location of the faculty member’s time and the criteria that will be used to
assess performance. These “contracts’ are made... “with the clear under-
standing that these can be modified at subsequent reviews, depending
upon external needs, internal priorities, and personal circumstances.“?

A system of cyclical review and rearrangement of faculty workloadsis
only a short step away from the formal involvement of ORU directorsin
the evaluation of affiliated faculty performance. Even when working
under an approved “contract,” faculty who elect to apportion part of their
time to organized research activities run the risk of falling victim to the
“out of sight, out of mind” pitfall. Thelogica solution to this dilemmais
to incorporate a first-hand assessment of the faculty member's ORU con-
tribution into the departmental review process. A straightforward way of
accomplishing this goal is to adapt the celebrated matrix structure to the
reality of university personnel systems. This can be done by piggybacking
on the faculty “contract” concept. Under this arrangement, faculty mem-
bets, their department chairpersons, and umbrella directors would first ne-
gotiate agreements concerning the workload portions that will be devoted
to organized research activities. Then, at the end of the review cycle, the
ORU directors would provide direct feedback into the departmental re-
view process. If, for example, 40 percent of afaculty member’stime was
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spent on a center project, then that percentage of the annual evaluation
would be controlled by the ORU.

The success of such a plan would hinge on the clarity of faculty work-
load agreements. To avoid misunderstandings, as much formality as is
deemed necessary could be built in. At a minimum, any expectations con-
cerning credit toward tenure and promotion would need to be specified.
Likewise, explicit guiddlines relating to the documentation and evaluation
of ORU contributions would minimize faculty uncertainty and expedite
the performance review.4

CONCLUSION

Initially, at least, the umbrella framework can be expected to attract more
adherents among the central administration than it will within colleges
and departments. The transition to a consolidated and centralized struc-
ture will likely be perceived as a one-sided exchange by many faculty, de-
partment heads, and ORU directors.

While such areaction is both predictable and understandable, it would
be unfortunate if the resulting sound and fury overwhelms candid debate
concerning the applicability of umbrella ORUs to the university’s partic-
ular needs and constraints. If the benefits and liabilities can be aired hon-
estly, many universities will probably conclude that the case for umbrella
units is compelling.

If implemented with sensitivity and diplomacy, umbrella units have
something to offer virtually everyone who is concerned with upgrading
the university research function. The same traits that make them appesl -
ing to central administrators should also enhance their attractiveness to
lower levels of the hierarchy. Reduced fragmentation, a heightened pro-
grammatic (or problem) focus, more effective evaluation and control pro-
cedures, greater internal and external visibility, and clearer and more con-
sistent research policies are potentia benefits that could make everyone's
job easier and more productive.

Although these factors alone may not be sufficient to counteract the
reservations of some faculty, others will hopefully be persuaded by the
likelihood that umbrella units will improve their own capacity to respond
to research and service opportunities. Involvement in units that effec-
tively pool expertise while gtill preserving task specialization can serve as
a powerful inducement to faculty examining complex socia, economic,
and scientific problems.

Despite these apparent advantages, it would be naive or unduly opti-
mistic to assume that substantia progress toward an umbrella framework
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can be made quickly. Precipitous action on the part of central administra-
tors would certainly harden opposition and compound the worst fears of
most faculty.

For this reason, change would need to be introduced incrementally. A
thorough review of existing ORUSs, followed by the consolidation of those
with the most ambiguous or inconsistent missions, would get the process
off to a profitable start. From there, work could begin on the standardiza-
tion of policies and procedures governing personnel practices, relations
with sponsors, and other critical problem areas. Any additional reform
would depend upon two critical elements: the successes, or lack thereof,
of the first umbrella units, and strong leadership on the part of the upper
administration.

If the mgjor assumptions of this paper are even partly accurate, only ex-
traordinarily bad luck or ingpt management could prevent the umbrella
structures from elevating the university’s research agenda. It will then be-
come the task of the central administration to cajole further steps toward
consolidation and assimilation. Although bringing a semblance of order to
the current state of adhocracy will no doubt be a daunting chore, it will be
well worth the leadership investment.
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Evaluating the Pre-award Research
Administration Office

Sharon K. Davis

R esearch administration offices exist on almost every campus - pub-
lic and private, large and small, undergraduate college and comprehensive
university. These offices reflect a variety of organizational structuresin-
cluding a pre-award office which focuses on providing support services to
faculty who are seeking external funds for research, instruction, and schol-
arly activity; a post-award office which focuses on the accounting process
and proper procedures for expending grant funds awarded to a university;
or, acombination of the pre-award and post-award functions. This paper
focuses on the pre-award office.

Thereis, however, a dearth of information regarding evaluation of re-
search administration offices on our campuses. Many questions need to be
addressed in reviewing the functions and effectiveness of the research ad-
ministration office. These questions include a myriad of themes: Are the
goals of the research administration office clearly stated and implemented?
Is the office functioning effectively? Are the services currently provided ef-
fective? Are there other services needed? Are the staff members doing
their job? Through evaluation of the research administration office, these
guestions and numerous other significant questions can be addressed.

DEFINITION OF EVALUATION

There is no widdly agreed upon definition of evaluation in educational
settings (Worthen and Sanders, 1987). Some authors equate evaluation
with measurement while others define evaluation as the assessment of
the extent to which specific objectives have been attained. In most edu-
cational settings, evaluation is the formal determination of the quality, ef-
fectiveness, or value of a program, a project, a process, or objectives. Eval-
uation uses inquiry and judgment methods including (1) determining
standards for judging quality and deciding whether those standards should
be relative or absolute; (2) collecting relevant information; and (3) apply-
ing the standards to determine quality.

Sharon K. Davis is Associate Director, Sponsored Programs, University of Nebraska-Lincoln,
303 Administration Building, Lincoln, NE 68588-0430.
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PURPOSES OF EVALUATION

Numerous authors have categorized the purposes for which evaluations are
conducted. Most frequently noted are Brophy, Grotelueschen, and Gooler
(1974), who described three major reasons for conducting evaluations:

1. Planning procedures, programs, and products

2. Improving existing procedures, programs, and products

3. Justifying (or not justifying) existing or planned procedures, pro-

grams, and products.

Talmage ( 1982) concluded that three purposes appear most frequently:
(1) to render judgments on the worth of the program; (2) to assist decision-
makers responsible for deciding policy; and (3) to serve a political function.

In summary, evaluation is a complex process. It is not a simple matter of
stating objectives, analyzing data, or reporting activities. Its purpose must
be determined and understood and the methods used in evaluation must
be compatible with the purpose.

FRAMEWORK FOR EVALUATING RESEARCH
ADMINISTRATION OFFICES

Establishing a framework for evauating research administration offices is
helpful to the success and organization of the process. Three key questions
must be addressed: (1) What will be evaluated? (2) Who will conduct the
evaluation? and (3) How will the evaluation be conducted?

Evaluation of the research administration office is a comprehensive
task. Evaluation goes beyond the annual report which frequently is limited
to the number of proposals submitted, dollar amount requested, number
of grant/contracts awarded, and dollar amounts awarded. Evauation must
also go beyond a survey of faculty.

1. What Will Be Evauated in the Research Administration Office?

Many components readily lend themselves to evaluation in the research
administration office. These include the goals of the office, the activities
of the office, the staff employed by the office, the resources available to the
office, and the impact of the office regarding externaly funded grants and
contracts.

Goals. One of the first questions asked in preparing to evaluate the re-
search administration office is, “What are the goals of the office?’ In re-
viewing the goals, it is also essential to determine the appropriateness and
value of these goals. Inquiries should be made regarding how these goa's
are determined and whether or not they are justified. We must also ask
how these gods are developed. It is important to determine who develops
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the goals; the director of the research administration office, the staff, re-
searchers, or an advisory committee could be contributors to the devel-
opment of the goals.

Another component in evaluating the goals of the research adminis-
tration office is to determine if the goals are in congruence with the re-
search goals of the university. The goals of the research office must be
compatible with the total research mission of the institution.

It is also important to question whether goals place the research admin-
istration office in areactive role or in a proactive role. Many research ad-
ministrators may find that they are serving a reactive role. This mode of op-
eration is to wait for faculty, who have had no previous contact with the
research administration office, to telephone or come to the research ad-
ministration office with a proposal which they have prepared independently.

The goals of the research administration office must be clearly stated
and they must be measurable. The goals must be in harmony with and
purport the mission of the university. It is also important that the goals are
communicated to the faculty and other administrators. Finally, these goals
must be examined and evaluated on aregular basis.

Activities. The activities in which a research administration office partici-
pates must be reviewed and evaluated. These activities need to be evalu-
ated in two dimensions. First, it should be determined if the activities of
the office meet the goals established; the second consideration is that of
assessing the outcomes of these activities.

Pre-award offices are engaged in a myriad of activities. These range
from reviewing sources of funding, matching sources of funding to faculty
interests, establishing a data base system so funding announcements can
be distributed to faculty, conducting grant-writing workshops and research
seminars for new faculty, assisting with the design of proposas, assisting
with budget preparations, serving as the liaison with program officers, re-
viewing proposals prior to submissions, duplicating and mailing proposals,
negotiating grants and contracts, and completing the final university re-
view for accepting contracts. These activities must be evaluated to deter-
mine their need and their effectiveness.

Reviewing the activities of the research administration office can aso
determine if the office performs areactive role or a proactive role for the
campus. Does the office have planned outreach services such as training
and programs for various faculty groups and administrators? Questions
need to be raised to determine which role (reactive or proactive) is pre-
ferred by university administrators and faculty.

The activities of the research administration office can be conducted
most effectively if the office has the support of university administrators as
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well as the necessary funds and other resources. Therefore, the level of
support must also be part of the review.

Staff The staff of the research administration office, their assignments,
and their performance level are vital to the success of the research ad-
ministration office. An assessment must be made to determine the role of
the staff members, the activities in which they are engaged, and at what
level of performance they are completing their responsibilities. Questions
must be addressed such as. How effective are staff in meeting the needs of
the researchers? How timely are staff in meeting the needs of the re-
searchers? What improvements or revised staff assignments are needed in
the office to better assist staff in effectively completing their assignments?

Questions regarding how staff spend their time should be reviewed.
What are their assigned responsibilities, what is the importance of each
responsibility to the office, and what percentage of their time do they
spend on these responsibilities? Are the staff spending their time in a
proactive mode - communicating with faculty and assisting them as they
develop projects and budgets? Or, must staff spend their time in a reactive
mode by attempting to redesign a proposal so it complies with RFP or
making budget corrections due to incomplete information (new fringe
benefit rate or new indirect cost rates).

Resources. The resources available to the research administration office
must be evaluated. It is imperative that sufficient staff, secretarial support
staff, student support staff, computer equipment, software packages, pur-
chase of database systems, and financial support be reviewed. The re-
sources available to the office must be evaluated.

Impact of the Office. A part of the evaluation procedure should be that of
reviewing the impact of the research administration office on the univer-
sity community. It iscritical that the level of satisfaction faculty and ad-
ministrators have toward the office be discerned. Indications that re-
searchers are positively affected by the service provided must be reviewed.
The president and other university administrators will be interested in evi-
dence that the campus research environment is positively influenced by
the research administration office. Results produced by the research ad-
ministration office must complement the university mission as articulated
by the president and governing bodies.

2. Who Will Conduct the Evaluation Of the Research Administration Office?

Evaluations can be conducted using various types of individuals or groups.
Three basic categories describe these groups: an internal committee or
evaluator(s); an external agency or evauator(s); or a combination of in-
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dividuals using internal resources and external resources. Advantages and
disadvantages exist for each of the three categories of evaluators.

Advantages and Disadvantages of Internal Evaluations. Aninternal evaluator
has the advantage of having a more thorough knowledge of the institution
and the research administration office. The interna evaluator is more
likely to be familiar with the gods, activities, staff, resources, and impact
of the office.

The disadvantage of using an employee or internal committee is that
the individual or committee may be so closely associated to the university
or the research administration office that it is nearly impossible to be ob-
jective. An external evaluator, although not knowledgeable about the fine
details of the university or the office, has the advantage of not being in-
fluenced by preconceived ideas or perception of the value of the goals or
activities of the office.

Advantages and Disadvantages of Externa Evaluations. A fresh approach
and neutral perspective is an advantage inherent to an external evalua-
tion. This viewpoint is supported by Scriven (1972) when he emphasized
that to secure a good evaluation, the use of an external evaluator was the
best way to proceed.

The advantages of using an external agency or evaluator have been
summarized by Worthen and Sanders (1987) :

1. External evauators are more likely to be impartial.

2. External evaluators due to experience in the field are more likely to

be credible.

3. External evauators allow the office to draw on expertise beyond

that possessed by the staff or employees.

4. Externd evauators have no predetermined positions or perceptions.

5. External evauators may be able to relate to individuals who would

be hesitant to provide the same information to a fellow employee be-
cause of the sensitivity of the situation.

Disadvantages of using an external agency or evaluator must also be
weighed by the research administrator. These disadvantages, as noted by
Worthen and Sanders (1987), include the following: (1) Costs are usualy
more expensive due to travel and to an evaluation fee; (2) At the begin-
ning of the evaluation, the external agency or evaluator is more likely to
be unfamiliar with the details of the office or the program. Additional
time is needed to collect relevant data.

Advantages and Disadvantages of Using the Internal/External Combinations.
The combination of interna/external evaluators has the advantage of
bringing a fresh approach to the university in reviewing the research admin-
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istration office while utilizing the experiences and knowledge of the internal
evauator. This combined effort requires cooperation and communication.

3. How Will the Evaluation of the Research Administration Office Be
Conducted?

The method selected to conduct the evaluation of the research adminis-
tration office must be given due consideration as it will provide guidance
to the evaluation process.

One of the most common methods of evaluation at institutions of
higher education is the academic program review. Academic departments
are periodically evaluated or reviewed as a part of the institutional review
process. This review is mandated by accreditation associations. In most
cases, each academic department is reviewed every five years by one or
more evaluators from other institutions and several faculty from other de-
partments within the institution. Deans and faculty are familiar with this
evaluation procedure and generally find it a helpful method of keeping
their faculty and programs current. In addition, it is one method of show-
casing a department’ s expertise to colleagues. Such an eva uation proce-
dure could serve the research administration office well and more closely
identify the office with academic departments.

In addition to the academic program review, another approach com-
monly used by administrators and policy makers in evauating educational
programs is a systematic approach commonly known as the CIPP Evalua
tion Model - context, input, process, and product. This approach was
developed by Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (1985). This approach lends it-
self to educational settings which rely on decisions made about input, pro-
cess, and output.

In designing an evaluation procedure for each research administration
office, Stufflebeam (1973) proposed that these steps be followed: (1) focus
the evaluation; (2) collect the information; (3) organize the information;
(4) analyze the information; and (5) report the information. The evalua-
tor and the administrator of the research administration office must work
together to focus the evaluation on issues imperétive to the office and the
research mission of the university. The evauator must aso work indepen-
dently of the research administrator.

Focusing the Evaluation. Mgor decisions are made regarding the focus of
the goals, activities, staff, resources, and impact of the research adminis-
tration office. Various degrees of emphasis are placed on the importance of
each of these considerations.

Callecting of Information. Collection of information isan integral part of
this method of evaluation. Questions need to be addressed including,
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What kind of information should be collected? Types of information to be
collected might include office records, annual reports, written goals and
activities of the office, and opinions of individuals who use the office.

In collecting information evaluators might also ask: Should a written
survey or a telephone survey be conducted? Would it be appropriate to
conduct interviews? Who should be surveyed or interviewed - staff, re-
searchers, and/or university administrators? When should the collection
of data occur?

Organizing the Information. The organization of the information will be de-
termined by the type of information acquired, the reporting procedures
used, and the audience to whom the information is being reported.

Analyzing the Data. The evauators must judge the adequacy of the col-
lected data and determine the procedures for data analysis.

Reporting the Information. The format for the evaluation report should be
determined prior to the evaluation itself. The audience, or those who will
review and use the report, must be outlined.

Additional Considerations. Other basic considerations regarding the evalu-
ation process include devel oping a schedule for the evaluation and deter-
mining staff and resource requirements needed to conduct the evaluation.
Finally, a budget for the total evaluation process must be determined. In
developing the schedule for the evauation, the research administrator
must decide if the evaluation should occur in the fal or the spring. How
much time should be alowed for the entire process? Should the com-
pleted evaluation be part of the annua report? In determining staff and
resource requirements consideration must be given to questions such as:
How much time and effort can staff devote to this activity? What re-
sources, reports, and scheduled meetings will be needed? Budget consid-
erations to be addressed include the following: From what budget will the
evaluation be paid? How much will the evaluation cost? I's the cost worth
the effort?

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE RESEARCH
ADMINISTRATION OFFICE

Evaluation of the research administration office is imperative. Evaluations
ensure that appropriate and timely decisions about the effectiveness of the
office, the justification of the office, and any needed expansion of the of-
fice are well founded. Information acquired during the eva uation process
is essential in making decisions about the goals and activities of the office,
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staff decisions, resource decisions, and budget decisions. These decisions
affect not only the research administration office but the research climate
on our campuses. It should aso be keenly realized that data gathered dur-
ing the evaluation process become an integra component of strategic
planning not only for the research administration office but for al re-
search initiatives at our ingtitutions.

CASE STUDY

During the summer of 1990, a telephone cal was received from the
director of aresearch administration office who wished to have an evalu-
ation completed. We discussed such topics as the purpose of the evalua-
tion, size of the office operation, aspects of an evaluation, services pro-
vided by the office, possible evaluation methods to be used, a genera time
for the formal evaluation to be completed, and aloosaly defined time for
the entire process to be findized. No specific arrangements or agreements
were made during thisinitial telephone conversation.

| spent the next week gathering into one large file folder copies of ma-
terials | had used in previous evaluation studies. These included survey
forms, interview forms, and faculty questionnaires. | also took time to
conduct alibrary search to determine if there were materials available for
conducting an evaluation of a research administration office - there was
no need to reinvent the wheel. Through the library search, | discovered
that no specific plans were documented and, furthermore, little literature
had been printed relating to evaluation of research administration offices.
My next step was to make telephone calls to my colleagues in the re-
search administration field to determine if they had ever served as an ex-
ternal evaluator for a research administration office. Again, my thought
was that if a defined plan or outline of evaluation materials existed, time
and effort could be saved. These conversations confirmed that little was
occurring in the field regarding systematic formal evaluations of research
administration offices by external evaluators.

This week also provided time to outline the components of a possible
future evaluation. | developed alist of areas and topics which | thought
should be addressed. Also developed was a proposed time frame for de-
veloping a faculty survey, developing interview questions, collecting data,
analyzing data, and writing a final report.

After aweek’s time of gathering information, developing a plan, and
outlining atime frame, | made a return telephone call to discuss the eval-
uation activities in more detail. During this second telephone conversa-
tion, | outlined the evaluation procedures to the director of the research
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office. We also agreed on a definite time frame for the on-site portion of
the evaluation and the completion date needed for the final report. Those
portions of the evauation which could occur on-site and those portions of
the eva uation which could be conducted from Nebraska were noted. The
budget needed to conduct the full evaluation was also discussed.

The second phase of the evauation process was one of information
gathering and required an excellent working relationship between myself
and the staff at the research administration office. | requested and re-
ceived the college handbook, the college admissions guide, the mission
statement of the research office, all publications printed by the research
office such as reports, newdletters, brochures, pamphlets, flyers, job de-
scriptions. My purpose was to learn about the university - its instruc-
tional mission and its research mission. In addition, information was
needed regarding its organizational structure, resources, faculty teaching
load, and reward system for sponsored research. |nformation was needed
to formulate both open-ended questions and specific, fact-finding ques-
tions, as well as questions regarding both administrator and faculty per-
ceptions of, experiences with, and attitudes toward the research adminis-
tration office.

The on-site evaluation was conducted during a two-day period. Inter-
views were conducted with the research administration office staff, deans
of the colleges, faculty members, an administrator representing the busi-
ness affairs office, and an administrator representing academic affairs. The
interview sessions focused on the services of the research administration
office, the effectiveness of the services of the research administration of -
fice, and benefits and deterrents for seeking or not seeking external fund-
ing for research projects. The deans of the colleges and faculty members
from the colleges were asked to respond to the following questions during
individual interviews which were approximately one hour in length.

1. In your opinion, what is the magjor goa or mission of the research
administration office?

2. Can you describe some of the services the research administration
office provides and how these services affect you?

3. What percentage of the faculty at the university areinvolved in re-
search/scholarly activity?

4. What percentage of the faculty are involved in funded
research/scholarly activity?

5. What do you and other faculty see as the benefits of sponsored
research?

6. What are the deterrents from seeking and securing sponsored
projects?
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7. What are the incentives at this university for obtaining grant or
contract awards?

8. What are the rewards at this university for obtaining grant or con-
tract awards?

9. What type of experiences have you had in working with the re-
search administration office and its staff?

10. How does the research administration office and its staff assist fac-
ulty and the university in developing proposals and in administer-
ing the awarded grants and contracts?

The professional staff members of the research administration office

were aso asked a series of questions including:

1. What are the goals of the office?

2. What are the objectives of the office?

3. When and for what purpose was the office established?

4. What are your current priorities?

5. How do you presently serve the faculty?

6. In looking into the future (five years from now) how do you see
the office functioning? How will the mission of the office have
changed?

7. What needs to be accomplished to meet the needs of the future?

8. What resources (personnel, equipment, supplies, materials, pro-
gramming, etc.) do you have?

9. What resources (personnel, equipment, supplies, materials, pro-
gramming, etc.) need to be acquired?

10. What are the mgjor long-range priorities which need to be
accomplished?

A survey instrument was developed and mailed to each member of the
faculty. The instrument was designed to determine what faculty were
using the services of the office and the quality of the services during (1)
pre-proposal activity (2) proposal development and submission, and (3)
post-award activity. Another section of the survey focused on faculty in-
centives and rewards on which the research administration office could
focus its future efforts.
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A Model for Developing a
Research Administration Handbook
that Faculty Will Use

Deborah K. Vetter and Amy R. Staley

Abstract. In an effort to make the proposa process more efficient for
the research office and faculty, research administrators are looking
for ways to effectively communicate basic information about devel-
oping and administering grant projects. Based on current principles
of technical writing, this paper outlines steps for planning, designing,
and producing a handbook for researchers. Technical writing classi-
fies effective writing as " usable” and stresses that writing is usable
when it is presented in a way the reader can easily understand and
apply. By highlighting the decisions made in developing Wright
State University’s research handbook, this paper will serve as a
model for other universities interested in producing a research ad-
ministration handbook that faculty will use.

This article describes reasons for creating a research handbook,
summarizes a process for its development and production and lists
major content areas. In addition, the article suggests a medium for
producing the document and discloses problems that may delay its
completion.

INTRODUCTION

R esearch administrators are recognizing the need to document basic
information related to developing and administering grant projects. If in-
formation about basic components of research administration, such as
university policies, budget constructions, and federa regulations, have
not been properly documented, research administrators must verbally re-
peat this information to faculty on an individual basis. This method of
communication reduces the efficiency of the research administration of-
fice by keeping the faculty dependent on the research office for critical in-
formation. A more effective form of communication would allow re-
searchers to quickly and accurately complete the basic steps in proposa
development with minimal interaction with the research office.

Deborah Vetter is Assistant Director, Office of Research and Sponsored Programs, Wright State Uni-
versity, Dayton, Ohio. Amy Staley is a Wright State University graduate student in technical writing.
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Reasons for Documentation

Documenting this basic information in the form of a handbook or manual
can improve communication. Producing a written document that effec-
tively summarizes policies and procedures related to devel oping and ad-
ministering grant projects provides the following advantages:

« decreases the amount of time researchers spend seeking basic

information,

« reduces the number of errors in formulating and administering

projects,

« reduces the amount of time required to produce and submit a pro-

posal and to administer a project, and

« decreases the amount of time the researcher spends in the research

administrator’s office asking questions and solving problems.

These advantages benefit the faculty, the research administration
office, and the university. The increased efficiency a handbook provides
allows faculty to respond to more external funding opportunities and
allows research administrators to expand their research development ac-
tivities. These efforts would increase the potential for raising the univer-
sity’s volume of externa dollars. In addition, properly managing the pro-
posal development process reduces the proposal production costs of the
university.

Ineffective Documentation

Research offices may have invested time putting pertinent information
into writing only to find the information was not used. Studies show that
documentation fails more often because it is ineffective for a particular au-
dience than because it is poorly written. A reason documentation may fail
is that it is written from the writer's perspective. Author-centered writing,
which is less effective than reader-based writing, does not consider the
readers’ characteristics, work environment, and the tasks they must ac-
complish. Reader-based documentation, a style of writing that requires
the author to define the reader, is written from the reader’s perspective
with the reader’ s needs in mind.

DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

By applying current principles of reader-based writing to the information
needs of university researchers, the Office of Research and Sponsored
Programs a Wright State University has designed a handbook on policies
and procedures for research. With the decisions made in developing the
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research handbook highlighted, this process can serve as a model for other
universities interested in producing usable documentation. This model
describes the basics for planning, designing, and producing a research
handbook.

Planning Team

Creating a usable document requires input from three perspectives. the
user’s (researchers and scholars from different disciplines), the informa-
tion specialist’s (research administrators and experienced researchers),
and the document coordinator’'s Representatives from these three per-
spectives form the planning team.

To develop our planning team, the Vice President of Academic Affairs
appointed an advisory committee of researchers and scholars. Our team
also included a document coordinator and a technical writer. The docu-
ment coordinator, an assistant director in Wright State's Office of Re-
search and Sponsored Programs, evaluated and integrated the suggestions
of the advisory committee and other faculty, staff, and administrators as
well as the perspectives of the staff in the research office. Our technical
writer, a graduate student in the university’s Technical Writing Program,
helped design, write, and edit our handbook. Severa universities have
similar writing programs. Student interns (and their advisors) from tech-
nical writing programs are valuable resources for creating a visually at-
tractive and technically designed document.

Design

To design a handbook that faculty will use requires that the writer ac-
commodate the reader’ s capahilities, environment, and time constraints.
The content, organization, format, and writing style of printed material di-
rectly affect the reader’s ability to use it.

Content. The reasons for writing a handbook help to define the content.
The audience will aso influence the information you include. In planning
the content of Wright State University’s handbook, we reviewed research
manuals from other campuses and studied texts on proposal preparation
to determine the researchers’ needs. Steps for developing aresearch pro-
posal provided a framework for constructing Wright State's handbook.
Chapter 1, abasic instructional chapter, outlines these steps, and the re-
maining chapters serve as a reference for completing the steps. We deter-
mined the content of individual sections within a chapter by asking three
basic questions:
. What are the responsibilities of the reader?
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« What will our office do?
« What background information will the reader need to understand
this information?

Organization. The organization of a handbook refers to the order in which
the information is presented. Printed materials are effectively organized
when the reader can locate important information quickly and easily. Or-
ganizing topics by task increases a document’s effectiveness. A task-ori-
ented document contains only what the reader needs and is arranged in a
sequence logical to the reader. In addition, it meets the reader’ s expecta
tions and is designed to be compatible with the reader’ s background and
skill. Wright State University’s handbook reflects a task-oriented approach
because it lists steps for the reader to follow to accomplish a task and uses
formatting techniques to help the reader easily locate information.

The chapters of our handbook have been presented in an order that
faculty would most likely follow in developing a proposal. For example, in-
formation on submitting proposals is one of the last chapters in our hand-
book. To define the organization of chapters and individual sections, we
asked these questions:

« What steps must the reader follow?

« Will the reader locate the information more easily if it is organized se-
guentialy or aphabetically? What is a logical arrangement to the
reader?

The organization of Wright State University’s handbook changed as we
became more familiar with our audience's needs. As chapters progressed,
it became clear that some of the information presented in later chapters
needed to be available to the reader at an earlier stage.

Format. Format refers to the way the information appears on the pages. It
affects how you divide and label information as well as how you arrange it.
Formatting should enhance the text, making it easy to read. The format-
ting techniques we have incorporated include the following:
« visuas to summarize text through flowcharts, tables, and boxes,
« redundancy to emphasize key ideas and prevent readers from moving
back and forth through the document to locate information,
« white space to make materials inviting to read, such as designing page
layout with wide margins,
* numbered or bulleted lists to organize information for easy scanning,
and
« headings to help the reader locate and understand information.

Writing Style. Word choice, length of sentences and paragraphs, types of
sentences, and the author’s tone are components of the writing style. In
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choosing the style of writing for our handbook, we again considered the
needs of our readers. Although our university audience is capable of using
documentation written at a high language level, we chose to write at a
level that would require minimal effort to understand. For example, sim-
ple words replace jargon, and ideas are presented from the reader’ s point
of view. As we developed a section, we asked the following questions:

. Isthe necessary context provided?

. Isour purpose for giving the information clear to the reader?

. Have we omitted critical information?

. Would examples help clarify the information?

. Is our writing precise?

PRODUCTION PROCESS

After planning and designing the document, you are ready to produce it.
The stages for producing a handbook include defining your audience,
writing an outline from the reader’ s perspective, designing modules, de-
veloping the storyboards, submitting the document for critique by users,
composing narrative, and finally, editing the document.

1. Define your audience.

The audience is a group of readers who share a common background and
who must accomplish similar tasks. If the audience is diverse, it may be
necessary to produce a series of documents.

We analyzed our audience to determine the groups of readers who need
to know about research policies and procedures. In studying the campus
community, we identified the first-time, occasional, and experienced pro-
posal writers from all disciplines, the typist who must complete standard
government forms, and chairs and deans new to the university. Based on
the opinion of our advisory committee, we decided to produce one docu-
ment and to target faculty who have only basic knowledge about obtain-
ing external funding. By identifying the common needs of this targeted
group, we determined the amount of detail, the language level, and the
tone of the document.

2. Write an outline from the reader’s perspective.

We adapted our outline from existing documentation and revised it sev-
era timesto ensure it was task-oriented and reflected the reader’ s view.

Collect Information. Before beginning our handbook outline, we collected
information from several sourcesincluding:
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. materias developed by Wright State University’s Office of Research
and Sponsored Programs for presentations, seminars, and newsletter
articles,

« materials from professiona journals and newsletters,

« library materials on proposa development, and

« models of policy manuals from other campuses.

Develop Outline. To begin the outline, we identified major topic categories
to include in the handbook. The reasons for documenting a handbook,
cited earlier in this paper, helped determine the topics to be covered in the
handbook.

The content of Wright State University’s manual (Appendix A) started
from a brochure of the Office of Research and Sponsored Programs (RSP)
that lists the services RSP offers. We expanded this list to include
subtopics.

Address the Reader’ s Perspective. We refined our list of topics and subtopics
in the outline to address the reader’'s perspective. For example, we
changed the words “Disseminating Information” to “Locating Funding
Sources,” the same concept but from the faculty’s perspective.

3. Design modules.

A module is a small, meaningful, independent unit of information in a
document. Several modules make up a chapter. To develop individual
modules based on topics and subtopics of our outline, we:

« studied the information we had collected to identify important

points,

« evaluated the amount of information to include,

« grouped information into natural categories, and

« identified techniques for formatting the information.

To create amodule, we designed the information for each subtopic of the
outline to fit on one or two pages. If it did not easily fit on one or two
pages, we divided the information into smaller units.

In our handbook, the first module of each chapter highlights the con
tents of the chapter, describes the arrangement of information, and estab-
lishes a relationship between the reader and new information. A shaded
box at the top of each module summarizes the information covered in the
chapter. (See figures 1 and 2, Appendix B.)

4. Develop storyboards.

Storyboards are a series of drawings that represent the content, organiza-
tion, and format of the module. They may include a synopsis of the infor-
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mation to be covered on that page as well as a diagram of the visuas that
will accompany the written material. Storyboards give you an idea of what
the page will look like and where to place graphics. (See figure 1, Ap-
pendix B.)

Storyboards developed as part of a module format benefit the reader,
writer, and designer. This systematic arrangement of information helps
readers locate and apply the information more quickly because they can
begin to predict how the author will present the information. In addition,
this approach alows writers to work independently of each other and
know how much to write and the points to cover. This approach aso en-
sures that the designer can estimate the number of pages and costs of
production.

5. Submit for critique by users.

Writers who are experts in a field may find it difficult to anticipate the
needs of readers who may not be as familiar with the subject. Therefore, a
representative group of readers is valuable in testing the usability of the
document. Our planning teams advisory committee, which represented
experienced and inexperienced researchers and scholars from the major
disciplines, reviewed the storyboards for clarity, accessibility, and rele-
vance.

6. Compose narrative.

Composing text only after the user has reviewed the outline and story
boards helps to ensure the manua will be usable. Before investing time in
writing the narrative, users review the outline and design of the story-
board and suggest changes. It is easier to revise materials before the writer
has invested time composing text. Composing the text will require less
timeif the storyboard iswell constructed.

7. Edit the document.

The document should be edited for content, organization, format, and
quality of writing. In addition, a module format requires some special edit-
ing considerations. Individual modules must be compared for their over-
all relationship within the chapter. Modules that introduce chapters are
reviewed for relevancy to the whole handbook.

All modules are edited:

« to ensure a consistent use of headings, categories, and terms,

. to identify a need to restructure the content or to move materias

from one module to another,
« to check for splling, grammatical errors, and punctuation, and
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* to compare the format of each module, such as the spacing between
words and paragraphs and the placement of visuals such as graphs,
boxes, and title bars.

Because formatting modules tends to be more complex than other
styles of handbooks, you may find it helpful to develop a style guide of for-
mat specifications. Style guides save time and provide an accurate way of
ensuring consistency in the writing and format.

Evaluation

Because faculty have evaluated the design and contents at each stage in
the production of our handbook, problems that would have reduced the
effectiveness of the document were resolved at an early stage. Wright
State University isin the final stages of producing its handbook. Before
printing the handbook, we will ask our advisory committee and other fac-
ulty to review the text to identify problems that may have been missed.

Medium

Cost and maintainability will influence how the document is bound. Bind-
ing choices include loose-leaf binders, comb-bound, and glued margins. A
loose-leaf binder increases the usefulness of the handbook because new
pages can be added and old information can be replaced without having
to reprint the entire handbook.

Potential Delays

Situations that may delay the completion of the handbook include:

» Time commitment. To ensure that realistic deadlines can be met, the
document coordinator needs to devote a percentage of effort to this
project rather than progressing as the office workload allows. Ac-
cording to Writers, Inc., a writer can be expected to produce one
page of text per day when researching, organizing, and writing new
manuscripts on topics requested by clients; two pages per day for or-
ganizing and writing new manuscripts using materia supplied by
clients.

«Lack of established policy. If the ingtitution has not developed policies,
the research office may need to define procedures appropriate for
protecting the university and its employees. In the future, these pro-
cedures may become policy.

» Other important opportunities. To ensure that the handbook is com-
pleted, decision makers must agree that it is a priority for the office;
however, not to the extent that important opportunities are missed.
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« Permission from authors. If you plan to use materias developed by
other authors, you should allow time to obtain their permission.

SUMMARY

Documenting basic information will:

« make the proposal process more efficient for both the office and the

researcher,

. promote a higher degree of professionalism when formulating a pro-

posal for grant funds,

. improve the working relationship between the office and the re-

searcher, and

« dlow and encourage researchers to work more independently from

the office when formulating their proposal.

Recognizing the significant benefits of producing a handbook will en-
sure the handbook remains a high priority among the goals set for the of -
fice. Because of the time investment required to create this document, the
rationale for producing it should directly benefit the office of research ad-
ministration and the university’s research community.

APPENDIX A

Major Content Areas
Research and Sponsored Programs Handbook
Wright State University
0.0 Introduction/preface
1.0 Steps of proposal development
1.1 Begin with an idea
1.2 Trandate idea into activities
1.3 Identify funding source(s)
1.4 Learn about the sponsors and their programs
1.5 Contact the program staff
1.6 Write a concept paper
1.7 Determine costs
1.8 Prepare the proposal
1.9 Submit the proposal
2.0 Office of Research and Sponsored Programs
3.0 Other university resources
4.0 Identifying funding sources
5.0 Internal and external programs
6.0 Proposal preparation
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7.0 Budgets

8.0 Federal forms

9.0 Compliance with federal regulations
10.0 Proposal submission

11 .0 University policies relating to research
12.0 Technology transfer

13.0 Contract negotiations

14.0 Site visits

15.0 Post-award
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Chapter Name

of chapter

| e 1
Summary Box

e

Overview to describe contents and organization

Introductory sentence to graphic

Graphic ]

resources to projects.

Recommendation to reader.

Graphic will show relationship of university

Definitions and examples of new terms.

CHAPTER 3

Other University Resources

‘This chapter summarizes
university resources available
for research and scholarly

projects.

In addition 10 RSP, the university has other offices that assist faculty and staff
interested in research and scholarly projects. This chapter is organized to show
which services are available for different components of your proposal.

You may wish to contact these resources depending on your project's needs.

Resource Service
Statistica} Consulting Center
University Computing Services Research Design
University Library Services

Environmental Health and Safety Authorization of Project
Research Committees

Television Center
University Media Services
University Publications

Conferences and Special Events
Final Products

Final products include documents or finished products promised in the contract
or grant proposal, such as final reports, journal articles, audio and video tapes,
and presentation materials. Other final products may be conferences,
workshops, and institutes,

To ensute a reatistic budget, design, and final product, investigate these offices
early.

Figure 1. An example of astoryboard

Figure 2. The find module developed from the Figure 1 storyboard
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University Responsihility for Misconduct in Research

University Responsibility for
Misconduct in Research®

Nicholas H. Steneck

As university research administrators weigh the challenges they will
face in the future, misconduct in research undoubtedly looms large. At
many universities, misconduct in research has garnered increasing
amounts of time and expense. This paper suggests that these trends are
unlikely to change in the near future, placing greater and greater pressure
on university research administrators to deal responsibly and effectively
with misconduct in research. This suggestion is based on the answers to
four questions, followed by a listing of four responsibilities that al research
universities should consider adopting.

QUESTIONS ON MISCONDUCT IN
UNIVERSITY-BASED RESEARCH

I. Is misconduct in research a problem?

This simple, straightforward question is without a doubt the most difficult
guestion that underlies the entire topic of misconduct in research. What
is “misconduct”? What constitutes “a problem”?

In terms of the number of reported cases of outright fraud, fabrication
of data, and plagiarism - the three main categories of research miscon-
duct - misconduct in research is certainly not a common occurrence.
The Office of Scientific Integrity Review in the Public Health Service has
confirmed only 15 cases of misconduct in research since it began opera-
tion in March 1989.? Given the thousands of researchers engaged in re-
search in the United States, the amount of serious misconduct surely falls
well below one tenth of one percent (one researcher in a thousand) and
perhaps as low as the .O00I percent suggested by Danid Koshland in his
editorial on this subject a few years ago in Science.®

However, figures alone do not tell the entire story. A single case, badly
handled, can undermine public trust in any university. A few cases have
been sufficient for Congress and the media to raise serious questions about

Nicholas H. Steneck is Professor of History and Director of the Historical Center fOr the Hedlth
Sciences, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI 48109-0608.
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the accountability of university research. The goal of research isto seek
truth and understanding. Anything that undermines this goal, which mis-
conduct surely does, is likely to make it more difficult for universities to
function effectively, especialy in times of financia crisis. Therefore, mis-
conduct in research does pose a problem for universities, whether or not
the amount of misconduct is deemed statistically or numerically significant.

2. Should universities play a major role in monitoring misconduct in research?

By default, the answer to this question must also be “yes.” “By default” be-
cause professional organizations and the government, the other two insti-
tutions in a position to deal with misconduct in research, may not be able
or desirable partners in monitoring research.

Professional organizations lack the resources and authority to take
major roles in misconduct investigations. They may also lack the will.
Misconduct investigations can be time-consuming and, if legal challenges
are involved, expensive. Most professional organizations do not have the
staff and resources to carry out such investigations. Moreover, since mem-
bership in professional organizations is generally voluntary, their authority
to investigate and power to discipline is limited.

The federal government, as a major sponsor of university research, has
both the resources and authority to take a major role in misconduct in-
vestigations. However, relying on the cumbersome and necessarily legalis-
tic mechanisms of government to ensure the integrity of university-based
research can undermine openness and professionalism. Moreover, relying
on the government to ensure integrity in research suggests that universi-
ties cannot perform this function themselves, a suggestion that does little
to bolster public confidence in universities and their research programs.

3. Are research universities prepared to handle misconduct cases?

Seemingly they are. Most major research universities have misconduct
policies - as required by law if they accept federal funding.” These poli-
cies commonly define misconduct, establish procedures for investigations,
and provide guidance on disciplinary action. Most universities also have
policies that regulate the use of human subjects, animals, chemicals, and
recombinant DNA technology. They have policies governing conflict of
interest, secrecy, and other aspects of research. In combination, these poli-
cies help ensure the integrity of university research programs.

However, the existing misconduct and related policies can also prove
woefully inadequate when they are tested in difficult cases, i.e., in cases
where the dividing line between acceptable and unacceptable behavior is
unclear. They seldom provide precise definitions that can be applied
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clearly to each and every case. Due process and personal protection rules
can easily become confused when one or more of the parties decides to
challenge the proceedings. Conflict of interest is problematic since mis-
conduct investigations are aways to one extent or another self investiga-
tions. Thus, the existence of policies does not mean that universities are
prepared to handle misconduct investigations - a fact that is too often
discovered only after a difficult case has arisen.

4. How should research universities understand their responsibilities vis-a-vis
misconduct in research?

My response to this question is. as broadly and as proactively as possible.
The following four levels of responsibility stand out as particularly
important.

FOUR RESPONSIBILITIES OF
RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES

Responsibility # 1. Universities should investigate allegations of research fraud
quickly, fairly, and honestly.

Research fraud is usualy defined as the ddiberate attempt to manufacture
data, falsify data, or plagiarize someone else’'s work. In principle, there is
widespread agreement that such practices should not be tolerated. In
practice, discovering, proving, and adjudicating research fraud can be
more difficult.

Universities have inherent conflicts of interest in research fraud cases.
Universities review in advance and administer while in progress al of
their funded research. They regularly review the performance of re-
searchers and administrators for promotions and annual salary adjust-
ments. They are also communities of individuals who know each other
personally, exchange ideas, and benefit from shared reputations. All of
these factors can make it difficult to take alegations of research fraud se-
riously and to pursue investigations quickly, fairly, and honestly. However,
experience has consistently shown that if they do not, the consequences
interms of lost confidence and public support will far outweigh the costs
of a quick, fair, and honest response to charges.

Responsibility #2. Universities should investigate alegations of research mis-
conduct quickly, fairly, and honestly.

“Misconduct” is conduct that seriously deviates from appropriate or nor-
mative conduct, such as using ancther’s (i.e., a student’s) ideas without
proper credit, failing to keep confidential information confidential, biasing
reviews for your own or someone else's advantage, failing to share ideas in
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due time, and similar “unprofessional” or “unethical” conduct. Such con-
duct may not represent outright research fraud, but it can fall significantly
short of the high ethical standards that most researchers and certainly
most research universities claim to foster.

As with research fraud, it is easy to commit to high ethical standards in
principle; in practice, setting high ethical standards can be more difficult.
When does doppy research become intolerable? How far can competition
be pushed before it becomes unprofessional and unethical? How loose
can supervision (e.g., in large laboratories) and responsibility (e.g., for the
content of publications) become before the standards for “high ethical
standards’ are compromised unacceptably?

Universities cannot ignore these questions without risking the loss of
credibility and public confidence when sloppiness and margina ethica
standards become matters for public scrutiny and debate. It is arrogant
and irresponsible to suggest, as has been done in response to concerns
about possible government intervention in “sloppy science” cases, that the
public has no right to be concerned about sloppy science and misconduct
that falls below the threshold of fraud, fabrication, and plagiarism.

Responsibility #3. Universities should foster responsible conduct as well as mon-
itor misconduct.

Over the last decade, there have been increasing calls for proactive mis-
conduct policies, that is, for policies that go beyond monitoring miscon-
duct to fostering responsible conduct in research.” Such policies make
sense for two reasons.

As anyone who has gone through a difficult misconduct investigation
knows, prevention is without question preferable. In other words, self-
interest provides one motivation for proactive policies. More importantly,
however, as the main educators of professional researchers, universities
have a professional and, | would argue, ethica responsibility to include re-
search ethics in their graduate and training programs and in their rules
and regulations for undertaking research. Responsibility should also de-
mand that proactive programs relating to research ethics should be effec-
tive programs that are designed to have an impact. If universities expect
the public to believe that integrity is being taken serioudly, then universi-
ties must themselves take the responsibility to foster high ethical stan-
dards serioudly.

Responsibility #4. Universities should evauate their own conduct in promoting
research.

Ethical standards for appropriate conduct in research are most commonly
fostered by example through mentoring. Fostering by example can extend
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well beyond one-on-one mentoring relationships. Universities can aso
foster high ethical standards by example.

Research policies and practices influence research environments. Pro-
motion practices can decrease or increase pressure to publish. Funding
practices can relieve or aggravate the need to secure “outside”’ support.
Competitiveness or cooperation can be affected by subtle practices, such
as allotting research space in proportion to the amount of outside funding
received. Service to students and teaching can be taken seriously or ig
nored. In large and small ways, universities set the tone and expectations
of their research programs. They can foster integrity by making sure that
their research policies and practices are consistent with high standards for

integrity.

CONCLUSION

Although researchers may gain persona satisfaction from their work, re-
search is today a public not a private matter. The public invests heavily in
research and has a vested interest in its results. Universities occupy a priv-
ileged place in research circles. They enjoy relatively unrestrained aca-
demic freedom. In return, they must aggressively assume the responsibil-
ity for ensuring that their public trust is not broken by tolerating
misconduct in research. A strong, aggressive stand on the inappropriate-
ness of misconduct in research of any kind will help to restore public con-
fidence in university research and lessen the incentives for the public to
pursue every misconduct case, however important or unimportant. A
strong stand on misconduct will also help ensure that research dollars are
spent on research rather than misconduct investigations and campaigns
to restore tarnished institutional reputations.
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