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ABSTRACT 

Using a mixed methods approach, tliis study examines the role of higher 

education professional associations in the academy-industry relationship. A quantitative 

analysis of the interorganizatioml field and a Ciise-study of a single higher education 

association are used to test a new model of "intermediating organizations." 

Intennediating oi-ganizations are entities situated between the state, market, and higher 

education system. Intermediating organisations, usually non-profit in classification, tire 

characterized by a high degree of corporate involvement and the ability and proclivity to 

span and challenge public/private boundaries. Three transactional processes are 

associated with intermediating organizations; the flow of actors, the flow of resources 

(knowledge, money, prestige), and the flow of commerce. The mode! contributes to the 

field of interorganizational networks, and is useful to other areas of organizational 

studies. Further, the study helps to re-define the university-industry relationship and to 

understand the fonnation of ties between higher education and corporations. 



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

11, 

Background 

Academy-industry relationships,' the organizational alliances between 

coiporations or industry groups and institutions of higlier education, have intensified as 

governments have sought to relax the policy environm,ent that previously buffered the 

space between business and the academy (Issennan, 1994), As we enter the 21®' centur>', 

academy-industry paitnerships are well documented and continue to grow in number and 

intensity (Ciod.in & Gingras, 2000). Internationally, partnerships between industry and 

academe have been pursued in the hope that new products and technologies will be 

created to infuse life into laggard economies (Etzkowitz et al, 2000). In the United 

States, public research universities and community colleges are increasingly being 

considered by business leaders and lawmakers as sites of economic development, with 

local governments providing funds for research parks and industry training centers, often 

in an attempt to create clusters of innovation that will offer regional competitive 

advantage (National Governors Association, 2002; Tomatzky, 2000). 

However, as academy-industry relationships increase in intensity and number, the 

theoretical models by which we might understand this trend have neglected the external 

orga,nizations that might be affecting the frequency and strength of academy-industry 

relations. The absence of adequate models to e?<plain the evolving academy-industry 

' While the term "umvers,it:y'indwstry relationship" is more common than "academy-industry i'clationslup," 
a central tenet of this study is the need for a re-conceptualization of the ways in which industry intersects 
with postsecoradary education. Universities are not exclusive sites of industry interaction, and therefore the 
teim "academy" has been chosen to include a diversity of higher education institutional types, such as 
community colleges and for-profit iaitiiutions. 
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relationship is exacerbated by the failure of contemporary organizational theory to 

explain the increased blurring of boundaries between the public and private sectors. As 

for-profit higher education becomes more active in the field (Ruch, 2001) and as 

community coileges take on new market-based social roles (Levin, 2002), what is to be 

considered "public" and what is to be considered "private" in higher education is 

increasingly debated. The interchange and interdependence between universities, 

industry, and government warrants further examination. 

This study aims to remedy the absence of a contemporary theoretical framework 

from which to study the role of external organizations in the academy-industry 

relationship. It is hypothesized that some external organizations, which may be 

foundations, associations, consortia, independent research centers, or special interest 

groups, actively position themselves between the state, industry, iind higher education in 

order to increase organizadonal legitimacy, power, and revenue. The state, industry, and 

higher education seek the intermediating organization's services to increase contact 

between the academy and industry, presumably alleviating resource stress on part of the 

state and contributing to regional economic development. Therefore, intermediating 

organizations are entrepreneurial in nature, and their activities are rewarded by both the 

public and private sectors. As models often inform theory development (Shoemaker, et 

al, 2004), tiie model of "intemiediating organizations" may provide sufficient insight to 

lead to the re-conceptualization of organizational behavior and higher education 

governance. 
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In order to better understand the strength of the theoretical model of 

intermediating organizations, this study includes an application of the model to a case-

study organization. I have chosen to Ibcus on one type of external organization, higher 

education, associations, as these organizations are sites where professional norms are set 

and legitimacy is conferred. In this way higher education associations have a lasting 

impact on the culture of postsecondary education. In addition, as I aim to examine the 

changes occurring in academic labor, professional associations are places where shifts in 

the academic po\ver base can be perceived, often before change can be felt within higher 

education institutions. Yet, while the find ings of this study may be intriguing in their own 

right, the model is the message. In other words, the intent of this study is to test the 

practicality of the model of intemiediating organizations, with the desire to better 

understand theories o f entrepreneurial behavior in higher education and the academy-

industry relationship. 

This study has been divided into eight chapters. First, the theoretical model is 

presented in this chapter, with a discussion of how it emerged from gaps in the literature. 

This is followed in Chapter 2 by a literature review of pertinent scholarship on academy-

industry relationships and interorganizational networks. In Chapter 3 the methodology of 

the study is presented. Chapter 4 begins the presentation of findings, with an examination 

of the industry contacts of higher education associations and their interorganizational 

networks. Chapter 5 continues the presentation of findings, introducing the case-study 

application of the model of intermediating organizations. Chapters 6 and 7 continue the 
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case-study findings. Finally, Chapter 8 presents the conclusions o f the study and 

recommendations for future research. 

Theoretical Framework 

This study is tied to a theoretical framework that has addressed the changes 

brought to higher education by the New Economy and Globalization. The widespread use 

of infonnation technologies has stretched the boundaries of time and place, has 

introduced new commodities of exchange, and has emphasized resource stress within 

organizations (Castells, 2000). Further, in the New Fxonomy the external organizational 

environment is characterized by intense competition, one that also is marked by the 

values of innovation, flexibility and risk (Camoy, 2000; Carnoy, et al, 1993). 

Globalization, as described by Levin (2001), manitssts itself in organizations such as 

higher education institutions through production processes, technological innovation, and 

the dependence upon these innovations. 

Advancements in instructional technology, administrative information systems, 

library systems, and communications technologies have created a campus environment 

well-suited to commercial development by the information technology sector, increasing 

industry involvement in higher education. In addition, market interest in instiiictional 

media and course content has provided commercial opportunities for most academic 

disciplines, both within and outside academe. Thus, academy-industry relations have 

moved wsl! beyond contact between academic scientists and coiporate representatives; 

all aspects of education are now in touch with, industry. 
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This changing ilice of higher education wcis noted by Schillcr (1999), who stated 

that higlier education is tied to "digital capitalism" in tiiree ways: the commoditization of 

education (through distance learning and electronic courseware), as a site of consumption 

of information technology, and as a partner with industry in research alliances. Schiller 

centered his discussion on the consumption of technology in higher education as 

campuses become outfitted with high-speed networks, computers, and high-tech 

classrooms (p. 190) and also on the for-profit pro vision of educational services through 

distance education and coursewiire production (p. 185-202). However, Schiller did not 

fully recognize the recursive nature of educational technology. Higher education is 

simultaneously producer and consumer of high technology, a cycle that for suqiasses that 

found within any other industry sector. The implication of the New Economy's recursive 

cycles of production and consumption upon our understanding of academy-industry 

relations is significant in that there the interchange between the market and higher 

education is more protracted and pervasive than that found within previous (industrial) 

eras. An emphasis on high technology and "smart" production has placed higher 

education institutions at die center of capitalism and the Knowledge Economy. 

Previously applied theoretical models are not .suffieient to address this complex 

interchange occurring between universities and industry, and the role of the state in the 

process of forming know ledge-based local and national economies. An examination of 

leading theoretical models and theories of academy-industry relations shows that while 

each addresses aspects of the inter-organizational network surrounding higher education, 

none is adequate to provide understanding of non-govemmcntal organizations that have 
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an interest in the outcome of academy-industry partnerships. These three perspectives 

(Clarks's "triangle of coordination," Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff s "triple-helix," and 

Slaughter and Leslie's "academic capitalism'") are briefly critiqued below. The triangle of 

coordination and the triple-helix models are discussed first as they have structural 

similarities, with academic capitalism theory described last as it has been recently re-

conceptualized and updated. The prcvsentation of these three perspectives i.s followed by 

an introduction to die theoretical model of "intermediating organizations," which 1 have 

developed to address the shortcomings of the previous theoretical constructs. 

Hw Triangle of Coordination Model 

Clark introduces the "triangle of coordination" in his 1983 book titled, The 

Higher Education System: Academic Organization in Cross-National Perspective. An 

image of the model is reproduced in Figure 1.1. 

State Authority 

USSR 

Sweden 

United Slates France 
Canada 

Japan 

Italy 

Academic Oligarchy 

Figure 1.1. Clark's "Triangle of Coordination" (Clark 1983, p, 14.1). 
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Clark utilized his triangle to compare the goveramce tensions mriong eight national 

higher education systems (USSR, Sweden, France, Italy, Britain, Canada, Japan, and the 

United States). Each of these national systems was placed witliin the triangle near the 

point of strongest governing influence, providing a visual relational comparison. At the 

time of Clark's writing in the etirly 1980s, he correctly perceived that the impact of the 

market was strongest in the United States, which was soon to become a model for 

entrepreneurial behavior in postsecondary education worldwide. He wrote, "in, this 

triangular conception of tyjjes of integration, most of the overt action in most national 

systems is located to the left of the midpoint: the open battle is between state officials and 

professors" (p. 145). While the predominance of state and faculty control may have been, 

true in the 1980s, Clark's triangle presciently was the lip of an arrow pointed directly 

toward the market. Yet, as he was informed by a pre- Bayh-Dole era, before 

entrepreneurial policy-maldng in higher education had become widespread, Clark 

expressed mai-ket coordination in terais of internal competition for the traditional forms 

of academic exchange (i.e., tuition, tenure, and prestige) and not as a driver of national 

and global economic development strategies. Indeed, the word "industiy" is not indexed 

in The Higher Education System, and Clark's definition of "corporatism" in 

postsecondary systems as the cooptation of government by special interest groups is veiy 

different from tlie "commercialization" that is implied by the same term today (see Bok, 

2003, p. 3). 

" The Bayh-Doie Act (P.L. 96-517, Patent and Trademark Act Amendments of 1980). 
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While Clark's model has been utilized to imderstJind the tensions that exist 

between academe, the state, and the market {l3racco et al., 19S)9), it is a construct of a 

bygone era. The tri angle of coordination is limited, in four important ways. First, the 

category of "academic oligarchy" is rooted in the presumption of faculty preeminence, 

and does not fit with the contemporary trend of administrative accretion {Leslie & 

Riioades, 1995) and the rise of support professions within the academy (Rhoades, 1998). 

Faculty senates and peer-review ai-e still viable forces within academic governance, but 

the cadre of "academic professionals" is now larger than tenured and tenure-accruing 

professors. Second, the triangular construct of the model emphasizes the oppositional 

pulls of academe, the market, and the state, but does not allow for the representation of 

partnerships and alliances among them,, even though the intent of the triangle is to 

understand coordination and integration of academic governance. When higher education 

institutions are leveraged by state governments as vehicles of economic development, 

which includes pardcipation within the market through patented inventions and spin-off 

companies, the relations between academe, the state, and the market are much more 

recursive than a triangle can convey. Third, as organizations are becoming more 

understood as being embedded within complex inte,rorganizational networks, a tripartite 

analysis is no longer sufficient to describe the forces at work within and without higher 

education in,sti!:u.tions. Mxmy types of organiijations participate in th,e arena of higher 

education coordination, including non-governmental organizations and special interest 

groups, whose place on th,e triangle is not understood. Finally, the fourth limitation of 

Clark's trituigle of coordination is that it is imable to capture the increasing diversity of 
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higher education's institutional forms. As for-profit schools of higher learning emerge 

and as community colleges continue to evolve, the presumption of a monolithic 

"university" type is no longer valid. 

In, Universities and the Global Knowledge Economy (1997), Etzkowitz and 

Leydesdorff present the "triple-helix" mode! of uiiiversity-industry-govemment relations. 

A visual metaphor of the intertwining nature of universities, industry, and government, 

the triple-helix is not suiprisingly based upon the organic DNA structure so important to 

the burgeoning investment field of biotechnology. Figure 1.2 is a representation of a 

triple-helix. 

-77je Triple-Helix Model 

Government 

Universities 

Industry 

Figure 1.2. Btzkowitz and Leydesdorff s "Triple-Helix." 



Like Clark's triangle of coordination, the triple-hdix is concerned with the 

representation of the academy, the state, and the market, but Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff 

conceptualized their model during emerging academic entrepreneurship and innovation-

centered policy-making of the 1990s. As university research became more responsive to 

the interests of industry by shifting away from basic science toward applied science and 

technoscience (Gibbons et al, 1994), tlie triple-helix model was co-opted trom these 

research and development pursuits to describe the reflexive and recombinant nature of 

industiy, universities, and government throughout the industrialized world. Unlike the 

triangle of coordination, the triple-helix assumes the role of higher education to be the 

creation of knowledge for the sake of capital and finds the research university at the heart 

of national and international innovation systems, where the state and the market often 

complement each other. The triple-hehx also implies an evolutionary process in contrast 

to the static triangle shape, within which the three strands fomi inter-institutional bonds 

and adapt to changes within the helix structure. Between the strands are "trilateral 

networks" of cooperative interaction, which strengthen the ties between the three strands 

and provide multiple paths for inter-agency collaboration. 

While somewhat of an improvement upon Clark's triangle of cooperation, at least 

for the understanding of the interactions between research universities and governmental 

innovation systems, the triple-helix exhibits several limitations for scholars of academy-

industry relations, First, by resembling a known biok)gical structure, tlie triple-helix 

promotes a normative view of innovation; that the relations between the academy, the 

state, and the market adhere to natural law. While it may be true that the relations 
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between these entities exhibit change over time, a triple-helix approach is a self-serving 

scientification of the technology transfer and innovation process that champions market-

based adaptation much in the same way as social Darwinism or evokitionaiy economics. 

The tiiple-helix model further reinforces the idea that academic entrepreneurship is 

rooted in the sciences, rather than representing the full range of academic functions that 

have been inflaenced by the state and the market. Second, the triple-helix is a resource-

neutral structure. Whereas the triangle of coordination is a structural model of zero-sum 

resource allocation, the triple-helix assumes an equal distribution of resources and control 

between the strands, else they would be drawn with differing line weights and the helix 

would be unbalanced. Third, the triple-helix is composed of only three significant 

organizational entities, which belies the nature of the interorganizational network 

surrounding higher education. While the triple-helix does allow for the presence of 

external organizations within the trilateral networks, their function is ancillary and not 

well developed within the model. Finally, as with the triangle of coordination, the triple-

helix misguides those who would understand academy-industry relations by limiting the 

helix to (research) universities. In the New Economy, diversity among postsecondary 

institutions has increased, and academic opportunism hits extended beyond the university 

laboratory. 

Academic CapUaliwi Theory 

In Academic Capitalism: Politics, Policies, and the Entrepreneurial University 

(1997), Slaughter and Leslie examined the changing nature of higher education during 

the 1980s and the 1990s in four countries; Austraiia, Canada, tlie United Kingdom, and 
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the United States. While not a structural model like the trimgle of coordination or the 

triple-helix, acadcmic capitalism is a theoretical framework from which to undcrstaid the 

relationships between higher education institutions, the state, and the market. 

Academic capitalism is a more complex than either the triangle of coordination or 

the triple-helix in that it is a theory, not a model. Academic capitalisrnj in the 1997 

version, is both a change theory and a resource allocation theory. Slaughter and Leslie 

describe higher education institutions as being affected by a policy arena that is situated 

within a global political economy. Higher education institutions, die analytical foci of the 

theory, are encompassed by the policy arena, where the liberties and constraints of higher 

education are legislated through governing boards and the state. The policy arena is 

embedded within the global political economy, which is comprised of not only the market 

and government, but also other higher education bodies and society in general. 

Oppositional but compatible forces exist in the insertion of the profit motive from, tlie 

larger political economy into higher education, and the resource dependent nature of 

higher education seeks opportunities in the larger social sphere. 

Slaughter and Leslie found that state block grants to higher education diminished 

in propoition to other funds in the 1980s and 1990s due to the increasing interest among 

policy-makers for targeted development in areas of postsecondary education that increase 

national conipetiveness within gJ.obal markets. Those areas of higher education that were 

not market-viable or m,arket-ready experienced a stagnation of state funding. However, 

thro ugh the adoption of profit-making behaviors and entrepreneurship (academic 
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capitalism), these resource-seeking departments can survive and where possible become 

competitive themselves. 

Several of the shortcomings of the triangle of coordination and the triple-helix 

models are remedied in the 1997 theory of academic capitalism,. As the state and the 

mtirket are seen as but two of the many forces within the larger global political economy, 

they are not rigidly separate as in the two models. Further, while Slaughter and Leslie 

concentrate much of their discussion on research universities, other t>i7es of higher 

education institutions are considered and included within the theory. Additionally, the 

academy, the state, and the market are not viewed as inherently equal entities with equal 

resources; rather the competitive quahties ofpower and politics are analyzed as 

significant forces within academic capitali.sm. Finally, individual faculty and departments 

within higher education institutions are included in the theory, providing an 

understanding of professionalizing behaviors among and within diverse postsecondary 

organizations-

Academic capitalism has been recently re-evaluated and strengthened by 

Slaughter and Rhoades (in press). Several important changes were developed, including 

the notion that higher education institutions are embedded within complex networks and 

therefore should be analyzed in terms of their interorganizational relationships, especially 

those that extend beyond amor})hous "states" and "markets." Critical to this re-

conceptualization is the abandonment of re.source dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 

1978/2003) for a more actor-ccntereii approach to revenue-generating behavior. Possibly 

due to the opportunities presented to higher education within the loiowledge madcets of 



the New Economy, individuals are understood to not only respond to resource stress, but 

also to participate in the formulation of new revettue streams. Slaughter and Rhoades 

eschew traditional organizational theory largely because researchers who employ these 

perspectives reinforce, either iEtentionally or inadvertently, the priiBacy of managerial 

authority and bureaucracy as they seek to understand the effects of external forces on 

organizational life cycles. Ironically, these constructs place boundaries around our 

understanding of interchange by viewing the organization as the object of inquiry rather 

than focusing on the transaction process itself. 

More difficult to define within Slaughter and Rhoades' version of academic 

capitalism are the "interstitial organizations" and "intermediating organizations" that they 

acknowledge as rising in number and significance between the higher education and the 

larger political economy. Slaughter and Rlioades describe "intemediating organizations" 

as those groups tliat "connect similar, often professional groups at other colleges and 

universities," and that are "often composed of high level administrators" (Slaughter & 

Rhoades, in press, chapter 12). They also stated that intermediating organizations "span 

the boundaries between public, non-profit and for-profit institutions, reshaping the 

boundaries that divide them, redirecting and revaluing organizational purposes." While 

Slaughter and Rhoades address the concept of intermediating organizations in their 

forthcoming work, they have not provided a model of the mechanisms with whicli these 

organizations operate and expand their pui"view. Further, they do not distinguish clearly 

between tlic terms "interstiliai" and "interaiediating," which is remedied here by 

combining the two. 
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Thus, "intermediating organizations" are those organizations that are 

(intentionally) situated between the state, industry, and higher education, toterm^diating 

organizations can be comprised of individuals from the state, industry, and higher 

education, and are sites of contact bet-vveen these organizational sets. This study continues 

the re-deveiopment of academic capitalism theory by providing a model for the 

interstitial organizations that "live" in the spaces between higher education institutions, 

governing bodies, and corporate entities. While the terms "intermedifiry" (El-Khawas, 

1997) and "intermediate" (Ware, 1998) have been used before to deserilse interstitial 

organizations, this model will utilize the term "intermediating" to indicate less passive 

organizational behavior, acknowledging the entrepreneurial actions of these 

organizations. Further, this model includes components based on "flows" or transactions 

between entities, and recognizes the multi-faceted nature of contemporary organizations. 

The Model of Intermediating Organizations 

In creating a model of intermediating organizations, the limitations of the triangle 

of coordination and the triple-helix should be considered. Therefore, when applied to 

academy-industry relations, the theory of intexmediating organizations must include: an 

understanding of the shift in the academic labor market that has led to the rise of 

"managerial professionals" (Rhoades, 1998) and "administrative bloat" (Leslie & 

Rhoades, 1995); a networked structure that regards the nature of the ties between 

organizations as a potential unit of analysis as much as the organizations themselves; a 

diverse concept ofpostsecondsiry education that is inclusive of community colleges, 

vocational training, for-profit institutions, as well as the more traditional fbmis of 



colleges and universities; and an examination of resource transaction that transcends 

resource dependency (Pfeffer & Salancilc, lS)78/2003) by including notions of academic 

capitalism in the New Economy (Slaughter & Rhoades, in press). In addition to these 

concepts, the theory of intermediating organizations must include a notion of 

organizations that are between the public and private sectors ( Ware, 1989) and 

recognition of the commercialization of the non-profit sector (Weisbrod, 1998). 

Thus, a model of intermediating organizations has been drawn, .from the 

theoretical fra.mewo,rks described above. Figure 1.3 illustrates the relationship between 

intermediating organizations and the state, industry, and higher education. 

Actors Commerce 

Intermediating 
Organizations 

Resourcss 

Higher 
Education 

Industry 

Figidre 1.3. A model of intermediating organizations. 
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The model situates the intermediating organization (10) at the center of the 

diagram. This is conceptual as well as practical, as the 10 is the primary organizational 

unit of analysis and the focus of inquiry. However, the model shows three "flows" of 

exchange that occur between the organizational sets (state, industry, and higher 

education). These are described as "sets" because each is far more complex than can be 

described in a model or diagram. The state, for example, can be local, national, or global 

in scope and governance. Industry is divided into different sectors and types of business. 

Higher Education can be Ixirther categorized by control (public/private), geographic 

region, size, Carnegie classification, etc. Also, intermediating organizations can be 

foundations, associations, consortia, independent research centers, or special interest 

groups. Thus, while the model is fairly simple at first glance, it is intended to have wide 

applicability. 

There are three transactional processes that are central to the model of 

intermediating organizations: the flow of actors, the flow of resources, and the flow of 

commerce. The flows connect the state, industry, and higher education to the 

intermediating organization, and to some extent the flows intersect each organizational 

set. Each of these flows is described in more detail below, but it is significant to note that 

each o f these flows can be a source of incom,e for the intermediating organization. It is 

indeed these flows that attract the intermediating organization to the center of the three 

organizational sets. As the study of intermediating organizations is process-oriented but 

somewhat connected to interorganizational concepts, these flows express the transactions 

that take place between and among fonnally defined organizational entities, but also 
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highlight the perceived and real transparencies and opacities of organizational 

boundaries. A fundamental tenet of the theory of intermediating organizations is that an 

organizational boundary is a tool, socially-constructed, which is utilized by actors to 

serve the interests of themselves and their affiliated groups (Star, 1989). 

Hie three flows are grounded in the literature of higher education research and the 

scholarship of organizations. The flow of actors was developed to recognize the role of 

individuals within organizations, specifically those that can be described as "boundary- • 

spanners" (Aldrich & Herker, 1977). The flow of actors also encompasses concepts of 

networks (Scott, 2000; Thompson, 2003) and changes in academic labor (Rhoades, 

1998). The flo w of resources has been conceptualized with the consideration of resource 

dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978/2003) and its hmitations, as described by 

Slaughter and Rhoades (in press). The flow of resources has been divided into three parts, 

based upon the concepts of knowledge exchange (Castells, 2000; Delanty, 2001; 

Gibbons, et al, 1994; Godin & Gingras, 2000), financial exchange (McChesney, et aL, 

1998; Rilkin, 2000; Smith, 2000), and emblematic exchange (Gulati, 1995; King & 

Slaughter, in press). Finally, the flow of commerce was informed by research on the 

corportization of the non-profit sector (Weisbrod, 1998) and examinations of higher 

education institutions as commercial sites (Barrow, 1990; Bok, 2003; Gould, 2003; Kirp, 

2003; Schiller, 1999; White & Hauck, 2000), 

The Flow of Actors 

The Flow of Actors describes the exchange of people among the 

interorganizational network. At the roost basic level, organizations are dependent upon 
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the flow of actors because without people organizations do not exist. People move 

between the public mkI private sectors as employees, consultaitis, custom.ers, volunteers, 

etc. In contrast to typical organizational theories, the theory of intermediating 

organizations is focused on a variety of afilHations, be tiiey formal or informal, 

temporary or static. Within most organizations people hold several affiliations 

simultaneously. Their identities are shaped by these organizations as they themselves 

shape the organizatiotis. Studying the process of actor exchange often requires tracking 

the movement of people from one place to another over time. As with the other flows in 

this theory, this necessitates a longitudinal approach and the ability to fix data sources at 

given points to show contrast from one time to the next. Data sources to study the Flow 

of Actors include membership rosters and resumes/curriculum vitae, as well as 

proifessional development functions such as career services, job boards, workshops, 

"academies," service opportunities, and conference presentations. These data sources 

should be evaluated over time for evidence of movement of actors between formal and 

informal organizational entities and across public/private boundaries. 

The Flow of Resources 

There are three types of exchange within the Flow of Resources: knowledge, 

financial, and emblematic. Knowledge e.xchange is an important function of 

organizations, and it is critical to the value of an intennediating organization. Without 

efficient methods for knowledge exchange, an organization will not be utilized as an 

intermediating organization because the flows of actors, resources, and commerce depend 

upon reliable information. Data sources for knowledge exchange can be service areas of 
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the organization, such as field research, the administration of membership surveys, the 

support of special interest groups, the creation of a current and informative Web site, the 

hosting of listservs, the dissemination of publications, and the administration of 

conferences. Knowledge exchange is key to organizational survival and success in the 

New Economy, 

Financial exchange is the "bread and butter" aspect of an intemiediating 

organization, and one of the more interesting sources of information about intermediating 

behaviors. As many organizations in the higher education sector are non-profits, their 

federal tax forms are public record. Significant conclusions as to tlie intennediating 

nature of an organization can be found in financial statements, such as the source of 

funding (public or private) and the allocation of resources (salaries and grants, for 

example). Data sources for financial exchange are IRS 990 forms, budgets, and 

infonnation about sponsorships, grants/awards, membership dues, fees, subscriptions, 

and philanthropic donations. 

Emblematic exchange is affiliation made visible. Tokens of exchange are used, 

such as organizational logos and naming opportunities. Other aspects of affiliation that 

are considered emblematic exchanges are strategic alliances and sponsorships that 

involve visible name recognition. Emblematic exchanges confer legitimacy and they 

advertise affiliatioti to organization members and non-m,embers. Data sources for 

emblematic exchange include the examination of logo placement on Web pages, the use 

of logos in printed materials and at organizational events, press releases that discuss 
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strategic alliances, and sponsorship progi'ams that include namiiig opportunities for 

anything from buildings to scholarships. 

The Flo w of Commerce 

The Flow of Commerce is the exchange of goods and services through 

intermediating organizations. Commercial activity in and around an organization is a key 

factor in assessing it to be an intermediating organization due to the profit-making 

potential of public/private contact, hitermediating organizations participate in a "micro-

market" that they help shape by selling goods ao.d/or services to their members and to 

non-members. Intermediating organizations also create opportunities for competition and 

collaboration between public and private entities, which may or may not be members of 

the organization. The exhibit halls and commercial events of intermediating orgatiizations 

are mirrors of the niche market of that field or discipline. At the most extreme, the 

relative size of a conference exhibition booth and its placement within the exhibit hall can 

make or break a company within that micro-market. Management of the Flow of 

Commerce is an entrepreneurial endeavor for intermediating organizations. Structures 

such as corporate partner programs stratify vendors and corporate members in such a way 

as to capitalize on existing competition between companies while creating incentives for 

increased revenues through corporate sponsorships and vendor services. Intermediating 

organizations do not just broker vendor relationships, they also provide members with 

legitmated vendor iists and product endorsements, either dircctiy or indirectly. Data 

sources :for the Flow of Commerce are the functions of corporate relations offices, vendor 

contracts, corporate partner programs, and vendor iiifoniiation sei*vice.s to members. 
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Significance of the Study 

Previous models of university-industi-y interactioo did not fully capture the role of 

exteraal organizations. As the basis of this study is the formation of the "intermediating 

organization" construct, this dissertation makes a contribution to the field of 

interorganizational relations and will be usefu l to other areas of organizational studies. 

While the concept of the interorgmizational field has been applied to the field of 

education (Clark, 1965), and to academy-industry relationship in particular (Dill, 1990), 

this study further examines the complex inter-relationships between the state, industry, 

and higher education. By providing a model for farther exploration, this work is a 

stepping stone to theory development and helps us to better understand external 

constituents and forces surrounding higher education institutions. 

It is expected that this study will benefit the field of higher education research, 

especially in the areas of professional behavior and industry relationships. While higher 

education research has focused on the activities of academic professionals within the 

boundaries of the institutional setting, few studies have portrayed the "on-the-job" 

behaviors and activities that happen outside of tliese contexts. Higher education 

associations are important organizations to the field of higher education research in that 

associations are extensions of academic life but not necesscirily closely tied to campus. In 

other words, associations are in the position to re-direct professional behavior cind 

workforce expectations outside of the hierarchical structure of campus bureaucracies. As 

such associations provide an opportunity for industry to have contact with decision­

makers and stakeholders while on a perceived "neutral" ground. This study will broaden 
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the scope of academy-industry research by including external organizations and off-site 

contact. 

Finally, this research and the model of intermediating organization.s have 

implications for educational research in general, and the conclusions are not exclusive to 

higher education. As public education is being re-structured and influenced through the 

rise of public charter schools, private school voucher programs, K-16 endeavors, and 

home schooling, changes in the elementary and secondary education system can be 

examined, through the actions of intennedisury organizations (Burch, 2002). For example, 

the National Association of Elementary School Principals and the National PTA 

organization both have corporate sponsor/partner programs. In. addition, corporate 

philanthropy directed toward research grants and technology implementation from 

companies such as IBM and Apple Computers continue to influence the direction of 

American education. As market-values continue to influence education at all levels, 

application of the theory of intermediating organizations would benefit the understanding 

of the ways in which partnerships are formed between public and private sectors and help 

to identify which organizations are providing opportunities for increased contact between 

educators and corporate representatives. 



34 

CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LlTERATURIi 

The literature review presented here contains several strands of research and 

thought relating to academy-industry relationships. First, to contextualize academy-

industry relations in contemporary terms, a brief discussion of the New Economy and the 

Knowledge Society will be provided. This section, defines the economic and social 

changes that have occunred through post-industrialization, and places the academy at the 

center of production in the new cycle of knowledge capitalism. Next, classic descriptions 

of the ways in which colleges and universities have become entrepreneurial are paired 

with a spate of new publications on the commercialization of the academic system. These 

works tell the tale of the commodification of the teaching and research liinctions of 

postsecondary education. Third, typologies of the academy-industry relationship are 

presented, to show the various types of public/private intersections that have been 

considered. The typologies illustrate that although the academy-industry relationship has 

been considered in several forms, the more recent developments in instructional 

capitalism and corporate involvement in the business functions of academic institutions 

have not yet been widely studied. Third, scholarship on the promises and pitfalls of the 

academy-industry relationship is discussed. The literature in this final section lays the 

groundwork for understanding the future implications of academy-industry relationships. 

The New Economy atid the Knowledge Society 

Theori,es about a changing economic system generally address the move away 

from, industrialization toward a new type of production. Daniel BelFs The Coming of the 
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Post-Industrial Society (1973) used social forecasting methods to predict changes in 

production and economic structures that would affect Western society in the future. This 

post-industrial age, according to Bell, would be marked by the creation of a service 

economy, the pre-eminence of the professional and technical class, the primacy of 

theoretical knowledge, the planning and control of technological growth, and the rise of a 

new intellectual technology (pp. 14- 33). Further, Bell staled that a post-industrial age 

would be significant in the following ways: 

1. It strengthens the role of science and cognitive values as a basic institutional 

necessity of the society; 

2. By making decisions more technical, it brings the scientist or economist more 

directly into the political process; 

3. By deepening existing tendencies toward the bureaucratization of intellectual 

work, it creates a set of strains for the traditional definitions of intellectual 

pursuits and values; 

4. By creating and extending a technical intelligentsia, it raises crucial questions 

about the relation of the technical to the literary intellectual (p. 43). 

Many of these statements are now at the core of the debate over the intended and 

unintended outcomes of strengthening ties between the academy and industry (Kerr, 

2001; Readings, 15)9(3; White & Hauck, 2001). 

Bell's work came before much of the information technology revolution, yet his 

discussion of the post-industrial world is consistent with many of the differences that 

have been noted due to this pervasive technological change. Certainly there has been a 
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rise in the technical cljiss, a process that can be readily seen in the higher education 

sector. However, Bell failed to recognize that industrialization cannot be entirely 

eliminated. Although the service sector may grow, the market for goods and materials 

need not decline. As such, industrialized production methods do not cease, they are 

instead shifted to other nations where workers are paid less. Labor and management are 

thus bifurcated, with distinct cultures of industrialization and innovation in the two 

spheres. 

Although global society may never become entirely post-industrial (as it has 

never become completely post-agricultural), the displacement of industrialized processes 

by new forms of production has been the topic of many scholars. Manuel Castells built 

upon Bell's notion of a post-industrial or "new" economy by defining its properties and 

processes. He outlined five fundamental features of a New Economy: sources of 

production that are increasingly dependent on the high-tech sector, the shift from the 

production of material goods to information-processing, a move toward flexible 

production and horizontally networked organizations, globalization of production and 

markets, and the transformative effects of new technologies (Castells, 2000). He noted 

that the transition to a New Economy is not achieved equally thi'oughout the world; 

developing societies become the labor-force for transnational conglomerates. This results 

in the stratified benefits of the New Economy's structures and production methods. He 

also noted the role of international financial institutions in global transactions and 

discusses the intersection bet-ween mxirkets, governments, and global tinance (p. 135). 
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Flexibility is another characteristic of the New Economy, one that is described by 

Martin Carnoy in Sustaining the New Economy: Work, Family, and ike Community in the 

Information Age (2000). Carnoy stated that the core values of the New Economy are 

tlexibility, iimovation, and risk (p. 1). To ensure profitability and competitiveness, a firm 

or institution must keep pace with the changing economic environment. Flexible 

production methods, including a part-time or temporary labor force, allow organizations 

to meet changing cycles of innovation and demand. Yet, as workers become less tied to 

organizations through long-term employinent, pension plans, unions, and health-care 

benefits, they become easily expendable. Castells (2000) notes that "never was labor 

more central to the process of value-making. But never were the workers (regardless of 

their skills) more vulnerable to the organization, since they had become lean individuals, 

farmed out in a flexible network whose whereabouts were unknown to the network itself 

(p. 302). Therefore, it may be that the core values of the organization in the New 

Economy (flexibility, innovation, risk) must also be adopted by the knowledge worker, 

who otherwise would without worth or work in the contemporary labor market. 

The Knowledge Society has proven more difficult to describe and measure. Frank 

Webster (2002) categorized five frameworks for considering the Knowledge Society and 

the Information Age: technological, economic, occupational, spatial, aid cultural (pp. 8-

9). Webster critiqued each of the categories, as he found that they are "either or both 

underdeveloped or imprecise" and that too often they assume that quantitative change 

resuh.s in qualitative change (p. 21). Technological definitions are usually quantitative 

assessments of the emergence of information and communications technologies. While 
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expansion has uncloabtedly occun-ed in these areas, Webster found iiiatiy of these 

descriptions to be technologically deterministic and overly simplistic (p. 11). Economic 

definitions are also quantitative as they usually measure the use of and reliance upon 

infonnation or information technologies in economic transactions. Webster believes that 

these assessments too often introduce bias into the calculation, as the adoption of 

infonnation technologies by traditional industry makes distinctions between old and new-

ambiguous at best (pp. 12-13). Occupational definitions rely on the comparison between 

blue-collar and white-collar labor, often attributing the decline in manufacturing jobs and 

manual labor and the concomitant rise in service sector employment as a signal of the 

New Economy and the Information Age. As with economic definitions, Webster found 

the statistical analysis of occupational categories susceptible to subjective judgment, yet 

he conceded that qualitative differences in professions and class structures illuminate new 

patterns of occupational stratification tliat may be attributable to an Infonnation Age (p. 

16). Spatial theories of the infonnation age claim that expanded networks, both 

geographic and electronic, influence social behavior. Webster countered that the 

definition of "networks" is too loose to use spatial variables with authority, and that often 

these arguments are really technological descriptions of telecommunications equipment 

(p. 18). Cultural definitions of the information age generally describe the increase in 

technologically-enhanced media in daily life. Webster found that many of these cultural 

assessments can be critiqued for their ftiilure to recognize that media and symbolic 

interaction are not new elements of society, although their presentation and intensity may 

be different (p. 20). In all, Webster found issue with the "increased quantity leads to 
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changes in quality" assuniptioiis of these five frameworks for understanding the 

Information Age. He did not, however, recognize that each method is associated with a 

particular discipline (economics, sociology, geography, anthropology, etc.), which are 

susceptible to opportunistic behaviors, resource stress, and survival mechanisms. Thus, 

scholarship of the Information Age/Kiiowledge Society is hampered by its temporality; 

historical distance will undoubtedly provide more clarity as scholars reflect upon this 

period from a later era. 

In tlie New Economy, knowledge is most valuable when it is directly tied to the 

production cycle of capitalism. Colleges md universities would seem to occupy a 

preeminent position in a society with such a high regard for information and knowledge, 

yet the research university has been most often the subject of analysis, not tlie entire 

system of postsecondary education. The New Economy reinforces the stratification of 

higher education by institutional type and control, with public community colleges 

training lower wage workers and prestigious private graduate schools training executives. 

Within the disciplines, knowledge of indirect worth and value to the market is at the 

lowest side of the scale, and market-relevant knowledge is highest on the scale. Market 

values, then, can be found throughout academe in the fonii of professional opportunism. 

Michael Gibbons et al. (1994) illustrated the value differences of the academy and 

the market by introducing two categories of knowledge in the university setting. Mode 1 

knowledge is associated with the traditional Mcatonian norms of science, is explored in a 

disciplinary-based academic context with hierarchical structures, and is relevant to 

groups of professionals or scientists (p. 3). In contrast, Mode 3 kno wledge is application-
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based, can be explored in an interdisciplinary fashion, and is by nature reflexive and 

socially embedded. Gibbons et al attribute the "fuzzy boundaries" between scientific 

discipiiries in academe to a shitl toward Mode 2 knowledge production (p. 147). They 

further state that disciplinary boundaries are not important outside of the university, yet 

may be necessary to develop the careers of scientists who would do future work in a 

cooperative setting. As such, the emergence of and shift toward Mode 2 production will 

not eclipse Mode 1 methods entirely. However, in a resource-seeking environment. Mode 

2 will likely be more attractive to outside liinding agencies and investors due to its 

application-based principles. While scholars have spoken of Mode 2 production in the 

sciences and engineering, the same type of opportunism and applied research can be seen 

throughout the academy, from, the instructional mission to student services. 

Gerard Delanty (2001) agreed with Gibbons et al. regarding the formation of a 

new production of knowledge, but did not believe that Mode 2 science would lead to 

increased social accoimtability. Delanty stated that rather being held to social values, 

Mode 2 knowledge would respond to market values (p. 112). Delanty noted, 

It is important to see the new discourse of accountability as part of a move toward 

market values. Ostensibly, accoimtability strengthens democracy, but it is close to 

the values of the market in so far as it has provided legitimacy .for p.rivileging 

certain kinds of knowledge over others. In reality, accountability is another kind 

of accounting. The blurring of the boundaries between science and society is 

better described as a bluixing of the boundaries between science and the market" 

(p. 113). 
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Delanty also saw the forces of globalization and academic c apitalism (Slaughter 

& Leslie, 1997) as having an impact on knowledge production and the permeability of 

imiversities. He noted that in this context of market-relevant knowledge production, a 

new form of science has emerged, known as teclinoscience (p. 122). Biotechnology and 

communications technology are technosciences, iiinovatioos that cross the boundaries 

between applied and theoretical science. Delanty did not agree with the premise, 

forwarded by Gibbons et al, that Mode 2 knowledge production will push research 

outside of the university, but rather that applied science and the fecilities for training 

researchers will make university-industry relations stronger. Delanty stated that "in a 

knowledge-based global economy the high level of training that is to be found in the 

university provides a cmcial site for the global expansion of capitalism" (p. 123). 

Although many areas of Icnowledge can be and are transformed into capital through 

academy-industiy relations, inforaiation technology is a fonn of technoscience that 

allows the greatest exploitation of the university's knowledge base, as it is capable of 

transforming traditional academic knowledge as well as other technosciences into 

commodities. In this way information technology is both tool and product of the New 

Economy. 

The role of information teclmoiogy in ttic New Economy has been explored by 

several authors (McChesney et al, 1998; Schiller, 1999; Smith, 2000). In Jeremy Rifkiifs 

The Age qf Access: The New Culture ofHypercapitalism Where All of Life is a Paid-for 

Experience (200()). Riflvin critically exaraiiies media conglomerates (Time Warner, Sony, 

Viacom,, etc.) and their control over the entertainment industry to make a parallel with 
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properly, author rights are ceded to distribution rights, and pay-per use forms of profit-

making take the place of one-time sales of commodities. Further, Rifkiti notes the 

consumers become part of the knowledge product as their demographic infomiation is 

digitally captured and sold to marketing agencies. In an age of digital capitalism 

(Schiller, 1999), infomiation technologies are both mode of delivery and mechanism of 

production. 

The Entrepreneurial Academy 

Since the 1980s, the "entrepreneurial university" has been the subject of 

numerous books and articles (Clark, 1998; Davies, 2001; Etzkowitz, 1983; Fairweather, 

1988; Louis et al, 1989; Michael & Holdaway, 1992; Rhoades & Smart, 1996; Slaughter 

& Leslie, 1997; White & Hauck, 2000). Central to these publications has been the theme 

of the academic response to changes brought by the New Economy, although academy-

industry ties have existed since the rise of the American university (Hawkins, 1985; 

Veblen, 1918; Veysey, 1965). The early years of academy-industry relationships are also 

chronicled and critiqued by Clyde Barrow in Universities and the Capitalist State: 

Corporate Liberalism and the Reconstruction of American Higher Education, 1894-1928 

(1990). Barrow noted that the rise of the American university coincided with 

industrialization, and followed, the same patterns of institutional change: "concentration 

of the means of mental prodiiction, centralization and bureaucratization of administrative 

control, the construction of national academic markets, and the rationalization of market 

relations between competing institutions" (p. 31). Throughout the industrial era, newly 
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minted corporate elites looked to lii^icr education institutions to supply the ranks of the 

professional-managerial class, with coiporate foundations rewarding the more successful 

(efficient) degree-providers. It is interesting to note that the East-coast corporate 

foundations from the industrial era that Barrow cited (Carnegie, Rockefeller, Peabody, 

Sage) have become the old guard of higher education support, while West-coast based 

corporate foundations (such as Gates and Hewlett) of the New Economy have just begun 

to make their mark on postsecondary education. 

A,lthough corporate foundations have contributed to the infrastracture of the 

modem university, academic leaders have sought to place their institutions at the center 

of economic renewal to gamer more support for teaching and research functions. Rikard 

Stankiewicz, in Academics and Entrepreneurs: Developing University-lndusiry Relations 

(1986), stated that "it is felt that universities could contribute to the revitalization of 

national economies by assisting small and medium enterprises as well as by generating 

entirely new high-technology businesses" (p. 2). Academic interest in this notion, he 

stated, is partly attributable to the "increasingly uncomfortable budgetary constraints 

imposed on universities by hard pressed governments" (p. 2). While budget crises at the 

state level may be to blame for the retraction of block grmts and appropriations to 

insti tutions of higher education, a more macro-level pohtical economy perspective holds 

that the source of resource stress is only part of the issue. Sheila Slaughter and Larry 

Leslie, in Academic Capitalism: Politics, Policies, and the Entrepreneurial Universiiy 

(1997) stated that changes in higher education policies; 
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are, for the most part, geared toward increasing national economic 

competitiveness; they are concerned with product atrd process innovation, 

channeling students and resources into well-funded curricula that meet the needs 

of a global marketplace, prepaiiog more students for the post-industrial workplace 

at lower costs, and managing faculty and institutional work m,ore effectively and 

efficiently (p. 63). 

Academic capitalism is the "institutional and professorial market or marketlike 

efforts to secure external moneys" (p. 8). Academic capitalism can occur on a variety of 

levels (institutional, college, departmental, individual) and by a variety of means. 

Through academic capitalism, public fonds become the seed-money for private gain and 

academics become "state-subvsidized entrepreneurs" (p. 9). Therefore, within the cycle of 

academic capitalism there are winners and losers, just like in the larger economic market. 

Given the history of corporate contact in American higlier education, it may be 

said that entrepreneurial efforts in academia are not new; rather resource-seeking efforts 

are intensified due to neoliberal transformations of the economy. This new degree of 

magnitude has implications for the "losing" side of the academy, where market-value is 

not readily derived or low in comparable worth. In this climate of entrepreneurial 

intensity, academic leaders are willing to literally "sell the fam" and turn the fields into 

research parks and technoscience institutes with gold-plated sliovels. 

The intensified resource-seeking orientation of higher education at the expense of 

the "public good" is discussed by Pusser and Doane (2001) in "Public Purpose and 

Private Enterprise; The Contemporary Organization of Postsecondary Education." The 
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authors commented on organizational adaptation in the higher education sector by stating 

that, 

Just as one is unlikely to find a perfectly competitive market for the provision of 

higlier education, one also would have trouble finding a nonprofit college or 

university entirely engaged in producing public goods. The growtli of auxiliary 

enterprises, industry-university research partnerships, for-profit subsidiaries of 

nonprofit institutions, and entrepreneurial continuing-education programs are just 

a few examples of an increasingly commercial orientation of nonprofits, and a 

conversion of nonprofit and for-profit institutional forms and behaviors, (p. 19) 

Pusser and Doane challenged the notion that nonprofits act solely in the public interest, 

and closed with the speculation that the winner in the battle between for-profit and 

nonprofit higher education is not to be taken for granted, as "it may turn out that Godzilla 

is a nonprofit" (p. 22). 

Several new books were published in 2003 on the conimerciaUzed nature of 

higher education (Bok, 2003; Gould, 2003; Kirp, 2003; Tighe, 2003). Each of these 

works speaks not only of the entrepreneurial focus of university research, but also of 

recent market approaches to student enrollments, instruction, and public service tunctions 

of academia. Kirp reminds us in the first chapter of his Shakespeare, Einstein, and the 

Bottom Line: The Marketing of Higher Education not to romanticize academe, as the 

history of higher education has been tied to notions of utility since the Momli Act of 

1862. But he stated that "what is new, and troubling, is the raw power that money directly 

exerts over so many aspects of higher education.. .the American uiiiversi;ty has been 
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busily reinventing itself in response to intensified competitive pressures." {pp.3-4). Kirp 

continued this thought by stating that "eritrepreneurial ambition, which used to be 

regarded in academe as a necessary evil, has become a virtue." After comparing the rise 

of for-profit universities witli the various revenue-generating instructional ventures of 

public and private institutions, Kiqi concluded that "maintaining communities of scholars 

is not concern of the market," and therefore profU-seeking conflicts with the social role of 

higher education. 

The process of corporatizing the university is described by Gould in The 

University in a Corporate Culture (2003). He reflected that the four main goals of 

American higher education in the early 20'^ century had been the provision of liberal 

education, the disciplinary pursuit of research and scholarship, the support of the 

economy through utiHty and useful knowledge, and service to society (p. 2). Gould later 

stated that the corporatization of higher education includes: 

quality management criteria and strategies drawn from, the world of business; an 

emphasis on marketing, visibility, and public image promotion; accounting 

concerns for contribution margins and the perennial cost effectiveness of learning; 

decentralized power structures with incentives for growth and gain-share 

revenues; the redistribution of labor— in this case away from tenured to part-time 

and adjunct faculty; the development of sophisticated ancillary products, patents, 

and services; a vague rhetoric of excellence that replaces specific details of what 

an education is about, and of course, research and other tlnancial collaborations 

with the corporate world (p. 31). 
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Although Gould acknowledges some of the benefits that have come from cortjorate 

philanthropy, his central tenet is that liberal and democratic education has been eroded by 

the above mentioned corporatizing effects. 

Bok was more conciliatoiy in his tone in Universities in the Marketplace: The 

Commercialization of Higher Education (2003), stating that "the ways of the marketplace 

are neither consistently useful nor wholly irrelevant in trying to improve the performance 

of research universities" (p. 32). The way to balance the needs of intellectual freedom and 

market value, according to Bok, is to institute a policy of opportunistic relativism, fa 

other words, each revenue-generating proposal should be individually evaluated 

according to its own merits and limitations. While this diplomatic and entrepreneurial 

prescription is not surprising from a fbnner president of Harvtird, it may be a bitter pill 

for many public college and university administrators facing pandemic "mission creep:" 

the charge to ser\'e more (under-prepared) students while striving to produce 

(commodify-able) research. Policies of opportunistic relativism may pit the 

undergraduate teaching mission against the research function of higher education. 

Types of Academy-Industry Relations 

Acadcmy-industry relations take many tbmis. The literature almost exclusively 

describes university-industry research, partnerships to the neglect: of "all-school" 

commercial contracts and corporate sponsorship (for an exception see King & Slaughter, 

in Slaughter & Rhoadcs, in press). Geisler and Rubenstein (1989) classified academy-

industry relations into four categories; industrial extension services, procurement of 
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services, cooperative research, and research parks. Table 2.1 displays Geisler and 

Riibenstien's topology of academy-industry relations. 

Type of Arrangement Modes of Interaction and Some Mechanisms 
1. Industrial Extension 
Services 

• Information transfer and consulting 
• Workshops, classes 
• Undirected corporate gifts to university funds 

• Capital contributions to university departments, 
center, laboratories 

• Industrial fellowship,s 
2. Procurement of 
Services 

• By university from industry: prototype 
development, fabrication, testing, on-the-job 
training for students, theses topics and advisors, 
specialized training 

• By industry from university; education and 
training of employees (degree programs, 
continuing education), contract research, 
consulting services 

• Industrial associates. Industry pays fee to 
university to have access to total resources from 
university 

3. Cooperative 
Research 

• Joint research planning and execution 
• Faculty and student participation 

• Cooperative research projects: direct 
cooperation between university and industry 
scientists on projects of mutual interest; usually 
basic, nonproprietary research- No money 
exchanges hands; each sector pays salaries of 
own scientists. May involve temporary transfers 
of personnel for conduct of research 

• Cooperative research programs: industry 
support of portion of university research 
projects (balance paid by university, private 
foundation, government); results of special 
interest to company; variable amount of actual 
interaction 

® Research consortia: single university, multiple 
companies, basic and applied research on 
generic problem of special interest to entire 
industry; indus^y receives special rgports. 
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briefings, and access to facilities 
4. Research Parks • Research cooperation on frontiers of science 

and technology 

• Infonnal interactions 
« Increased sharing of research facilities and 

participation in consulting, seminars, and 
continuing education 

• Contractual arrangement—specific and. 
detailed; both parties contribute substantially to 
the enteiTsrise 

Table 2.1. Types and Mechanisms of Academy-Industry RelatioiivS 
(from Geisler & Rubenstein, 1989). 

Geisler and Rxibenstien stated that academy-industry relationships "range from a 

one-shot transfer of information to a complex long-term relationship, as in a research 

park or a cooperative research center" (p. 52). They hold that more complex relationships 

allow for differences in values to appear, hut that short-term relationships may have few 

lasting benefits or consequences. 

Fairweather (1988) also created a typology of academy-industry relations. Formal 

collaborative research agreements, research agreements with individual faculty, donations 

and contributions from industry, education and training, consulting agreements, contract 

research, and job training are among the ways in which universities and industry work 

together, according to Fairweather (pp. 25-27). Table 2.2 displays Fairweather's 

categories of academy-iEdustr>' relations. 
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Type of Arrangement Modes of Interaction and Some Mechanisms 
I. Academic Function Research-related liaisons 

Technology transfer 
Spin-off companies 
Applied science 

Instruction-related liaisons 
Graduate education 
Continuing education 

Administrative-related liaisons 
Goveniing boards and trustees 
Fundraising campaigns 
Advisory boards 

Sendee-related liaisons 
Job training, employment opportunities 
Educational development, K,-16 
Remediation and basic skills, adult ed 

2. Industrial Function Business-related 
Philanthropic contributions 

3, Economic Development Human resource development 
Economic research and analysis 
Regional development 
Technical assistance 
Advanced research 
Technology transfer 
Development of new businesses 

4. Organizational Location Individual 
Faculty members 

Intra-institutional 
Departments 
Organized Research Units 

Institutional 
Philanthropic contributions 
Consortia of institutions 

5. Intimacy of Working 
Relationship 

Sharing of goals and operations 
Conti-acts 
IMetworks 
Alliances and joint ventures 

6. Collaborative 
Mecbanism 

Donations and contributions 
Gifts and matching funds 

• Capital investments and facilities | 
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Endowed professorships 
Unrestricted funds in a specific field 
Fellowships and scholarships 

Research agreements 
Grants, contracts, design participations 
Cooperative research projects 
Research centers and institutes 

Technology transfer 
Conferences, colloquia, symposia 
Publications 
Extension programs 
Industrial/research advisory councils 
Industrial affiliates 
Research parks 
Industi'ial incubators 
Private patent companies 
University resetirch offices 
Limited partnerships 
Non-profit foundations or organizations 
Joint ventures 
Wholly owned subsidises 

Education and training 
Cooperative education 
Continuing professional education 
Corporate reimbursement of educational 
expenses 
Internships 
Summer employment 
Industrial faculty, part-time 
Salary supplements for university faculty 

Professional development 
Personnel exchanges 
Faculty sabbatical support 
Summer stipends for faculty 

Table 2.2. Academy-Industry Relations (from Fairweather 1988). 

The categories used by Fainveather are not mutually exclusive, but rather they are 

to be used as guides for researching academy-industry relationships from various angles. 

The academy-industry relationship i,s characterized by both the di vsrsity of institutionai 
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tyfjes as well as the broad needs of industry. As such, research imi versities, liberal arts 

colleges, atid community colleges each have different relationships with industry based 

on their missions and strengths. 

A side-by-side comparison of Geisler and Riibenstein's categories and those 

create-d by Faiweather show that both are concerned with function, location, and method. 

While Geisler and Rubenstein use industrial extension services, procurement of sen'ices, 

and cooperative research as terms to describe the functions of academy-industry 

relationships, Fainveather describes academic functions, industrial functions, and 

economic development. Other than the site of the university itself^ Geisler and 

Rubenstein discuss one location for academy-industry interaction: the research park. In 

contrast, Fairweather disaggregates the inter- and intra- organizational locations where 

these relationships might occur. From the classroom to the boardroom, academy-indiistiy 

relationships can take many forms within traditional organizational structure. In addition, 

new organizational forms have been created to foster academy-industry interaction, such 

as the aforementioned research parks as well as spin-off companies, university-sponsored 

business incubators, and newly established applied science and engineering gi'aduate 

education programs. Further, universities have become directly tied to the financial 

structures of businesses thi'ough ecpity agreements with start-up companies (Feklman et 

al, 2002) and by close proximity to venture capital funds extended to research centers 

(Powell et al, 2002). 

One form of acadcmy-industry relatiotis that is under-represented in the literature 

is that of strategic partnerships (also known as strategic alliances) between corporations 
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and uni versities. Kuglin and Hook (2002) describe live types of strategic alliances in 

business relationships: sales alliances, solution-specific alliances, geographic-specific 

alliances, investment alliances, and joint venture alliances (p. 4). These types are also 

usefiil to describe UI strategic partnerships, The authors contribute another key factor in 

the study of strategic alliances, the concept of an alliance life cycle, not unlike 

organizational life cycles (p. 217). The stages of such an alliance life cycle are: start-up, 

emergence, high growth, maturity, decline, iind disbanding. 

Fairweather's typology discussed above broadly describes strategic partnerships 

as a dimension of the "intimacy of working relationship" category, noted as "alliances 

and joint ventures." Hov^ever, strategic partnerships may not be associated with the 

functions, locations, or methods tliat have previously characterized academy-industry 

relationships. Therefore, a new conceptualization is in order to better understand the 

assumed benefits and potential consequences of these types of interactions between 

universities and industi-y. 

Academy-industry relations are being re-examined on an, international scale. A 

review of recent articles in a leading journal of research and development shows that 

academy-industry relations are both implicitly and explicitly involved in industrial 

innovation strategies. Volumes 28 (1999), 29 (2000), and 30 (2001) of Resextrch Policy 

contained 61 articles listed in the publication's index under the heading "Universities and 

Basic Research." Table 2.3 lists the keywords, country or region studied, fonn of 

academy-industry relationsliip examined or mentioned, aid the business .sector involved 

in the research for each article from these volumes. 
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Issue, 
Page # 

Keywords 
Country/ 
Region 

Academy-
Industiy 

Relationship 
Sector 

! 
2
0
0
1
 

; 

30 (1); 
\ A 9  

Trade liberalization; 
Market deregulation.; 
Technological behaviour; 
Innovation technological 
behavior 

Latin 
America 

Unclear General 

30(1); 
35-54 

Patent citations; 
Science-technology 
linkages; Knowledge 
spillovers; 
Internationalizaton; The 
Netherlands 

The 
Netherlands 

Basic 
Science 

Patents, 
General 

30(1): 
99-119 

Bayh Dole; University 
Research; Technology 
Transfer; Patents; 
Licenses 

United States Unclear 
Patents, 
University 

30(2): 
179-199 

Cooperative research; 
University and industry 
cooperation; Academic 
freedom 

United States 

Cooperative 
Research, 
sponsored 
projects 

Engineer­
ing 

30(2): 
263-273 

Dolly; Evolution; Hybrid UK 

Hybrid form 
in 
government 
reseai'ch 
institutes and 
universities 

Bioengin-
eering, 
cloning 

30(2): 
297-312 

R&D cooperation; 
Innovation; 
Manufacturing industries 

Gennany Unclear 
Manufact­
uring, 
R&D 
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30(2); 
333-349 

Social science research, 
knowledge utilization* 

Canada Unclear 

Social 
science, 
social 
work, 
industrial 
relations, 
economics, 
political 
.science, 
anthro­
pology 

30(3): 
357-361 

Interdisciplinary research, 
peer review 

Netherlands 
Academic 
science 

Physics 

30(3); 
363-389 

Patents; Citations; Israeli 
economy; High-tech 

Israel, United 
States 

Unclear 

ComputervS 
and 
comniim-
ications 
technoloiry 

30(3): 
391-402 

Technology; Innovation; 
Laboratoiy 

Bulgaria Unclear Optics 

30(3): 
485-508 

Pharmaceutical industry; 
Biotechnology industry; 
R&D; Technological 
change; Alliances 

Unknown Unclear 
Pharma­
ceutical, 
Biotech 

30(3): 
509-532 

Economic benefits; Basic 
research; Government 
funding 

Unknown 
Basic 
research 

Several 

30(4): 
535-588 

Dynamics of 
technological innovation; 
Pharmaceutical industry; 
Long waves of technical 
change 

USA, UK, 
Germany, 
Switzerland 
and France 

Unclear 
Fhamia-
ceutical 

30(4): 
673-680 

Research md 
development; Engineers 
and scientists; Wages; 
Spain 

Spain, Unclear 
Engineer­
ing 

30(4): 
681-703 

Innovation; United 
States; Patent; University; 
Local 

United States 
Local patent 
activity 

Several 
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30(5): 
805-817 

Cyprus; National 
innovation policy; Small 
countries 

Cyprus Unclear Unknown 

30(6); 
905-921 

Europeanization; 
Globalization: 
Technology policy 

Germany, EU Uncleai' 
Infornia-
tion Techn­
ology 

30(8); 1203-
1219 

Technology foresight; 
Health and life sciences; 
Academics; Research 
policy implementation; 
Ageing 

UK 
Basic 
Research 

Health and 
Life 
Sciences 

30(8): 1267-
1287 

Exports; Indian software 
industry; Economic 
growth; Human capital 

India 
Training 
software 
engineers 

Software 

30(8): 1309-
1319 

R&D network; 
University-industry 
collaboration; Monbusho 
ofJapan 

Japan 
Collaborative 
R&D 

General 
S&T 

30(9): 1355-
1372 

Eixpert system; Codifier; 
Knowledge codification; 
Tacitness 

Unknown UtTclear 
Expert: 
systems 

o 
o 
o (N 

29(1): 
1-8 

Biotechnology; Public 
science; Innovation; 
Patenting; Science 
references 

United States 
Public 
science, basic 
science 

Biotech­
nology 

29(1): 
31-40 

Research collaboration; 
Scientific networks; Co-
authorships; 
Bibliometrics; Co-
production; Research 
policy 

Unknown Unclear 
General 
science 

29(1): 
81-98 

Sweden: Industrial 
scientific research; 
Inteniationalization; 
Collaboration 

Sweden 

Cooperation 
and 
networking, 
collaborative 
research 

General 
research 
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29(2); 
109-123 

Mode 2; Triple helix; 
University-induvstry-gover 
nment relatjottws; 
.(nnovation 

Unknown 

Knowledge 
laboratory for 
iTinovation 
networks 

General 
research 

29(2); 
125-134 

Virtual incubator; 
Managing human capital; 
Software industry 

United States 

Public-
private 
partnerships, 
incubators 

Software 

29(2): 
149-167 

Biologicals; Regulation; 
Research policy; 
Institutional change; 
Collaboration 

Unknown 
Regulation, 
conflicts of 
interest 

Biological 
research 

29(2); 
169-179 

Megascience; Facility 
access; Access rules; 
Particle physics; 
Astronomy; Synchrotron 
radiation 

Canada 
Free access, 
Triple hehx 

Astronomy 
physics 

29(2); 
181-192 

Funding mechanism; 
Science and technology 
policy in Japan; Inter-
sectoral research 
cooperation; Audition 
system 

Japan 

university-
industiy-
govemment 
net-works, 
sponsored 
research 

General 
research 

29(2): 
193-203 

Globahsation; Locality; 
Innovation; Creativity; 
Telematics 

Portugal Triple helix Telematics 

29(2); 
205-223 

Triple helix; Science and 
technology policy; Path 
dependence; Lock-ins; 
Catch-up strategies 

US, Germany Triple helix 
Biotech­
nology 

29(2): 
225-241 

Knowledge networks; 
Regional approach; 
Biotechnology; Material 
sciences; 
Tefecoramunications 

Mexico Triple helix 

Materials 
science, 
biotech­
nology, 
telecomm­
unications 

29(2): 
243-255 

Triple helix; 
University-industry" 
government relations; 
Lock-in; Lock-out; 
Fiquili'briurn; Substitutj,on 

Unknown Triple helix. General 
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29(2): 
273-278 

University;, Kjiowledge 
prodxiction; Institution Unknown 

Center of 
knowledge 
production 

General 

29(2): 279-
290 

Latin America; 
University; Industry; 
Knowledge; Innovation 

Latin 
America 

university-
industry-
government, 
institutionaliz 
ation 

general 

29(2); 
291-301 

Triple helix; Research 
funding; Academic 
sjystem 

Sweden 

Triple helix, 
institiitionaliz 
ation, 
normative 
regulation 

Technical 
research 

29(2); 
303-312 

Faculty; Research results; 
Biomaterials; Secrecy 
data sharing 

United States 

Site of 
patenting, 
conflicts of 
data 
exchange 

Academic 
medicine 

29(2): 
313-330 

Triple helix; 
Entrepreneurial 
university; Knowledge 
dynamics; Institutional 
development 

Unlinown Triple helix General 

29(3): 
409-434 

Science; Technology; 
Citation; Patents; 
Nonpatent references 

Unknown 
Knowledge 
transfer, 
publications 

Nanotech-
nology 

29(4-5); 
627-655 

Technology transfer; 
Public policy; Research; 
Theory 

ilnited States 

Tech transfer 
from 
universities 
and 
government 
labs 

general 

29(4-5): 
657-678 

Technology programs; 
Tools; .Methods 

Unknown 

livaluation of 
research 
networks, 
collaboration 

General 

29(6): 
741-756 

Implicit contxact; 
Academic fields; PliD; 
Higher education; 
Incentive; Co llaborati ve 
research; University; Job 
market 

France 

Graduate 
education, 
private/public 
employment 

Engineer­
ing 
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29(6): 
767-781 

Research orgamsatioii; 
Actor-centered 
institutionalism; 
Economics; Policy 
implications 

Germany 

organisation 
of imiversity 
and non-
university 
economic 
research 

Economics 

1 
19

99
 

28(1): 
43-61 

Policy network; Policy-
nmking; 'rransnational 
organization 

Europe 
Transnational 
organizations General 

28(2-3): 
317-336 

Globalisation of 
innovation; Winners; 
Losers; Multinationals 

Unknown Unclear General 

28(4): 
337-350 

Protectionism,; Economic 
policy; Technology 
policy 

Latin 
America 
(Brazil) and 
South East 
Asia (Korea) 

Triple helix, 
incubator Unclear 

28(4): 
351-376 

R&D; S&T indicators; 
Central and eastern 
Europe 

Hungaiy, 
Poland, the 
Czech 
Republic, 
Slovakia, 
Romania and 
Russia 

Unclear General 

28(4): 
397-422 

Academic research; 
Teclmology transfer; 
Industrial innovation; 
Knowledge spillovers 

Germany 

Publicly 
llmded 
research and 
knowledge 
spillovers, 
co-location 

General 

28(4): 
423-439 

Network externalities; 
Technology adoption; 
Productivity; Technology 
policy 

Finland Unclear Electronics 

28(5): 451~ 
468 

Innovation; Region; 
Science; Technology; 
I'nfrastnicture 

(jermany 

Knowl,edge 
spillover, 
regional tech 
transfer 

General 

28(5): 
489-499 

Bibliometric analysis; 
Funding; Research 
appointment; Biological 
sciences 

Australia 
Publication 
activity, 
location 

Biological 
sciersces 
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28(5); 
501--517 

Self-similar; Power law; 
Scale-independent Earope Unclear 

, 
General 

28(5): 
51,9-543 

Information and 
coKimimication 
technologies; 
B ibliometric indicators; 
Research output; 
Scientific cooperation; 
Citation analysis 

Eui'ope Unclear 

Informa­
tion and 
commun­
ication 
technolo­
gies 

28(5): 
545-562 

Science and teclinology; 
Geographic 
concentration; 
Convergence; European 
Union 

Europe Unclear General 

28(6): 
563-585 

System of innovation; 
Techno-economic 
network; Robotics; Japan; 
Scientrometrics 

Japan Unclear Robotics 

28(7): 
751-776 

Ititemationalizatioii; 
Globalization; 
Competitive advantage; 
R&D management; 
Innovation management; 
Science and technology 
policy; National system 
of innovation 

Europe Unclear General 

28(8): 
793-805 

Competition policy; 
Innovation policy; 
Innovation systems; 
fnter-firm linkages; 
Networks 

Europe, 
Japan, US 

Unclear General 

28(8): 
807-818 

Technology; Government 
support; Evaluation; 
Microeconomics 

Unknown Unclear M,anufact-
iiring 

28(8): 
853-871 

Major innovations; 
Teclmological clusters; 
Industrial history; 
Belgium, 

Belgium Unclear General 
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Academic-industiy 
28(8): 
873-890 

relations; Innovation; 
University spin-offs; 
Intellectual property 

Unknown 
University 
spin-offs 

General 

*No keywords were providal by the author. The on«s listed here w(!re tekwi from the abstract. 

Table 2.3. Review of Research Policy articles on "Universities and Basic Research." 

The keywords from the Research Policy articles rarely mentioned academe 

explicitly, yet the involvement of universities as the loci of basic scientific and technical 

research is implicit in many of the abstracts. The terra, "innovation" is frequently used as 

a keyword or as part of a keyword phrase, and the concept of the triple helix is also 

mentioned often. Most articles focused their research in three iBain regions or countries; 

the United States, Europe, and Japan. Some studies were international comparisons and 

others chose just one country as the site of research. In general, the form, of academy-

industry relation was not clearly specified in the article abstracts. Often the authors 

seemed to assume that the primary role of academe in economic and commercial 

development is the provision of basic research, and that industry relies on "knowledge 

spillovers" to occur. Where academy-industry forms are expressly stated, the triple-helix 

model stands out as the most widely recognized structure. Other forms of academy-

industry relationships iti the articles include cooperative research, workforce 

development, business incubation, the creation of spin-off companies, and technology 

transfer through patenting. Two articles were concerned with conflicts of interest arising 

from academy-industry relationships, both in the biological sciences. Mertonian uorais of 

free exchange of scientific findings were found to conflict with proprietary interests as 

data or research materials were restricted while patents were in process. Finally, the 
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articles presented research from a wide range of science and technology sectors, with 

biotechnology being a leading area of interest. 

Promises and Pitfalls of the Academy-Industry Relationship 

As business values become more prominent in academe, and as resource-seeking 

behaviors increase due to diminishing state funding, is may be that the model of 

university-industry alliances that is becoming so common in science and engineering will 

wend its way into more traditionally academic subject matter. This process may seen as 

an answer to budget shortfalls and the desire for market-relevant applications of various 

topics by government and industry leaders, who may be asking "Can colleges and 

universities survive in the information age?" (Duderstadt, 1999). Along with questions of 

the impact of research priorities on undergraduate education (Fairweather, 1989), it is not 

clear how such wholesale adoption of corporate values will impact higher ed ucation. 

However, it is becoming increasingly obvious that such changes, if they do occur, will 

come at the hand of information technologies, which have already been seen as both a 

leveraging tool for academic restructuring and as an opportunity structure for areas of 

higher education that have been previously distant from the market. 

According to the Council on Government Relations (COGR), benefits of 

academy-industry relations include: utilization of basic research, graduate student 

education, increased awareness of both (public and private) pcrspeclivea and activities, 

cost effectiveness, the availability of government funding, and new business 

opportunities (COGR, 1996.). In contrast to benefits of academy-industry relations, the 

Council predicts the following challenges to such interactions: intellectual property 
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disputes, confidentiality conflicts over time-to-piiblication, conflicts of interest akin to 

insider trading, and exploitation of public funding for private gain. 

While the Council on Government Relations is confident that these potential 

pitfalls can be avoided, others are more skeptical Behrens and Gray (2001) summarized 

several studies on unintended consequences of academy-industry relationships (they felt 

the overall results were inconclusive), and conducted a study on the effects of this type of 

interaction on graduate education. Their aim was to "examine whether the source and 

form of liinding for graduate student research was related to differences in research 

experiences or outcomes" (p. 184). In their study of cooperative research in engineering 

depiutments at the top 100 R & D institutions in the U.S., Behrens and Gray found that 

graduate students were working in environments where the presence of industry was 

"ubiquitous." Elowever, the effects of industry influences were not easy to discern, and 

while differences were found between sponsored and un-sponsored research projects, it is 

hard to say if they were undesirable effects for individual students. For example, they 

found that students who worked on government-sponsored projects were more hkely to 

have tenured faculty as their supervisors, while junior faculty were more likely to 

supervise students working on industry-sponsored projects. Students working on un-

sponsored projects were more likely to be supervised by junior, untenured feculty. These 

differences may not lead to critical gaps in academic preparation or workforce skills. The 

authors state that "while industry's presence is widespread our results offer little support 

for those who believe that presence is undermining the research experience students 

receive and/or eroding core values like academic freedom" (p. 195). Yet, another study of 
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graduate students in engineering found that professional norms were undergoing subtle 

changes by way of industry contact, changes that socialized students into responding to 

coiporate needs rather than seeking their own problems to solve (Croissant & Restivo, 

2001). The authors state; 

Hie novelty of industrial engagements with universities today, and especially 

those specializing in science, engineering, and technology, is the replication of 

industrial managerial roles and techniques to such an extent that we can speak of 

the industrialization not only of the universities but of laboratories, classrooms, 

research, and teaching. Whatever degrees of freedom were allowed in earlier 

periods are challenged by the interests in gaining greater control over the social 

production of ideas and the social production of scientists and engineers (p. 160). 

Thus, it may be that one unintended consequence of academy-industry relations is the 

"benchmarking" of graduate education such that universities are more likely to be 

training scientists in the hkeness of industry than they are to be fostering an independent 

professional path. 

Tighe (2003) offered a set of guidelines for academy-industry partnerships in light 

of threats of such relationships to academic freedom. Many of his recommendations go 

against the current tide of academic capitalism and commercialization. His suggestions 

have been quoted in Table 2.4. 
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• Refuse to accept contract research that prohibits disclosure of results 
• Protect the right to publish with at most a 90-day delay allowed for 

pateating 

• Forbid professors to have financial ties to companies sponsoring their 
research and universities from investing in those companies 

• Require faculty and universities to disclose at the time of publication any 
conflict of interest that could bear on the research or view reported 

• Require clinical-trial investigators to disclose such conflicts to patient 
subjects 

• Assign students only to industry-sponsored projects that are folly 
consistent with their educational goals and training needs 

® Scrupulously protect students against proprietary restiictions on 
publication of their work 

• Maititain "no-strings" endowed chairs and research-center agreements 
• Keep university-paid faculty time in for-profit activities within current 

consulting time limits 
• Prohibit universities and their scientists from selling or purchasing stock 

in any company working to commercialize a university invention until 
I well after the product is on the market. 

Table 2.4. Recommendations to preserve academic freedom in university-industry 
partnerships (Tighe, 2003: 160). 

While Tighe's intentions are honorable and arguably just, it is not likely that 

colleges and universities will turn back the clock to a time before such practices occurred. 

In fact, the presence of rules such as these have resulted in the formation of research 

foundations such as the Wisconsin Alumni Research Foundation (WARF), a notorious 

and largely successful "work-around" for conflict of interest laws and restricted 

donations (Bowie, 1994), This is not to say that current industry relations policies are on 

a detemiined path; through empirical evidence of the problems associated with some 

forms of academy-industry relations policy-makers and facidty can make choices that 

support the long-term viability of higfier education. 
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CHAPTER 3; METHODOLOGY 

Theoretical Framework 

The previous two chapters have provided an oven^iew of existing literature on 

academy-industry relationships. Methodologically, the literature covers a wide range of 

strategies, from comparative case-studies of several universities (e.g., Clark, 1998) to 

quantitative studies of technology transfer activity (Mowery, Sampat, & Ziedonis, 2002). 

As was discussed in the introduction, a few scholars have created conceptual models 

from which to understand tiiis complex phenomenon (Clark, 1983; Etzkowitz & 

Leydesdorff, 1997; Slaughter & LesHe, 1997). Although these models have made great 

contributions to the field, they are no longer sufficient to describe the changing nature of 

higher education's relationships with industry in the New Economy. Specifically, they do 

not address changes in the academic labor market that have given rise to academic 

professionals, the growth of for-profit institutions and community colleges, increasing 

partnerships between businesses and higher education institutions, and the impact of 

information technologies upon postsecondary education. These developments call for 

new methods to describe the changing relationships between the public and private 

sectors within and around the field of higher education. 

The theoretical construct of intermediating organizations, as introduced in chapter 

one, guides the research methods used in this study. In addition, the theory of resource 

exchange (Levine & White, 1961) and the concept of the Space of I'iows (Casteils, 2000) 

inform the methods presented here. First, Levine and White provided a concept of 
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exchange between organizations that extends beyond economics. They defined 

organizational exchange as "any voluntary activity between two organizations which has 

consequences, actual or anticipated, for the realization of their respective goals or 

objectives (Levine & White, 1961: 588). Their perspective of transaction allows for both 

unilateral and reciprocal exchange. Unlike social exchange theory, which focuses on the 

rational actions of individuals, Levine and White's theory of resource exchange is applied 

here to the interorganizational field to examine the transaction.s between organizations. 

And unlike resource dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978/2003), resource 

exchange theory does not presuppose the necessity of dependence between organizations 

involved in exchange processes. The theory of resource exchange underlies the theory of 

intermediating organizations in that it provides a fram,ework for the transaction of actors, 

resources, and commerce between organizations. However, resource exchange theory 

does not tell us why commodities are being exchanged between organizations and 

therefore the theory is descriptive in its utility. 

Another theoretical construct that informs the methodology behind the theory of 

intermediating organizations is Castells' notion of The Space of Flows (Castells, 2000), 

which is rooted in concepts of the Information Age and the New Economy. Three layers 

make up the space of tlows: 1) electronic exchange, 2) nodes and hubs, and 3) doniin^int 

managerial elites. The first layer describes the mode of cominunication, via electronic 

networks. This layer is characterized by rapid transaction, and although it is shaped by 

both space and time, the elements involved ai'e imperceptible to participsnts engaged in 

infonnation exchange. The second layer describes the actual, places of coonection within 
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the network. Hierarchies (social, technological, md geographical) exist between nodes 

and hubs, with some points o f privilege and other locations litnited by resources and 

social stnictures. The third layer is composed of those responsible for the rising 

dominance of the new spatial logic, the "techTiocratic-financial-rnanagerial elites" who 

created its infrastructure. The Space of Flows provides the theory of intermediating 

organizations with an understanding of the hierarchical networks that exist between and 

within orgiiiiizatioiis, and reminds us that the Infomiation Age and the New Economy 

have influenced the interorganizational infTastructure that permits transaction to occur. 

Further, Castells' Space of Flows provides a method for mapping intermediation between 

organizations as well as helping us to understand the motivations behind 

interorganizational transaction. 

Research Questions 

Three main research questions have been developed from the literature and 

theories described in chapters one and two. The research questions are: 

1. Are higher education associations involved with industry? 

a. Wlmt is the nature of the associations in the interorganizational field 

surrounding higher education? 

b- What are die characteristics of higher-education associations that are 

involved with industry? 

c. What are the networks between these associations and industry? 

2. How does a particular organization (Educause) intermediate between 

academic institutions and industry? 
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a. What are the flows of actors? 

b. What are the flows of resources? 

c. What are the flows of cormnerce? 

3. If intermediating organizations exist, what part do these org^mizations play in 

re-drawing the public/private boundaries of higher education? 

Research question one and its subquestions are explored in Part One of the study, titled 

"Higher Education Associations." Research questions two (and its subquestions) and 

research question three are examined in Part Two, the "Case-study of Educause." 

Research Methods 

A multi-layered methodological approach has been utilized to most fully 

understand the changes that the New Economy has brought to the academy-industry 

relationship and tlie imphcations this has for the public/private boundaries of higher 

education. First, an understanding of the interorganizational landscape has been achieved 

in order to place the behaviors of specific organizations within a larger context. 

Quantitative methods provide the statistics necessary to compare this set of organizations 

at the macro-level. Further, the techniques of social network analysis lent themselves well 

to interorgariizational explorations by focusing on the relational ties between 

organizations. In addition,, a case-study approach provided concrete examples of the 

exchanges between public and private entities in the higlier education sector. Both 

quantitative and qualitative methods captured the process of exchange between the case-

study association mid organizations in the public and private sectors. 
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Due to the vsiried research methods used in this study, several reference aids for 

qualitative and quantitative methods were reviewed. General advice regarding qualitative 

methods was obtained from Fatton (2002) and Miles and Huberman (1994) and case-

study methods were referenced in Merriam (1998) and Yin (2003). In addition, the 

following guides were valuable aids to my research; ethnographic research (Hammersley 

& Atkinson, 1995), code development (Boyatzis, 1998), computer-assisted qualitative 

analysis (Dey, 1993), discourse analysis (Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 1999), anthropology 

of cyberspace (Hakken, 2003), and teemet research methods (Hewson, et al., 2003; 

Mann & Stewart, 2000). Two referen,ces on visual analysis have proved useful in this 

study: Rose (2001) and Van Leeuwen and Jewitt (2001). Social network analysis, a 

technique that is specifically useful to the theory of intermediating organizations, is 

described in more detail below. 

Social Network Analysis 

The analysis of the networks between organizations and specific actors within 

those organizations is a key element of research on intermediating organizations. At the 

organizational level, social network analysis provides a method for examining the formal 

ties between groups, be they strategic alliances, partnerships, or menrberships. Analysis 

at this level includes the directional aspects of the organizational relationships (reciprocal 

or unilateral) and the density of the relationships (number of ties within areas of the 

network), hi the case-study application, the analysis of "ego-networks" has been 

employed. Ego-networks involve a fbcal organization or individual to examine the points 

of contact that radiate from this central point or node. At the level of the individuals 
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within organizations, social network analysis provides a method for examining the ways 

in whicli people transcend organizational boundaries and fomi sub-groups between and 

among several OTgaiiization,s. These networks a'e fluid and can be either formal or 

informai. For the purposes of this study foraial social networks, such the members of a 

board of directors, are analyzed. Reference materials on social network analysis include 

Scott (2000), Degenne and Forse (1999), Kilduff and Tsai (2003), and Thompson (2003). 

Design, Part One: Higher Education Associations 

Pilot Study 

The study began with a preliminary review of associations as a partial pilot study for the 

present research, conducted in February 2003. Research question one, "Are higher 

education associations involved with industry?" was explored by the pilot study. A field 

of 336 higher education associations was obtained from the online database Associations 

Unlimited,' which is the electronic version of the Encyclopedia of Associations. The 

database was searched twice, once using Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes 

"8699: Membership Organizations" and Subject Descriptor "Colleges and Universities," 

and again using SIC code "862 i; Professional Organizations" and Subject Descriptor 

"Colleges and Universities." After the list of 336 associations was obtained, the World 

Wide Web page of each association was examined for evidence ofpublic/private contact, 

which usually took the form of corporate logo placement and the mention of corporate 

sponsors. There were three preliminary research questions: "Are higher education 

^ Associations Unlimited is a database administered by the Gale Ciroup, and covers 2,000 national 

associations in the U.S. 
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associations involved with iTidustry?" "Are the ties sponsorships or partiierships?" and 

"What are the levels of corporate participation and how much do they cost?" 

Of these 336 associations, 29 mentioned corporate sponsors or corporate partners 

in prominent areas of their home pages. Further examination of these 29 associations 

found that sponsorship relationships taking the fonn of logo placement were not as well 

described in the Web pages as were "corporate partner progirams," an organizational 

construct that often had several pages of description. This pilot study was useful in that it 

helped, to identify these corporate partner programs as one of the more visible means of 

contact between associations and industry. However, while the search features of the 

Associations Unlimited dataset were systematic and replicable, the SIC codes proved too 

broad in their scope and hundreds of organizations that were not higher education 

associations were included in the sample. It became clear that another method for 

delimiting the fi eld of higher education professional associations must be utilized. 

Selection of the Sample 

A sample of 121 organizations listed as "sponsors of meetings" in The Chronicle 

for Higher Edtication'% "Events in Academe" for the Fall/Winter 2002-2003 (pp. D3-D5) 

and Spring/Summer 2003 (pp. D3-D5) issues was created for this study. This identiiied 

organizations that chose to advertise their meeting or conference in The Chronicie, one of 

the more prominent publications serving the higher education community, for the 

academic year between Fall 2002 and Summer 2003. The Fall/Winter issue contained 

292 event sponsor listings and the Spring/Summer issue listed 234, for a combined total 

of 526 listings. However, between the two issues there were nimiy duplicate entries. 
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which were removed from the sample. In addition, event-sponsoring organizations that 

were regional in nature, foundations, institutes, accrediting bodies, or institutions of 

higher education were removed from, the sample because they were not membership 

associations and therefore did not fit the framework of the study. Associations that 

primarily serve students have been excluded from the sample as well, although their role 

in organizational change may be examined in future research projects. Further reduction 

of the sample occurred when associations from The Chronicle 's event listing were not 

found in either the electronic reference source Associations Unlimited or the online 

database for non-profit organizations known as Guidestar,^ suggesting that these 

organizations niiglit not be officially classified as non-profit entities with 501(c)(3) status. 

The final sample contains 121U.S.-based, non-profit associations with ties to higher 

education (see Appendix for a complete list of these associations). 

Limitations of the Sample 

The intent of the dataset of higher education associations is to assess the 

interorganizational field that intersects and includes the higher education community. 

While the sample contains many scholarly associations, such as the American Society of 

Geolinguistics, and many important associations for academic staff and administrators, 

such as the College and University Professional Association for Human Resources, it 

does not include all professional associations that have members from academe. In 

particular, associations for many academic disciplines in the sciences are not included in 

the sample (the American Chemical Society comes to mind), as these groups did not 

^ http://www.guidestar.oig. Checked March 10, 2004. 

http://www.guidestar.oig
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advertise any events in the 2002-2003 edition of The Chronicle of Higher Education's 

"Events in Academe" publication. Satisfactory methods for identifying and introducing 

absent associations into the sample were not found. However, the "Events in Academe" 

publication has been a systematic way to capture a wide range of higlier education-related 

groups, with the added benefi t of obtaining the names of organizations that are currently 

active, not just those that might be listed in a database but are not contiibuting to the 

shape of the higher education community today. It is important to note that studies on 

higher education associations as a set have not been published since Bloland's study of 

Washington, DC-based associations in 1985. Although Bloland's work is helpful in its 

focus on the "Big Six" associations and their role in federal policy-making, the scope did 

not approach the breadth of the present study and did not consider corporate involvement. 

This research will serve as a starting point for these neglected areas of inquiiy, and it is 

hoped that a larger-scale project on this topic will be feasible in the near future. 

Quantitative Analysis 

Quantitative analysis was utilized to answer the research question, "Are higher 

education associations involved with industry?" and the subquestions "What is the nature 

of the associations in the interorgani zational field surrounding higher education?" and 

"What are the characteristics of higher education associations that are involved with 

industry?" Once this list of 121 associations was obtained, the dataset was populated with 

infonnation from Associations Unlimited, Guidestar, and World Wide Web pages hosted 

by the individual associations. The number and type of members, number of staff, and 

age of the organization were determined by searching for the organizations in 
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Associations Unlimited. The associations' income in 2002 was obtained through 

Guidestar, as well as zip codes. Finally, to determine levels of involvement with industry, 

the associations' Web pages were analyzed to see if the organizations had a specific 

category' of membership for corporations, whetlier they accepted corporate sponsorship 

(other than exhibit vendors), and if they had a corporate partner program;'' 

Dummy variables were created to categorize the size of staff (under 50 and over 

51), the age of the associations (1-25,26-50, 51-75, over 76), the region where the 

associations have their headquarters (Northeast, South, Midwest, West), whether or not 

the association is located in Washington DC, and the level of income in 2002 (less than 

25K, 26- iOOK, 101-500K, 501-lM, 1M-5M, 5M-10M, 10M-20M, and over 20M). In 

addition, dummy variables were created to indicate the range of corporate contact (none, 

the presence of a corporate membership category, the acceptance of corporate sponsors, 

and the presence of a corporate partner program). To measure the overlap between these 

corporate contact variables, a dummy variable for corporate intensity was created (none, 

low, medium, high), where the highest level indicates that an association has a corporate 

membership category, accepts corporate sponsors, and has a corporate partner program. 

Descriptive statistics were run on the datasct as a whole, and then divided into 

subgroups by the primary type of membership category, staff size, age, region, income, 

corporate contact, and corporate intensity. Further, rank and percentiles were run for the 

income variable. 

•' Corporate partner programs are formal orgaaizatioml structures that showca.se comtjanies thai: have made 
substantial financial cotrtributions to an association above the nonml membership fee. Corporate partner 
progtaim are usually hierarchical in nature, with names like "platinum partner" or "gold partner" given to 
distinguish the level of contribution to the association. 
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Social Network Analysis 

Social network analysis was utilized to answer research question one's 

subquestion "What are the networks between these associations and industry?" Five 

associations in the sample were identified as having formal corporate partner programs, a 

highly visible form of corporate involvement within the associations. The lists of 

corporate partners for each association for the year 2003 were obtained from the Web 

sites of the associations. A network map of these organizational linkages was created 

using first using ATLAS Ti qualitative software and then UCIMET 6 social network 

software. "Ego-centric" networks (Scott 2000) were created around each of the five 

associations, with the corporate partners radiating from each node (association). When 

common corporate partners existed between the associations, the ego networks were 

connected. The network map was then analyzed for clusters of interconnections and 

density between associations and their corporate partners. Further the SIC codes of the 

corporations were analyzed, to determine the saturation of different business sectors 

within these five associations. 

Design, Part Two: Case-study of Educause 

Selection of the Case-study Organization 

One of the associations identified in part one of the study as having a high degree 

of coiporate participation was selected for the case-study application of the theoiy of 

inteiinediating organizations. Educause, m association for iiifomiation technology 

profeswsionals in higher education, was purposefully chosen as ;ui "ideal type" (Merriam. 

1998). This association exhibits many qualities that make it an excellent unit of analysis. 
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First, Educause is a national association with a large membership, providing depth of 

coverage among different types of institutions and individuals involved in the 

organization. Second, Educause is situated squarely within the high-tech sector, which 

offers a New Economy context for its mission and sen-ices. Third, as Educause serves IT 

professionals, it is an association dedicated to a new type of academic professionals. 

Educause member representatives are key players in the digitization of academic content 

and the electronic delivery of instructional materials within higlier education institutions, 

as well as being tied to research computing and software developments. Fourth, Educause 

attracts members from a wide range of institutional types, from research universities to 

community colleges, both public and private institutions, for-profit or nonprofit. Finally, 

Educause has a high-profile coiporate partner program and a high degree of coqiorate 

involvement within the association. As a benefit to this type of research, Educause has a 

rich body of data publicly available on its Web site. 

Educause draws its institutional members from higher education (all levels and 

both public and private institutional t3.fpes), other non-profit higher education associations 

and consortia, and corporations. The association has two offices, one in Boulder, 

Colorado, md the other in Washington, DC. Educause is the result of a 1998 merger 

between two organizations, CAUSE and Educom. CAUSE, whose name was an acronym 

tbr the College and University Systems Exchange, was founded in 1962 by a group of 

college and university data administrators who were interested in new developments in 

computers and information processing in academic settings (Ryland, 1998). By 1971, 

CAUSE had an office in .Boulder, Colorado and a modest budget for operations. In the 
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next two decades, CAUSE grew in membership size and also attracted corporate 

sponsorship from IBM, SCT, Apple Computer, Novell, and PeopleSoft. A Corporate 

Fonim was established in 1994 to enhance relationships with industry. 

Educoni, formally known as the Intemniversity Communications Council, Inc., 

was founded in 1964 by a group of medical school deans and vice presidents for the 

pui-pose of exploring ways in which universities could share digital data (Heterick, 1998). 

The first ten years of the association were funded with $1,350,000 granted by the W. K. 

Kellogg Foundation. Later funding for Educora came from the National Science 

Foundation, the Lilly Foundation, the Carnegie Foundation, the Pew Charitable Trust, 

and corporate funding from IBM. In 1984, the association created the Educoni Corporate 

Associates Program, enhsting more than 100 corporate members. After many years of 

moving its headquarters to the academic offices of the association presidents, Educom 

settled in Washington, DC in 1988. 

After consolidation between CAUSE and Educom in 1998, Educause retained 

both offices (in Boulder and Washington) and created a pro fessional staff from existing 

association leaders and new personnel. At present (2004), Educause has 57 paid staff 

members, and draws its membership from 1,357 higher education institutions, 13 

secondary schools, 47 nonprofit groups, and 188 corporations. A Corporate Partner 

Program was founded at the time of the merger to provide an, incentive structure for 

industry involvement in the association, beyond corporate membership. In 2004, there arc 

38 corporate partners in four categories (Platinum, Gold, Silver, and Bronze). EEducause 

has a well-developed Web presence, and is in fact the confeixing body for the ".edu" 
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domain name suffix, one of the top-level subdivisions of the Internet Domain Name 

System (DNS). Since being appointed the task by the U.S. Department of Commerce in 

2001, Educause has sole authority to register and approve any educational institution or 

organization that wishes to use the ".edu" domain name. 

Research Questions 

Part Two of the study, the case-study of Educause, is presented in three parts, 

according to the organizational flows of the theory of intermediating organizations. The 

examination of each of these flows is guided by research question two, "How does a 

particular organizadon (Educause) intemiediate between academic institutions and 

industry?" and the subquestions regarding the flow of actors, the flow of resources, and 

the flow of commerce. 

The Flow of Actors 

The flow of actors has been explored by examining the various formal and 

informal actor networks within the Educause membership. Seven interaction points have 

been analyzed: membership, board members, listserv members, job posting service, 

conference attendees, and conference presenters. The research questions, data questions, 

data sources, and research methods are presented in Table 3.1. 



The Flow of Actors 
Research Question: How does a particular organization (Educause) intermediate 
between academic institutions and industry? What are the flow of actors? 

Data Question Data Source Research Method 
What are the 
public/private 
distinctions found in 
the membership 
demographics? 

Current membership rosters, 
found online at 
http://www.educause.edu/memdir 

Quantitative 
analysis, descriptive 
statistics 

What are the 
public/private 
networks of the board 
members? 

Educause Board of Directors, 
biographical statements online at 
http;//www.educause.edu/ 
about/board _ bios .asp 

Social network 
analysis of board 
interlocks using 
UCINET 6 software 

What <ire the 
public/private 
affiliations of people 
using the listservs? 

Archives of the Wireless-LAN 
discussion group, online at 
http://www.educause.edu/ 
cg/wireless-]an.asp 

Document analysis 

What public and 
pri vate jobs are posted 
on the association's 
job listing service? 

Educause job posting service, 
onhne at 
http ://www.educause.edu 
/jobpost' 

Document analysis 

What tire the 
public/private 
distinctions among 
conference attendees 
and presenters? 

Registration demographics for 
the 2003 annual Educause 
conference, online at 
http://www.educause.edu/ 
conference/annual/2003/. 
2003 Educause conference 
speaker lists, online at 
http;//www.educause.edu/ 
asp/conf/speaker_list.asp? 
Heading=Con ference%20 
Speakers&meeting--e03 

Quantitative 
analysis, descriptive 
statistics 

Table 3.1. Data qaestions and sources for the Flow of A.ctors. 

The Flow of Resources 

The flow of resources has been explored by exaiBiiiiiig the exchange of 

knowledge, finances, and emblems that occur within Educause. The research questions, 

data questions, data sources, and research methods are presented in Table 3.2. 
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The Flow of Resources 
Research Question; How does a particular organization (Educause) inlemiediate 
between, academic institutions and industry? What are the flows of resources? 

Data Question Data Source Research Method 
Knowledge Exchange 
What are the 
public/private 
interactions within the 
research function of the 
association? 

Educause Center for 
Applied Research (ECAR), 
online at 
ht tp ://www. educause, edu/ 
ecar/ 

Document analysis 

'What are the 
public/private 
interactions within the 
policy-analysis function 

of the association? 

,Educause ,Federal Policy 
Program, online at 
http ;/7www.educau8e.edu/ 
policy./ 

Document analysis 

Resource Exchange 
How much money is 
generated firom 
membership dues from 
public and private 
sources? 

Membership dues fee 
schedule, IRS 990 forms 

Quantitative analysis, 
descriptive statistics 

What are the major 
expenses? 

IRS 990 Quantitative analysis, 
descriptive statistics 

Emblematic Exchange 
What are the 
public/private 
distinctions between 
logo placement on the 
association's Web site? 

Educause Web site, online 
at vvww.educause.edu 

Document analysis, 
visual analysis 

Table 3.2. Data questions and sources for the Flow of Resources. 

The Flow of Commerce 

The flow of commerce has been explored by examining the development of a 

micro-market witbiri Educause. Particular attention has been paid to the stiaictures that 

have been created by the association to enhance the commercial contact between 
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institutional and corporate members. The research questions, data questions, data sources^ 

and research methods are presented in Table 3.3. 

The Flow of Commerce 
Research Question: How does a particular organization (1 
between academic institutions and industry? What is the 

iducause) intermediate 
flow of commerce? 

Data Question Data Source Research M^ethod 
What structures have 
been created to enhance 
commerce between 
public and private 
members of the 
association? 

Corporate Principles 

Advertising opportunities in 
Educause Review 

Press Release Service 

Dociraient analysis, 
visual analysis 

How does the Corporate 
Partner Program enhance 
the flow of commerce 
between pubhc and 
private members of 
Educause? 

Corporate Partner Program, 
2003 annual Educause 
conference exhibitor list 
and exhibits map, online at 
http;//www.educause.edu/ 
conference/annual/2003/ 
corppart.asp 

Document analysis, 
visual analysis 

Table 3,3. Data questions and sources for the Flow of Commerce. 

Ethical Considerations 

This project has been approved by the Human Subjects Committee of the 

University of Arizona. Measures have been taken in the presentation of the data to ensure 

confidentiality where appropriate. As such, no individuals are named in the study, sind 

only infomiation that has been made publicly available, either througli print publication 

or via the World Wide Web, has been used as data sources. Although 1 have participated 

in Educause events and have visited the association's headquarters in Boulder, Colorado, 

observations from these points of contact have not been utilized in this study to preserve 
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the confideTitiality of individuais. However, these first-hand experiences have influenced 

my selection of data sources and have strengthened my initial thinking about my 

theoretical framework as I conceptualized the theory of intermediating organizations. 



84 

CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS, PART ONE 

HIGHER EDUCATION ASSOCIATIONS 

Theoretical Framework 

This chapter explores the mode! of intermediating organizations at the level of the 

"organizational field " DiMaggio and Powell (1983) defined an organizational field as 

"those organizations that, in the aggregate, constitute a recognized area of institutional 

life: key siipphers, resource and product consumers, regulatory agencies, and other 

orgmizations that produce similar services or products" (1983, pp. 64-65). The 

organizational field explored in this chapter is the higher education scctor. However, the 

focus of analysis for this chapter is not the field in its entirety but the professional 

associations of the individuals who work within postsecondary institutions. Of particular 

interest to the analysis are the ways in which the associations provide opportuuities for 

public/private interaction between institutional members and industry members or 

sponsors. These opportunities, in the form of corporate memberships, corporate 

sponsorship, and corporate partner programs, provide concrete evidence of 

intermediating behaviors on the part of the higher education associations as they 

endeavor to bridge the space between their public and private constituencies. 

Introduction to Higher Education Associations 

/America has been known as a "nation of joiners" since Tocqueville's observations 

in the 183()s. (Crowley & Skocpol, 2001; De Tocqueviile, 1837/2003). Yet the various 

types of voluntary membership organizations have not fared eqiuilly over the course of 

American history. While Putnam's (2000) theory of civic disengagement in the post-



WWII era lias been criticized for its oversiglit of the civil rights movemen,t, ethitic 

heritage groups, and the women's movement (Boggs, 2001; Kaufman, 2002), he noted 

how fraternal organizations that once held a prominent place in American society have 

experienced recent decline. In their place there has been a rise in the number and 

significance of special interest groups, such as the American Association for Retired 

Persons (Achenbaurn, 2000) and occupational organizations (Skocpol, 2003). While civic 

groups may be disappearing, the "professionalization of everyone" (Wilensky, 1964) has 

institutionalized the proccss of occupational identity fonnation for many working 

Americans, with professional associations at the heart of normative construction. Indeed 

it may be the increasing dominance of the workplace in contemporat;y life that has led to 

the rise in occupational associations and professional organizations in the American 

social landscape. 

In the New Economy, the professionalization of technical workers has led to a 

new class of managers and expert labor (Barley, 1996; Brint, 1994; Burns, 1993). In 

higher education, information technology workers now span the labor spectrum from 

entry-level systems analysts to the upper ranks of Chief Information Officers and Vice 

Presidents. Further, academic administrators of all types have become more numerous on 

college campuses (Rhoades, 1998; Slaughter & Rhoades, in press). The combination of 

the creation new technical-manager positions and the expansion of administrative 

pu.rview have led to an increased managerial core in higher education. Although this 

trend has been rioted by scholars (Rhoades, 1998; Leslie & Rhoades, 1995) little attention 
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has been paid to the professional development and the off-campus affiliations of 

academic administrators and support staff. 

A great number of professional and occupational organizations exist for the 

professional development of those employed in colleges and universities, yet not much is 

known about these associations as a collective group.® More is known about the select 

group of higher education associations based in Washington, DC that is closely 

associated with the policy interface between postsecondaiy education and government 

(Bloland, 1985; Hawkins, 1992). The lack of research on membership associations in 

higher education is ironic given the historical connections between professional 

"collegiality" and the college structure itself. This chapter will examine the set of 

voluntary membership organizations that serve the higher education sector, hereafter 

known as "higher education associations." These associations are both "pro fessionai" and 

"occupational;" that is, the category is comprised of both those organizations that are for 

traditional professionals (physicians, attorneys, professors) and those organized by the 

rising ranks of management and service workers (those who work in administration, 

research, student affairs, and instructional support). Some associations are primarily 

defined by the occupations they represent, while others can be distinguished by a 

collective special interest. Consequently, higher education associations can be classi fied 

by membership (either the academic professionals or the academic scholars) or by 

affinity to special topics. 

" Studies on singular societies exist, such as Hutcheson's liistor>' of the AAIJP (2000), 



87 

Higher education associations are influenced by changes in the nonprofit sector 

caused, by increasing commercialization (Wiesbrod, 1998) and the use of infomation 

technology (Te'eni & Young, 2003). As colleges and universities felt the strain of 

declining block grants to higher education from government sources in the 1980s and 

early 1990s (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997), nonprofit organizations also found themselves 

seeking to replace diminished government funding with other sources of revenue, just as 

the demand for nonprofit services was increasing (Weisbrod, 1997). As with higher 

education institutions, resource stress orients nonprofit organizations toward 

entrepreneurial behavior, such as the creation, of profit-generating services (commercial 

activity) and amplified contact with private industry (Weisbrod, 1997; 1998). In addition, 

information technology has the potential to enhance the services provided by nonprofit 

organizations and to enrich the market value of nonprofits (Te'eni & Young, 2003), 

which makes them more attractive to private industry as sponsorship opportunities. 

Research Questions 

Explored in this chapter are the ways in which higher education associations are 

involved with industry. The first research question is explored in this chapter: "Are 

higher education associations involved with industry?" To address this area ofinquiiy, 

three subquestions direct the research. First, "Wliat is the nature of the associations in the 

iaterorganizational field surrounding higher education?" Second, "What are the 

characteristics of higher-education associations that are involved with industry?" Tliird, 

"What are the networks between these associations and industry?" The answers to these 
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questions address the effects of the New Economy on higher education associations and 

help to lay the foundation for the case-study presented in Part Two. 

Methods 

A sample of 121 organizations listed as "sponsors of meetings" in The Chronicle 

for Higher Education's "Events in Academe" for the Fall/Winter 2002-2003 (pp. D3-D5) 

and Spring/Summer 2003 (pp. D3-D5) issues was created for this study. The dataset was 

populated with infomiation from Associations Unlimited, Guidestar, and World Wide 

Web pages hosted by the individual associations. The number and type of members, 

number of staff, and age of the organization were determined by searching for the 

organizations in Associations Unlimited. The associations' income in 2002 was obtained 

through Guidestar, as well as zip codes. Finally, to determine levels of involvement with 

industry, the associations' Web pages were analyzed to see if the organizations had a 

specific category of membership for corporations, whether they accepted corporate 

sponsorship (other than exhibit vendors at conferences and meetings), and if they had a 

corporate partner program. Descriptive statistics were run on the 121 associations in the 

sample. 

Social network analysis was utilized to answer research question one's 

subquestion "What are the networks between these associations and industry?" Five 

associations in the sample were identified as having formal corporate partner programs. 

Network maps were created from the organizational linkages between the corporate 

partners and associations, using ATLAS Ti qualitative software and IJCINET 6 social 

network software. "Ego-centric" networks (Scott, 2000) were created around each of the 
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five associations, with the coiporate partners radiating froBi each node (association). 

When common coiporate partners existed between the associations, the ego networks 

were connected. The network map was then analyzed for clusters of interconnections and 

density between associations and their corporate partners. Further the SIC codes of the 

cor|3orations were analyzed, to determine the saturation of different business sectors 

within these five associations. 

Findings 

Descriptive statistics for the dataset of higher education associations are presented 

in Table 4.1. 



90 

N Mean 
Mcwib. 

Mean 
Starr 

Mean 
liicamK 

Mean 
.Age 

NE s MW W 

All 121 11256 42 $7,565,940 55 40% 16% 25% 16% 

Membership Type 
Individual 88 15198 42 $7,929,020 53 38% 19% 23% 17% 

Institutionai 33 I 2 i l  43 $6,644,270 60 48% 6% 30% 12% 

Staff 
Staff <= 50 71 4661 14 $3,196,880 56 48% 17% 20% 11% 
Staff >51 16 S5702 169 $31,911,110 81 63% 6% 31% 0% 

Age 
Age 1-25 21 1072 6 $366,080 17 19% 5% 43% 29% 
Age 26-50 39 12367 44 $10,601,080 36 38% 18% !S% 21% 
Age 51-75 16 6059 17 S3,401,370 61 44% 31% 19% 6% 

Age >76 35 19139 63 S 10,463,980 96 66% 9% 20% 6% 

Region 
Northeast 49 17664 51 812,470,750 67 100% 0% 0% 0% 
South 19 8222 17 S2,452,860 57 0% 100% 0% 0% 
Midwest 30 8908 56 $3,99f),2S0 47 0% 0% 100% 0% 
West 19 982 7 $1,727,960 35 0% 0% 0% 100% 
Washington, DC 28 11249 36 $9,849,300 68 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Income 
Income < $25K 18 514 6 NA 32 11% 17% ,44% 17% 

Income 26-lOOK 9 1582 13 $50,720 35 33% 11% 22% 22% 

Income 10i-500K 20 1760 4 $239,780 51 20% 15% 40% 25% 

Income 501K4M 7 1441 4 5662,460 30 57% 14% 14% 14% 

Income 1-5M 24 10547 20 $2,217,840 66 46% 21% 21% 13% 
Income 5-IOM 13 20986 46 S6,955,530 82 92% g% 0% 0% 
Income 10-20M 10 12057 85 $13,555,130 65 50% 10% 20% 10% 
Income > 20M 5 100904 303 $80,941,590 94 80%. 0% 20% 0% 

Corporate Contact 
None 79 11790 47 $6,914,820 52 35% 1S% 28% 15% 

Memb. Category 13 6524 47 S9,806,330 55 23% 23% 31% 23% 

Sponsorship 35 10304 32 $8,614,300 59 54% n% 14% 17% 

Partner Program 5 1153 26 S8.62!,430 4S 40% 20% 0% 40% 

Corp. Intaisity 
None 79 11790 47 $6,914,820 52 35%. 18% 28% 15% 

Low 33 12803 36 $7,911,660 62 55% 9% 21% 12% 

Medium 7 2022 45 $12,868,170 54 43% 14% 14% 29% 

HigSi 2 900 10 $7,030,340 35 0% 50% 0% 50% 

Table 4,1. Descriptive statistics of the sample of higher education assoc iations. 
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Overall, the associations in the sample average 11,256 members, have an average 

of 42 people on staff, and are on average 55-year-old organizations. The average income 

is over $7.5 million dollars. More associations are located in the Northeast (40%), than 

the South (16%), the Midwest (25%), or the West (16%>). This is likely due to the high 

number (28) of associations whose national headquarters are located in Wasihington, DC 

(23% of the sample). 

Association Membership 

The n umber of members is somewhat misleading because some associations grant 

individual memberships and some only have institutional memberships, with others 

having combination of the two. An association for land-grant universities, for example, 

may have a fewer members than an association that is made up o f individual scholars of a 

particular discipline. While the size of the organization may differ by measures of 

membership, the relative importance or significance of the organization may not be well 

described by this variable. To distinguish tliese groups, a variable was created for primary 

membership category (individual or institutional). Membership fonns and membership 

descriptions were examined, using the association's Web sites as the source of 

information, when this distinction was unclear. The descriptive statistics shown in Table 

4.1 illustrate the usefulness of this disaggregation of the membership. There are more 

associations in the sample that primarily grant individual memberships (88) than those 

that have primarily institutional memberships (33). The average size of the membership 

for the individual group is much higher (15,198) than the institutional group (1,211). One 

area of similarity i.s the average staff size, which is virtually the same between the 
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individual meffibership groiifj and the institutional membership group. Overall, the 

institutional m,embership group is more highly concentrated in the Northeast (48%) than 

the other regions. In comparison, the individual ^oup is more evenly distributed 

tlu'oughoiit the other regions. 

Staff Members 

Many associations in the sample (71) have 50 or fewer staff members. The 

average staff size for this group is 14. However, the group with larger staff sizes had a 

substantially larger average income in 2002 ($31,911,110) than the group witli the 

smaller staff ($3,196,880), and had more members. It is likely that a larger staff is 

necessary to achieve the mission-related goals of large membership organizations, and 

more money is required to pay salaries and other administrative costs. The group with the 

larger staff represents older organizations on average, and is more highly concentrated in 

the Northeast. 

Association Age 

The age of an association corresponds to the number of members, staff size, 

amount of income, and geographical location. The younger associations in the sample, 

the ones 25 years old or less, have a fraction of the membership size of the oldest 

associations (those over 76 years) and earned an average of $366,080 in 2002 compared 

to the average $10,463,980 earned by the associations in the oldest gi'oup. The youngest 

associations also have a much smaller average staff size than the oldest associations (6 

people compared to 63). Additionally, more of the youngest associations are located in 

the Midwest (43%) than the other regions, while the oldest associations are more often 
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located in the Northeast (66%). Clearly, the organizational life-cyc!c of higher education 

associations needs further exploration, as it seems to play a part io matters of size, 

organizational wealth, and location. Specifically, association mergers and name changes 

that might reflect rising or declining professions and disciplines would be a fascinating 

area of future research, but it is beyond the scope of the present study 

The oldest association in the sample, the American Library Association, was 

founded in 1876. In all, eleven associations in the sample were Ibunded in the ISOOs, 

with most of those being founded in the 1880s. The period between 1890 and 1919 saw a 

rise in the number of associations, with 16 founded in that period. From 1920 to 1949, 

there were 19 associations established, but each decade of that period is marked by a 

decrease in new organizations. The most dramatic rise in the number of associations 

came between 1950 and 1979, with each decade showing a marked increase in the 

number of associations. The most associations founded in a single decade (21) occun-ed 

during the 1970s. Since then, few associations have been established, a phenomenon that 

calls for further research to explain its occurrence. 

Geographic Region 

Table 4.1 also describes characteristics of the associations by geographical region. 

An examination of this variable shows that the most popular location for association 

headquarters is Washington, DC. The Northeast region, which includes the nation's 

capital, is the single region with the largest number of associations in the sample, with 49 

(40%). The Northeast associations have the largest average membership, earn the most 

money on average and we the oldest, compared to the averages of the other regions. The 
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Midwest associations rank second in the size of membership and income, but have a 

slightly larger average staff than those associations in the Northeast. Overall, the 

Southern-region associations have higher average membership, staff, income, and age 

than the associations in tlie West. 'Western-based associations are on average the vsmallest 

in membership and staff size, earn the least, and are the youngest of the sample. When 

the associations based in Washington, DC are isolated from the rest of the sample, it is 

easy to see how the Northeast region leads the rest of the associations in membership 

size, income, and age. Of these 28 associations headquartered in Washington, DC, 17 are 

located in the prestigious Dupont Circle neighborhood, as identiiied by tlie "20036" zip 

code. These 17 associations as a group eamed over $197 million dollars in 2002. 

Association Income 

The income variables shown in Table 4.1 depict a relative progression of 

membership size, number of staff, and age, with a few exceptions. The 18 associations 

that eamed less than $25,000 in 2002 were not required to file federal tax foiins, and 

therefore exact revenues were unavailable for mOvSt of them. This group has the fewest 

members and staff, but is not the youngest, as their average age (32) is slightly older than 

that of the associations earning ,$501,000 to $1 million in 2002, which averaged 30 years. 

Yet, the group earning the most on average also has the largest average membership, 

staff and is the oldest. The average income of this group is $80,941,590. 

The descriptive statistics in Table 4.1 do not show a precise distribution of 

income. Therefore, the income variable was computed into rank and percentiles to better 

illustrate the distribution. Table 4,2 displays this information. 
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Name of Association Income Rank Percentile 
Institute of Electrical and Electronics 

100'' Engineers $213,238,708 1 100'' 
American Association of Community 
Colleges $15,850,618 7 95'" 
Hispanic Association of Colleges and 

90"' Universities $12,271,083 13 90"' 
American Association of University 

00
 S' Women $7,889,028 19 00
 S' 

Association of American Colleges and 
80"' Universities $6,055,441 25 80"' 

Association of Higher Education Facilities 
Officers $3,597,157 31 
Association of Ajnerican University Presses $2,423,267 37 70'* 
Society of Biblical Literature $1,820,072 43 65"' 
World Future Society $1,405,905 49 60"' 
American Mathematical Association of 
Two-Year Colleges $840,603 55 55"' 
Society for Values in Higher Education $481,774 61 50"^ 
International Assembly for Collegiate 

45'" Business Education $248,525 67 45'" 
American Association for Affirmative 
Action $160,000 73 40th 

American Council on International 
35'" Intercultural Education $106,914 79 35'" 

Association of Private Enterprise Education $50,053 85 30"' 
American Association of Australian 

25"' Literary Studies $13,735 91 25"' 
$0 92-121 < 25"' 

Table 4.2. Rank and Percentile of income of associations in the sample. 

As shown in Table 4.2, the association with the highest income ($213,238,708) 

was the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE). The IEEE earned 

$125,538,354 more than the American Society for Microbiology, which had the next 

highest income in the set. The incomc of the IEEE in 2002 was $212,7.56,934 more thai 

the revenues of the Society for Values in Higher Education ($481,774) at the median of 


