INTERMEDIATING ASSOCIATIONS AND

THE UNIVERSITY-INDUSTRY RELATIONSHIP

by

Amy Scott Metcalfe

Copyright © Amy Scott Metealfe 2004

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the
CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF HIGHER EDUCATION

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
For the Degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
In the Graduate College

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

2004



UMI Number: 3132244

Copyright 2004 by
Metcalfe, Amy Scott

All rights reserved.

INFORMATION TO USERS

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy
submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations and
photographs, print bleed-through, substandard margins, and improper
alighment can adversely affect reproduction.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized

copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion.

®

UMI

UMI Microform 3132244
Copyright 2004 by ProQuest Information and Learning Company.

All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against

unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.

ProQuest Information and Learning Company
300 North Zeeb Road
P.O. Box 1346
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346



The University of Arizona @9
Graduate College

As members of the Final Examination Commiitee, we certify that we have read the

dissertation prepared by Amy Scott Metcalfe B
entitled Intermediatine Associations and the University-Industry Relationship

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement for the

Degree of Doctor of Philosophy
{ i M,fﬁ"wg\: Sl [ A—— (7{,/6’7?1’/1“ Y
Sheila Slaughter i,x“ N T date’ :,s
g N Sy £
Gar “R]]Odd%i . date
ot ,v yk’(»«s wm ’di)m i : P pf/é? ?fz)‘f
/;/J/cﬁﬁifgrf’flroissant ' date
date
date

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon the
Candidate’s submission of the final copies of the dissertation to the Graduate College.

I hereby certify that [ have read this dissertation prepared under my direction and
recommend that it be gecepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement.

DISHM mtmn [“)u eetor: tah Jib Sa lduwhtm '  ddte



STATEMENT BY AUTHOR

This dissertation has been submitted in partial fulfillment of requirements for an
advanced degree at The University of Arizona and is deposited in the University
Library to be made available to borrowers under rules of the Library.

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without special permission,
provided that accurate acknowledgment of source is made. Requests for permission
for extended quotation from or reproduction of this manuscript in whole or in part may be
granted by the copyright holder.

{} fﬂ:’ ’ s 9

g P P g

SIGNED o 2yt i Y
f' S s”"}m’“”
# "



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

“The advantage of a classical education is that it enables you to despise
the wealth which it prevents you from achieving.”
—~Russell Green

The path to the Ph.D. would have been terribly dull without the camaraderie of
fellow students Veronica Diaz, Rick Wagoner, Mayte Perez Franco, Lisa Andrews, Gary
Cruz, Enrique Ramos, Jose Santos, and George McClellan. Thaok you for your support
and friendship.

In addition, T would like to thank my faculty for providing a top-notch doctoral
experience. Special thanks to Jennifer Croissant, Gary Rhoades, and Sheila Slaughter for
offering an innovate set of classes thqt constituted the bulk of my doctoral coursework,
titled “Universities and the Information Age.” Through these classes, with the help of
then postdoctoral researcher Andrea Hoplight Tapia, they helped shape my interests into
a viable research agenda. Thanks also to John Cheslock for his thoughtful teaching and
assistance on all matters statistical, and to John Levin for his interest in organizations and
the true value of education. Many thanks to Ken Koput for sharing his expertise
regarding interorganizational networks. My friendship and gratitude is also extended to
Sylvia Mahon, our departmental administrative assistant.

Finally, thanks to my faroily for their unwavering support. You never question
that I can achieve everything 1 sct out to do. To my loving husband, Jason, thank you for
your light-hearted demeanor and for your willingness to go wherever this leads us. Above

all, your support has been the critical component of this endeavor.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

v gy g gy " ’
E A R hed A . E R N Y R TR T T RT FreRaRANaAn EXED
LIST OF TABLES ..ocvei. e Ar e R rasfneey e R Y eaTare s eassehereearrbnrnbe s sensenenavsnrraruatenrants T
. A O N S R R N R N R N N N Y T R R T T TR R TR T
- . - \ .
o . Ao x A £ R T R N T Ry Y PR RN PR I TR Y R R T S

Background........... SIS ceemrecns e ereeernnsenen STRIOIOROTOIORUPIINS §
Theoretical Framework......cocvvvnvevinnvocnnn e r et ntenes 4
The Triangle of Coordination Mmdel ............................... verrve v .16
The Triple-Helix MudcllQ
Academic Capitalism Theory ..o oo e verererneni 2]
The Model of Intermediating Organizations........ SRR et e 25
The FIow 0F ACLOIS .ovvuireriiiriesriecrvr e esvasacsseerernsne s verrersenenes 28
The Flow of RESOUTCES cvvvivvrnvrcriviiiie e srseeesinne e 29
The Flow of Commerce ........... e es rereeerrarans reerrenaes pererereneans 31
Significance of the Study ... OTTTPRRRON OO OOPIOOL: 1.

CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE .......coovvvienn e 34

The New Economy and the Knowledge Society ............ e e 34
The Entreprencurial Academy ....covevcevcrinnn et bttt en et arna e 42
Types of Academy-Industry Relations ........coemvnienecnnnnnn, et A7
Promises and Pitfalls of the Academy-Industry Reiatlonshlp ....................... 62

CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY oo cereeeers et e s 66

Theoretical Framework ....oooeevvvennene oo bttt et ven et ne 66
Research Questions.....oovvenrvnee. s et ey eyt ira At et e s aeeheaeareeraear ey ibtasren v 08
Research Methods .o SOOI IOUDUR .69
Social Network Analysm ...... verennnies SOTURRPRSUR cerrrereen e 70
Design, Part One: Higher Education Associalions ... crovenne crenn 1
Selection of the Sample . et vncees T
Limitations of the Sample e 13
Quantifative ANBIVSIS.. i ossses 4
Social Network Amiym ..... W76
Design, Part Two: Case-study of Educanse.....n SOOI PRPIOPI 76

i



TABLE OF CONTENTSContinued

Selection of the Case-study Organization......cccveiirvinerninnnn. 76
Research QUESTIONS ... oviiiiiirncreiincecinasanessseanrrnsisnessrnsssassesas e 19

The Flow of Actors ..., cerrran rteersnaseseasrneeeanseneessseinrsaene 19

The Flow of RESOUICES (vveiriierrimsee e cemnsnsene v 80

The Flow of COMmMErCe ....ovivveerninirirnncieeivaversnesenssnsvcssrennn 8 11

Ethical Considerations ... riiiaisiessosecierseassessnssessrsssessssnssrsoe. 82

CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS, PART 1. HIGHER EDUCATION ASSOCIATIONS....84

Theoretical Framework........occevene crrerrraereanes vttt et ettt ar s v 84
Introduction to Higher Education Associations ... . 84
Research Questions........... Crererta et nrne e ar e s san v OB 87
MethOds. .o s OOV SORTOURUROTOOROPRUPIOTRIOPIORE - |
Findings....covvcvvecerenne BTSSP PSPTORPPN TS v 89
Association Membc,rslup ...... eeeennens e O §
Staff Members......oovvrvecvcennnn, OO PT PO POUDIOVROUOSPIITORUR. .
ASSOCTALION AE c.vvvieireiaernnenirecorimreerernassersesseenessersersasnsesaessesans 92
Geographic Region ...o.eevievinrennnee. e cerraereent et ranaes e 93
ASSOCIALION INCOMIC. c.veuviiiririiii st s seesre e e s es e saesnenenens 94
Disciplinary and Professional Associations.................. SOOI 98
Associations with Industry Connections.........emeececneninnineenn. .99
Association-industry Networks.......ocoevvreeccnnas rerereeentrenr e aaaes ..108
Summary ........... creveieennes e cremrneen e bee e erttearresieraee et eennesateeresasentrenres 121

CHAPTER 5: FINDINGS, PART II. THE FLOW OF ACTORS ..o, 125

Research QUESHIONS .oveiverivriesenre i crere e s ses oo e ceesaesarseas st raesessrencsaseans 125
Theoretical FrameworkK.....coovvevevnvnenns cereaiene vrrnens evrerarra e TN ceeereas 125
Flow of ACtOrs ..occveiivvecrincrcerane vrenneee rberrretebeeateareteantaneeesbaeasarareeetrrrasaees 129
Introduction to the Case Study ......... vverearans veireereannrenens creeenieanees crerememreannn 131
Data Sources and Methods.....oocvimnnn s 132
Findings.... ettt errareerenneseas e l
Munbemhip Du*rmg,;x APHICS o feetesernen e r et s nteren v 134
Board 0f DITCCIOIS v ecrerin st sesiossrssessssssseessiessonnssesssesnesoss b 39
Listserv Mm}bmsb}’?
Job POSHNG SEIVICE ocve v cnrireiceensieecnicne e s v mnsssenersssensns L 93
Conference Registration and Prescnters ..o 160
SUITUTHIEY e ercvveeevevernsssnnsesmnesasssseserssssmsssassassasressnisasessmnsnsssssesnasssstnssssusacssnsssase L 0D



TABLE OF CONTENTS—Continued

CHAPTER 6: FINDINGS, PART II. THE FLOW OF RESOURCES ..................... 168

Research Questions....... T OO U SO PO UOO USRI oo 168
Theoretical Framework ... e snsessseesans vrerreseeernenens 108
Data Sources and Methods.... i L 73
FIOAINEZS vttt e st st a s et san b er e enan 174
Knowledge EXChange ... 1 74
Financial Exchange............... et raesea e e st nraresrssniaseresreses L B
Emblematic EXChange .....ciiccniiviresnnecnsciencsionssescnnnaennnn 194

CHAPTER 7: FINDINGS, PART II. THE FLOW OF COMMERCE ... 210

Research Questions... ... ceerreenenrareeasananaca fereeereae e ones cervenias e 210
Theoretical Framework ..o, cererneesereeene NN v 210
Data Sources and Methods......ccoivcccniiinniennne e s v 213
Findings.......... verereaenns ereeraenne 213
Corporate Principles....coveenn, vereereraeaeaes ceeirrve et crrreraens 213
Corporate Partner Program ..o BOVUPR e et e 223
Differettiation.......oeeervcrienrnncecceie e s 225
Marketing......occcovrereees Cerre et e s 234

Agenda Shaping........cocvevevcnnenne RO UUUIUROIOTON 238

Summary ....ocoeereennn s cerree e s rrernr e e e 239

CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSION ..oiviviiir it ety 242

Building a Theoretical Model ................. e v eere e st st areas 242
Research Questions ... et et e nesa e e erreae et 245
Conceptual Framework ............. crernereeenans vt e eienes w247
Research Methods and Data Sources ..o veverenne cerrareanen 249
Summary of Findings.....ccovenans e TR IOVRRIORROORONNN 401
TIPHCAIONS . evrverenrer et SOU
Recommendations for Future Research...ooaiinn v reneens e 261

J B O T LT TY TR TTCI TP PP PY TSP ORPPYIR avvevenseress PTTTIo Y

[ —— . Aoy e
.¢ A ) J
A WS S Vi . s hovhd wheaansranarennang LI TY PRI AnssruInnaTAy rbsvbr ety Ern ITIR I T PT ST IR HaraeseennaNr AN s i RRans e



FIGURE 1.1,
FIGURE 1.2,
FIGURE 1.3,
FIGURE 4.1,
FIGURE 4.2,
FIGURE 5.1,
FIGURE 5.2,
FIGURE 5.3,
FIGURE 5.4,
FIGURE 6.1,
FIGURE 6.2,
FIGURE 6.3,
FIGURE 6.4,
FIGURE 6.5,
FIGURE 6.6,
FIGURE 6.7,
FIGURE 7.1,
FIGURE 7.2,

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Clark’s “Triangle of Coordination” ... ecemroreea s 16

Etzkowitz and Leydesdorft’s “Triple-Helix” .o 19

A model of intermediating Orgamizations ..o oo 26

Network diagram of associations with corporate partners ................ 116
UCINET diagram of associations with corporate partners........couu... 118
Diagramn of membership and participation ... 130
Subgroups of Educause Members and Stafl ..o 132
Educause membership composition, November 2003 ... 134
Network diagram of Educause Board of Dircctors Relations............ 144
Educause corporate partner program logos ..o e 195
Corporate partner Program PAZE ..o ovemmssmenss s 197
Educause conference sponsor Web page for 2003 ..., 199
Membership roster information for SCT v, 202
Membership roster information for Silicon Chalk ..o 203
Membership roster information for ARL s 204
Membership roster information for the University of Arizona ......... 205
Corporate Principles .o s s s 214
Educause 2003 exhibit hall floorplan ..., 229

FIGURE 8.1, The model of intermediating organizations ... ciemmancimmenn 244



TABLE 2.1,
TABLE 2.2,
TABLE 2.3,
TABLE 2.4,
TABLE 3.1,
TABLE 3.2,
TABLE 3.3,
TABLE 4.1,
TABLE 4.2,
TABLE 4.3,
TABLE 4.4,

TABLE 4.5,.

TABLE 4.6,
TABLE 5.1,
TABLE 5.2,
TABLE 5.3,
TABLE 54,
TABLE 5.5,
TABLE 6.1,
TABLE 6.2,
TABLE 6.3,
TABLE 7.1,
TABLE 7.2,
TABLE 7.3,
TABLE 7.4,

LIST OF TABLES

Types and Mechanisms of Academy-Industry Relations ........oee..... 48
Academy-Industry Relations ... nensinncnen, 50
Review of Research Policy aTticles ..ovirenvivicorserecerreveneeineon 54
Recommendations to preserve academic freedom .oovvvinneincenninnnn, 65
Data questions and sources for the Flow of ACtors .....ccoovvvrecivnnan, 80
Data questions and sources for the Flow of Resources ..vevvverervcrennns 81
Data questions and sources for the Flow of Commerce ......cvvvrivnnna. 82
Deseriptive STAtISHICS .oovciiveviionirrasnise s e ers et esecsnar e eee s ssanes 90
Rank and percentile of income of associations in the sample......o.. 95
Corporate contact and intensity variables ..o 100
Associations with corporate contact ....oevvimrrinevnnnne e 104
Corporate partners for five sample associations ... 111
SIC codes for corporate partners of the five associations.....cv e, 113
Educause Institutional Members by Camegie Classification .............. 135
Composition of Educause Board of Dircctors, 2004 ... 140
Companies that utilized the Educause Job Posting Service ..., 153
2003 Educause Annual Conference attendee demographics ......c.o.... 161
Corporate and association presenters ..., 163
Educause Policy Program Initiatives ....oviecoroiionraennn 182
Educause revenue for 2001, Source: IRS 990 o 189
Educause expenses for 2001. Source: IRS 990 ..o 192
Corporate Partner benefits ...t 223
Corporate partners, 2001-2004 ... 226
Exhibitor information ... s 230

Fducause Review Reader Proflle . icmniiirccercimnncnssconreses 235



10

ABSTRACT

Using a mixed methods approach, this study examines the role of higher
education professional associations in the academy-industry relationship. A quantitative
analysis of the interorganizational field and a case-study of a single higher education
association are used to test a new model of “intermediating organizations.”
Intermediating organizations are entities situated between the state, market, and higher
education system. Intermiediating organizations, usually non-profit in classification, are
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 conumerce. The model 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 formation of ties between higher education and corporations.



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Background

Academy-industry relationships,' the organizational alliances between
corporations or industry groups and institutions of higher education, have intensified as
governments bave sought to relax the policy environment that previously buffered the
space between business and the academy (Isserman, 1994). As we enter the 21" century,
academy-industry partnerships are well documented and continue to grow in number and
mtensity (Godin & 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 cenlers, often
in an attempt to create clusters of innovation that will offer regional competitive
advantage (National Governors Association, 2002; Tornatzky, 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
organizations that might be affecting the frequency and strength of academy-industry

relations. The absence of adequate models to explain the evolving academy-industry

"While the term “university-industey velationship” is more commen than “academy-industry relationship,”
a central tenet of this study is the need for a re-conceptualization of the ways in which fndustry intersects
with postsecondary education. Universities are not exclusive sites of industry interaction, and therefore the
term “acadenmy’” has been chosen o include a diversity of higher education institutional types, such as
community colleges and for-profit institutions.



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 colleges 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, and higher education in
order to increase organizational 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), the model of “intermediating 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 focus 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 [ aim to examine the
changes occurring in academic labor, professional associations are places where shifts in
the academic power base can be perceived, often before change can be felt within higher
education institutions. Yet, while the findings 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 intermediating organizations, with the desire to better
understand theories of 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 mode] of intermediating organizations. Chapters 6 and 7 continue the
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case-study findings. Finally, Chapter 8 presents the conclusions of the study and
recommendations for future research.

Theorstical 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 information technologies has stretched the boundaries of time and place, has
introduced new commoditics of exchange, and has emphasized resource stress within
organizations (Castells, 2000). Further, in the New Economy the external organizational
environment 1s characterized by intense competition, one that also is marked by the
values of innovation, flexibility and risk (Carnoy, 2000; Carnoy, et al., 1993),
Globalization, as described by Levin (2001), manifests 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 commuralications 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 instructional
media and course content has provided commercial opportunities for most academic
disciplines, both within and outside academe. Thus, acaderny-industry relations have
moved well beyond contact between academic scientists and corporate representatives;

all aspects of education are now in touch with industry.
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This changing face of higher education was noted by Schiller (1999), who stated
that higher education is tied to “digital capitalism” in three 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 conswmption 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 provision of educational services through
distance education and courseware production (p. 185-202). However, Schiller did not
fully recognize the recursive nature of educational technology. Higher education is
simultancously producer and consumer of high technology, a cycle that far surpasses 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 the center of capitalism and the Knowledge Economy.

Previously applied theoretical models are not sufficient to address this complex
interchange occurring between universities and industry, and the role of the state in the
process of forming knowledge-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 nou-governmental organizations that bave
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an interest in the outcome of academy-industry partnerships. These three perspectives
(Clarks’s “triangle of coordination,” Etzkowitz and Leydesdorffs “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 presentation of these three perspectives is followed by
an introduction to the theoretical model of “intermediating organizations,” which [ have
developed to address the shortcomings of the previous theoretical constructs.

The 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

Swaden

Franee United States
Canada

Market
Britain Japan

oo

Acadermic Oligarchy

Figure 1.1, Clark’s “Triangle of Coordination” (Clark 1983, p. 143).
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Clark utilized his triangle to compare the governance tensions among eight national
higher education systems (USSR, Sweden, France, Italy, Britain, Canada, Japan, and the
United States). Each of these national systems was placed within the triangle near the
point of strongest governing influence, providing a visual relational comparison, At the
time of Clark’s writing in the early 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 types 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 tip of an arrow pointed directly
toward the market. Yet, as he was informed by a pre- Bayh-Dole? era, before
entrepreneurial policy-making in higher education had become widespread, Clark
expressed market coordination in terms of internal competition for the traditional forms
of academic exchange (i.c., tuition, tenure, and prestige) and not as a driver of national
and global economic development strategies. Indeed, the word “industry” 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 1s very
different from the “commercialization” that is implied by the sarne term today (see Bok,

2003, p. 3).

® The Bayh-Dole Act (P.L. 96-517, Patent and Tradernark Act Amendments of 1980},



While Clark’s model has been utilized to understand the tensions that exist
between academe, the state, and the market (Bracco et al., 1999), it is a construct of a
bygone era. The triangle 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 aceretion (Leslic &
Rhoades, 1995) and the rise of support professions within the academy (Rhoades, 1998).
Faculty senates and peer-review are 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 participation within the market through patented inventions and spin-off
companics, 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 interorganizational networks, a tripartite
analysis is no longer sufficient to describe the forces at work within and without higher
education institutions. Many types of organizations participate in the arena of higher
education coordination, including non-governmental orgamzations and special interest
groups, whose place on the triangle is not understood. Finally, the fourth limitation of

Clark’s triangle of coordination is that it is unable 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.

The Triple-Helix Model
In Universities and the Global Knowledge Economy (1997), Etzkowitz and
Leydesdorff present the “triple-helix” model of university-industry-government relations.
A visual metaphor of the intertwining nature of universities, industry, and government,
the triple-helix is not surprisingly based vpon the organic DNA structure so important to
the burgeoning investment field of biotechnology. Figure 1.2 is a representation of a

triple-helix.

Figure 1.2, Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff’s “Triple-Helix.”



Like Clark’s triangle of coordination, the triple-helix 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), the triple-helix model was co-opted from these
research and development pursuits to deseribe the reflexive and recombinant nature of
industry, 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-helix also implies an evolutionary process in contrast
to the static triangle shape, within which the three strands form 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 biological structure, the 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



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 evolutionary economics.
The triple-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 influenced 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 has extended beyond the university
laboratory.
Academic Capitalism Theory

In deademic Capitalism: Politics, Policies, and the Entreprencurial University

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

the 1980s and the 1990s in four countries: Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom, and
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the United States. While not a structural model like the tniangle of coordination or the
triple-helix, acadernic capitalism is a theoretical framework from which to understand 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 capitalism, 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, the analytical foci of the
theory, are encompassed by the policy arena, where the liberties and constraints of higher
education are legislated through goveming 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 the
larger political economy into higher education, and the resource dependent nature of
higher education secks opportunities in the larger social sphere.,

Staughter and Leslic found that state block grants to higher education diminished
in proportion 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 competiveness within global matkets. Those areas of higher education that were

not market-viable or market-ready experienced a stagnation of state fimding

et

However,

through the adoption of profit-making behaviors and cntrepreneurship (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
market 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 types 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 qualities of power and politics are analyzed as
significant forces within academic capitalism. 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 amorphous “states” and “markets,” Critical to this re-
concepiualization is the abandonment of resource dependency theory (Pleffer & Salancik,
197872003 for a more actor-centered approach to revenue-generating bebavior. Possibly

due to the opportunitics presented to higher education within the knowledge markets of
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the New Economy, individuals are understood to not only respond to resource stress, but
also to participate in the formulation of new revenue streams. Slaughter and Rhoades
eschew traditional organizational theory largely because researchers who employ these
perspectives reinforce, either intentionally or inadvertently, the primacy of managerial
authority and burcaucracy 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 Rhoades describe “intermediating organizations”
as those groups that “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 which these
organizations operate and expand their purview. Further, they do not distinguish clearly
between the terms “interstitial” and “intermediating,” which is remedied here by

combining the two.



Thus, “intermediating organizations” are those organizations that are
(intentionally) situated between the state, industry, and higher education. Intermediating
organizations can be comprised of individuals from the state, industry, and higher
education, and are sites of contact between these organizational sets. This study continues
the re-development 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 entitics. While the terms “intermediary” (El-Khawas,
1997) and “intermediate” (Ware, 1998) have been used before to describe 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 intermediating 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, 1993); 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 of postsecondary education that is inclusive of community colleges,

o

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



colleges and universities; and an examination of resource transaction that transcends
resource dependency (Pleffer & Salancik, 1978/2003) by including notions of academic
capitzilism 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 frameworks described above. Figure 1.3 illustrates the relationship between

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

Commerce

Intermediating
Qrganizations

Resources

Higher
Education

Industry

Figure 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 [0 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 further 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 tlow 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. Bach of these flows is described in more detail below, but it is significant to note that
each of these flows can be a source of income for the intermediating organization, It is
indeed these flows that atiract 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 formally defined organizational entities, but also



highlight the perceived and real transparencies and opacitics of organizational
boundaries. A fundamental tenet of the theory of intermediating organizations is that an
organizational boundary i$ a tool, socially-constructed, which is utilized by actors to
serve the interests of themselves and their affiliated groups (Star, 1989),

The 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 flow of resources has been conceptualized with the consideration of resource
dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978/2003) and its limitations, 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; Rifkin, 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; Schiiler, 1999; White & Hauck, 2000).

The Flow of Actors
The Flow of Actors describes the exchange of people among the

interorganizational network. At the most basic level, organizations are dependent upon



the flow of actors because without people organizations do not exist. People move
between the public and private sectors as employees, consultants, customers, volunteers,
ete. In contrast to typical organizational theories, the theory of intermediating
organizations is focused on a variety of affiliations, be they 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 organizations. 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
professional 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 exchange is an important function of
organizations, and it is eritical to the value of an intermediating 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 argas 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 disseruination of publications, and the administration of
conferences. Knowledge exchange 1s key to organizational survival and success in the
New Economy.

Financial exchange is the “bread and butter” aspect of an intermediating
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 the intermediating
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 éxchange are IRS 990 forms, budgets, and
information 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 afTiliation to organization members and non-members. Data sources for
emblematic exchange include the examination of logo placement on Web pages, the use

of logos in printed materials and at organizatiopal events, press releases that discuss



strategic alliances, and sponsorship programs that include naming opportunities for
anything from buildings to scholarships.
The Flow 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. Intermediating organizations participate in a “micro-
market” that they help shape by selling goods and/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 organizations
are mirrors of the niche market of that field or discipline. At the most exireme, 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 fists and product endorsements, either directly or indirectly. Data
sources for the Flow of Commerce are the functions of corporate relations offices, vendor

contracts, corpotate partner programs, and vendor information services to members.



Significance of the Study

Previous models of university-industry interaction did not fully capture the role of
external 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 useful to other areas of organizational studies.
While the concept of the interorganizational 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 further 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 these contexts. Higher education
associations are important organizations to the ficld of higher education research in that
associations are extensions of academic life but not necessarily closely tied to campus. In
other words, associations are in the position to re-direct professional behavior and
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 organizations have
implications for educational research in general, and the conclustons 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 intermediary 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.



CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE

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 occurred 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 entreprencurial 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 functions 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 {inal section lays the
groundwork for understanding the future implications of academy-industry relationships.

The New Economy and the Knowledge Society
Theories about a changing economic system generally address the move away

from industrialization toward a new type of production. Daniel Bell's 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 stated 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, 1996, 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



rise in the technical class, a process that can be teadily 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 socicty 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 propertics 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 throughout the world,
developing socicties 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 between markets, governments, and global finance (p. 135).
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Flexibility is another characteristic of the New Economy, one that is described by
Martin Camoy in Sustaining the New Economy.: Work, Family, and the Community in the
Information Age (2000). Carnoy stated that the core values of the New Economy are
flexibility, innovation, 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 cyeles of innovation and demand. Yet, as workers become less tied to
organizations through long-term employment, 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 whercabouts 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, and cultural (pp. &-
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
results in qualitative change (p. 21). Technological definitions are usually quantitative

assessments of the emergence of information and communications technologies. While



expansion has undoubtedly occurred in these areas, Webster found many of these
descriptions to be techinologically deterministic and overly simplistic (p. 11). Economic
definitions are also quantitative as they usually measure the use of and reliance upon
information or information technologies in economic transactions. Webster believes that
these assessments too often introduce bias into the calculation, as the adoption of
information technologies by traditional industry makes distinctions between old and new
ambiguous at best (pp. 12-13). Ccecupational 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 that may be attributable to an Information Age (p.
16). Spatial theories of the information 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 failure 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” assumptions 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/Knowledge Society is hampered by its temporality;
historical distance will undoubtedly provide more clarity as scholars reflect upon this
period from a later era.

In the New Economy, knowledge is most valuable when it is directly tied to the
production cycle of capitalism. Colleges and universitics would seem to occupy a
preeminent position in a society with such a high regard for information and knowledge,
yet the rescarch university has been most often the subject of analysis, not the 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 form 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 |
knowledge is associated with the traditional Mertonian 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 2 knowledge is application-

]
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based, can be explored in an interdisciplinary fashion, and is by nature reflexive and
socially embedded. Gibbous et al. attribute the “fuzzy boundaries” between scientific
disciplines in academe to a shift 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 funding 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 ¢t al. regarding the formation of a
new production of knowledge, but did not believe that Mode 2 science would lead to
increased social accountability. Delanty stated that rather being held to social values,
Mode 2 knowledge would respond to market values (p. 112). Delanty noted,

1t is important to see the new discourse of accountability as part of a move toward

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

the values of the market in so far as it has provided legitimacy {or privileging
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 blurring of the boundaries between science and the market”

(. 113).
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Delanty also saw the forces of globalization and academic capitalism (Slaughter
& Leslie, 1997) as having an umpact on knowledge production and the permeability of
universities. He noted that in this context of market-relevant knowledge production, a
new form of science has emerged, known as technoscience (p. 122). Biotechnology and
communications technology are technosciences, tnnovations that ¢ross 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 rescarch
outside of the university, but rather that applied science and the facilitics 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 crucial site for the global expansion of capitalism” (p. 123).
Although many areas of knowledge can be and are transformed into capital through
academy-industry relations, information technology is a form 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. I this way information technology is both tool and product of the New
Economy.

The role of information technology in the New Economy has been explored by
several authors (McChesney et al., 1998; Schiller, 1999; Smith, 2000). In Jeremy Rifkin’s
The Age of Access: The New Culture of Hypercapitalism Where All of Life is a Paid-for
Txperience (2000). Rifkin critically examines media conglomerates (Time Warner, Sony,

Viacom, etc.) and their control over the entertainment industry to make a parallel with



other forms of “technocapital.” In an age of knowledge products and intellectual
property, 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, Rifkin notes the
consumers become part of the knowledge product as their demographic information is
digitally captured and sold to marketing agencies. In an age of digital capitalism
(Schiller, 1999), information technologies are both mode of delivery and mechanism of
production.
The Entreprencurial Academy

Since the 1980s, the “entrepreneurial university” has been the subject of
numerous books and articles (Clark, 1998; Davies, 2001; Btzkowitz, 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 aniversity coincided with
industrialization, and followed the same patterns of wstitutional change: “concentration
of the means of mental production, centralization and burcaucratization of administrative
control, the construction of national academic markets, and the rationalization of market

relations between competing institutions™ (p. 31). Throughout the ndustnal era, newly
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minted corporate clites looked to higher education mstitutions to supply the ranks of the
professional-managerial class, with corporate 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 (Camegie, 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.

Although corporate foundations have contributed to the infrastructure 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 Entreprencurs: Developing University-Industry 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 grants and appropriations to
institutions of higher education, a more macro-leve] political economy perspective holds
that the source of resource stress is only part of the issue. Sheila Slaughter and Larry
Leslie, in dcademic Capitalism: Politics, Policies, and the Entrepreneurial University

(1997) stated that changes in higher education policies:



are, for the most part, geared toward increasing national economic

competitiveness; they are concerned with product and process innovation,

channeling students and resources into well-funded curricula that meet the needs
of a global marketplace, preparing more students for the post-industrial workplace
at lower costs, and managing faculty and institutional work more 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 funds become the seed-money for private gain and
academics become “state-subsidized 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 higher education, it may be
said that entrepreneurial efforts in academia are not new; rather resource-secking 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 farm™ and turn the fields into
rescarch parks and technoscience institutes with gold-plated shovels.

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 HEducation.” The
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authors cormmented 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

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

university entirely engaged in producing public goods. The growth 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 commercialized 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 enrollrents, instruction, and public service functions
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 Morrill Act of
1862, But he stated that “what is new, and troublin

i, is the raw power that money directly

&3

exerts over so many aspects of higher education. . .the American university 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 “entreprencurial ambition, which used to be
regarded in academe as a necessary evil, has become a virtue.” After comparing the rise
of for-profit universities with the various revenue-generating instructional ventures of
public and private institutions, Kirp concluded that “maintaining communities of scholars
1s not concern of the market,” and therefore profit-secking 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 provigion of liberal
education, the disciplinary pursuit of research and scholarship, the support of the
economy through utility 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 financial collaborations

with the corporate world (p. 31).



Although Gould acknowledges some of the benefits that have come from corporate
philanthropy, his central tenet is that liberal and democratic education has been eroded by
the above mentioned corporatizing effects.

Bok was more conciliatory 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, s to institute a policy of opportunistic relativism. In
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 former president of Harvard, it may be a bitter pill
for many public college and university administrators facing pandemic “mission creep:”
the charge to serve 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-Indusiry Relations

Academy-industry relations take many forms. 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



services, cooperative research, and rescarch parks. Table 2.1 displays Geisler and

Rubenstien’s typology of academy-industry relations.
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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 fellowships

2. Procurement of
Services

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

By industry from untversity: education and
training of employces (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 ressarch
Cooperative research programs: industry
support of portion of university research
projects (balance paid by university, private
foundation, government); resulis of special
interest to company; variable amount of actual
interaction

Research consortiar single university, multiple
compauies, basic and applied rescarch on
generic problem of spectal interest to entire
industry; Industry receives special reports,
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~bricfings, and access to facilities

4. Research Parks » Research cooperation on frontiers of science
and technology
Informal interactions
Increased sharing of research facilities and
participation in consulting, seminars, and
continuing education

e (Contractual arrangement-—specific and
detailed; both parties contribute substantially to
the enterprisce

Table 2.1. Types and Mechanisms of Academy-Industry Relations

(from Geisler & Rubenstein, 1989).

Geisler and Rubenstien 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, but 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, rescarch 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-industry relations.



Type of Arrangement

Modes of Interaction and Some Mechanisms

1. Academic Function

Research-related liaisons
Technology transfer
Spin-off companies
Applied science
Instruction-related laisons
Graduate education
Continuing education
Administrative-related Haisons
Governing boards and trustees
Fundraising campaigns
Advisory boards
Service-related liaisons
Job training, employment opportunities
Educational development, K-16
Remediation and basie skills, adult ed

2. Industrial Function

Business-related
Philanthropic contributions

3. Economic Development

Human resource development
Feonomic 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
Contracts
Networks
Alliances and joint ventures

6, Collaborative
Mechaniam

Deonations and contributions
Giifts and matching funds
- Capital investments and facilities




Endowed professorships

Unrestricted funds in a specific ficld

Fellowships and scholarships
Research agreements

Grauts, 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

Industrial incubators

Private patent companies

University research offices

Limited partnerships

Non-profit foundations or organizations

Joint ventures

Wholly owned subsidiaries
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 Fairweather are not mutually exclusive, but rather they are
to be used as guides for rescarching academy-industry relationships from various angles.

The academy-industry relationship is characterized by both the diversity of institutional
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types as well as the broad needs of industry. As such, research universities, liberal arts
colleges, and community colleges each have different relationships with industry based
on their missions and strengths.

A side-by-side comparison of Geisler and Rubenstem’s categories and those
created by Fairweather show that both are concerned with function, location, and method.
While Geisler and Rubenstein use industrial extension services, procurement of services,
and cooperative research as terms to describe the functions of academy-industry
relationships, Fairweather 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-industry
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 graduate
education programs. Further, universities have become directly tied to the financial
structures of businesses through equity agreements with start-up companies (Feldman et
al., 2002) and by close proximity to venture capital funds extended to research centers
(Powell et al., 2002).

One form of academy-indusiry relations that is under-represented in the literature

is that of strategic partnerships (also known as strategic alliances) between cotporations
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and universities. Kuglin and Hook (2002) describe five 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
useful to describe Ul 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 cyele are: start-up,
emergence, high growth, maturity, decline, and 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.” However, strategic partnerships may not be associated with the
functions, locations, or methods that 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 industry.

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 Research 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, form of
academy-industry relationship examined or mentioned, and the business sector involved

in the research for cach article from these volumes.
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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 term “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 main regions or countries:
the United States, Burope, 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 speé‘iﬁ@d 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 in 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 norms 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 scen 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 i 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 education.
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 rescarch, graduate student
education, increased awarencess of both (public and private) perspectives and activities,
cost effectiveness, the availability of government funding, and new business
opportunitics (COGR, 1996.). In contrast to benefits of academy-industry relations, the

Council predicts the following challenges to such tnteractions: intellectual property
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disputes, confidentiality conflicts over time-to~-publication, 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 funding for graduate student research was related to differences in research
experiences or outcomes” (p. 184). In their study of cooperative research in engineering
departments 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.” However, the effects of industry influences were not easy to discern, and
while differences were found between sponsored and un-sponsored rescarch 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 likely 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 faculty. 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 1s 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
corporate needs rather than seeking their own problems to solve (Croissant & Restivo,
2001). The authors state:

The novelty of industrial engagements with universities today, and especially
those specializing in science, engineering, and technology, is the replication of
industrial managenal 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 ¢onsequence of academy-industry relations is the
“benchmarking” of graduate education such that universities are more likely to be
training scientists in the likeness 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.



o  Refuse to accept contract research that prohibits disclosure of results

«  Protect the right to publish with at most a 90-day delay allowed for
patenting

e Forbid professors to have financial ties to companies sponsoring their
research and universities from investing in those companies

e Require faculty and universities to disclose at the time of publication any
conflict of interest that could bear on the research or view reported

e Require clinical-trial investigators to disclose such conflicts to patient
subjects

e Assign students only to industry-sponsored projects that are fully
consistent with their educational goals and training needs

o Scrupulously protect students against proprictary restrictions on
publication of their work
Maintain “no-strings” endowed chairs and research-center agreements
Keep university-paid faculty time in for-profit activities within cwrrent
consulting time limits

e Prohibit universities and their scientists from selling or purchasing stock

_in any company working to commercialize a university invention until
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 universitics will tumn 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 determined path; through empirical evidence of the problems associated with some
forms of academy-industry relations policy-makers and faculty can make choices that

support the long-term viability of higher education.



66

CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

Theoretical Framework

The previous two chapters have provided an overview 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 this complex phenomenon (Clark, 1983; Etzkowitz &
Leydesdorff, 1997, Slaughter & Leslie, 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(ind‘ustry 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 ficld 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 Flows (Castells, 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 regpective goals or
objectives (Levine & White, 1961: 588). Their perspective of transaction allows for both
unilateral and reciprocal exchange. Uunlike 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 transactions between organizations.
And unlike resource dependency theory (Pleffer & 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 framework 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 flows: 1) electronic exchange, 2) nodes and huabs, and 3) dominant
managerial elites. The first layer describes the mode of communication, via electronic
networks. This layer is characterized by rapid transaction, and although it is shaped by
both space and time, the elements involved are imperceptible to participants engaged in

information exchange. The second layer deseribes the actual places of connection within
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the network. Hierarchies (social, technological, and geographical) exist between nodes
and hubs, with some points of privilege and other locations limited by resources and
social structures. The third layer is composed of those responsible for the rising
dominance of the new spatial logic, the “technocratic-financial-managerial 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 organizations, and reminds us that the Information Age and the New Economy
have influenced the interorganizational infrastructure 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 guestions 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. What is the nature of the associations in the interorganizational field
surrounding higher education?
b. What are the characteristics of higher-education associations that are
involved with industry?

¢. What are the networks between these associations and industry?

e

How does a particular organization (Educause) intermediate between

academnic 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 commerce?

3. If intermediating organizations exist, what part do these organizations play in
re-drawing the public/private boundaries of higher education?
Research guestion 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 the implications 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 interorganizational 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 higher education sector. Both

quantitative and qualitative methods captured the process of exchange between the case-

Ao

study association and organizations in the public and private sectors,
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Due to the varied research methods used in this study, several reference aids for
qualitative and guantitative methods were reviewed. General advice regarding qualitative
methods was obtained from Patton (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 Internet research methods (Hewson, et al., 2003,
Mann & Stewart, 2000). Two references 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 memberships. Analysis
at this level includes the directional aspects of the organizational relationships (reciprocal
or unilateral) and the density of the relationships (nmumber of ties within areas of the
network). In the case-study application, the analysis of “ego-networks” has been
employed. Ego-networks involve a focal 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 which people transcend organizational boundaries and form sub-groups between and
among several organizations. These networks are fluid and can be cither formal or
informal. For the purposes of this study formal 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 “8621: 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 of public/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

3 Associations Unlirvited is a database administered by the Gale Group, and covers 2,000 national
associations in the U.S,



associations involved with industry?” “Are the ties sponsorships or partnerships?” 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 form of logo placement were not as well
described in the Web pages as were “corporate partner programs,” 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 datasct 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 field 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 Education’s “Events in Academe” for the Fall/Winter 2002-2003 (pp. D3-D5)
and Spring/Summer 2003 (pp. D3-D35) issues was created for this study. This identified
organizations that chose to advertise their mecting or conference in The Chronicle, 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 many duplicate entries,
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which were removed fror the sample. In addition, event-gsponsoring 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 rescarch 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 might 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 1o mind), as these groups did not

* hitp:/fwww.guidestar.org. 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 higher education-related
groups, with the added benefit of obtaining the names of organizations that are currently
active, not just those that might be listed in a database but are not contributing 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 inquiry, 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 1s the nature
of the associations in the interorganizational ficld 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
information from Associations Unlimited, Guidestar, and World Wide Web pages bosted
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), 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 s located in Washington DC, and the level of income in 2002 (less than
25K, 26-100K, 101-500K, 501-1M, IM-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 dammy 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 dataset 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 organizational structures that showcase companies that have made
substantial financial coutributions to an association above the normal membership fee. Corporate partner
programs are usually hievarchical in nature, with names like “platinum partner” or “gold partner” given to
distinguish the level of contribution to the assosiation.
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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 UCINET 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 corporate participation was selected for the case-study application of the theory of
intermediating organizations. Educause, an association for information technology
professionals in higher education, was purposefully chosen as an “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, Bducause is situated squarely within the high-tech sector, which
offers a New Economy context for its mission and services. Third, as Educause serves [T
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 higher 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 rescarch universities to
community colleges, both public and private institutions, for-profit or nonprofit. Finally,
Educause has a high-profile corporate partner program and a high degree of corporate '
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 types), other non-profit higher education associations
and consortia, and corporations. The association has two offices, one in Boulder,
Colorado, and 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
for 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 seftings (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
Forum was established in 1994 to enhance relationships with industry,

Educom, formally known as the Interuniversity Communications Council, Inc.,
was founded in 1964 by a group of medical school deans and vice presidents for the
purpose 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 Educom 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 Educom Corporate
Associates Program, enlisting 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 professional 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 are
38 corporate partners in four categories (Platinum, Gold, Silver, and Bronze). Educause

has a well-developed Web presence, and is in fact the conferring body for the “.edu”
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domain name suffix, one of the top-level subdivisions of the Internet Domain Name
System (IDNS). 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 organization (Educause) intermediate between academic mstitutions 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.
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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 Current mewbership rosters, Quantitative
public/private found online at analysis, descriptive
distinetions found in | http://www.educause.edu/memdir | statistics
the membership
demographics?

What are the Educause Board of Directors, Social network
public/private biographical statements online at | analysis of board
networks of the board | http://www.educause.edu/ interlocks using
members? about/board bios.asp UCINET 6 software
What are the Archives of the Wircless-LAN Document analysis
public/private discussion group, ounline at
affibations of people | http://www .educause.edu/
using the listservs? cg/wireless-lan.asp
What public and Educause job posting service, Document analysis
private jobs are posted | online at
on the association’s http://www. educause.edu
job listing service? /jobpost/
What are the Registration demographics for Quantitative
public/private the 2003 annual Educause analysis, descriptive
distinctions among conference, online at statistics
conference attendees | hitp://www.educause.edw/
and presenters? conference/annual/2003/.

2003 Educause conference

speaker lists, online at

hitp://www.educause.edu/

asp/conf/speaker_list.asp?

Heading=Conference%20

Speakers&meeting=e03

Table 3.1. Data questions and sources for the Flow of Actors.
The Flow of Resources
The flow of resources has been explored by examining the exchange of
knowledge, finances, and emblems that cccur within Bducause. The research questions,

data questions, data sources, and reseavch methods are presented in Table 3.2,
q !



The Flow of Resources

Research Question: How does a particular organization (Educause) intermediate
between academic institutions and industry? What are the flows of resources?

Data Question

f Data Source

| Research Method

Knowledyge Exchange

What are the
public/private
interactions within the
research function of the

Educause Center for
Applied Research (ECAR),
online at
http://www.educanse.edu/

Document analysis

interactions within the
policy-analysis function
of the association?

hitp://www.educause.edw/
policy/

association? ecar/
What are the Educause Federal Policy Document analysis
public/private Program, online at

Resource Exchange

How much money is
generated from
membership dues from
public and private

Membership dues fee
schedule, IRS 990 forms

Quantitative analysis,
descriptive statistics

distinctions between
logo placement on the
association’s Web site?

sources?

What are the major IRS 990 Quantitative analysis,
expenses? descriptive statistics
Emblematic Exchange

What are the Educause Web site, online Document analysis,
public/private at www.educause.cdu 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 within Educause, Particular attention has been paid to the structures that

have been created by the association to enhance the commercial contact between
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institutional and corporate members. The rescarch 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 (Educause) intermediate
between academic institutions and industry? What is the flow of commerce?

Data Question

Data Source

Research Method

What structures have
been created to enbance
commerce between
public and private
members of the
association?

~orporate Principles

Advertising opportunities in
Educause Review

Press Release Service

Document analysis,
visual analysis

How does the Corporate
Partner Program enhance
the flow of commerce
between public and
private members of
Educause?

Corporate Partner Program,
2003 annual Educause
conference exhibitor list
and exhibits map, online at
htip://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, and

only information that bas been made publicly available, either through print publication

or via the World Wide Web, has been used as data sources. Although Uhave 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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g

the confidentiality of individuals. However, these first-hand experiences have influenced
my selection of data sources and have strengthened my initial thinking about my

theoretical framework as [ conceptualized the theory of intermediating organizations.
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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 suppliers, resource and product consumers, regulatory agencies, and other
organizations that produce similar services or products” (1983, pp. 64-65). The
organizational field explored in this chapter is the higher education sector. 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 particmdr
interest to the analysis are the ways in which the associations provide opportunities 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 1830s. (Crowley & Skocpol, 2001; De Tocqueville, 1837/2003). Yet the various
types of voluntary membership organizations have not fared equally over the course of

American history, While Putnam’s (2000) theory of civic disengagement in the post-
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WWII era has been criticized for its oversight of the civil rights movement, ethnic
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

o

significance of special interest groups, such as the American Association for Retired
Persons (Achenbaum, 2000) and occupational organizations (Skocpol, 2003). While civic
groups may be disappearing, the “professionalization of everyone” (Wilensky, 1964) has
institutionalized the process of occupational identity formation for many working
Americans, with professional associations at the heart of normative construction. Indeed
it may be the increasing dominance of the workplace in contemporary 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; Burris, 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
purview have led to an increased managerial core in higher education, Although this

trend has been noted by scholars (Rhoades, 1998; Leslic & Rhoades, 1993) 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 htha
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 sclect
group of higher education associations based in Washington, DC that is closely
associated with the policy interface between postsecondary 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 merbership organizations that serve the higher education sector, hereafter
known as “higher education associations.” These associations are both “professional” and
“occupational;” that is, the category 1s comprised of both those organizatiouns 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 classified
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 history of the AAUP (2000),
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Higher education associations are influenced by changes in the nonprofit sector
caused by increasing commercialization (Wiesbrod, 1998) and the use of information
technology (Te'ent & Young, 2003). As colleges and universities felt the strain of
declining block grants to higher education from govermment sources in the 1980s and
carly 1990s (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997), nonprofit organizations also found themselves
seeking to replace dimimished 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
entreprencurial 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 of inquiry,
three subquestions direct the research. First, “What is the nature of the associations in the
interorganizational field surrounding higher education?” Second, “What are the
characteristics of higher-education associations that are involved with industey?” Third,

“What are the networks between these associations and industry?” The answers (o 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
Jor ]fighczr Education’s “Events in Academe” for the Fall/Winter 2002-2003 (pp. D3-D35)
and Spring/Sunumer 2003 (pp. D3-DS) issues was created for this study. The dataset was
populated with information 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 UCINET 6 social

network software. “Ego-centric” networks (Scott, 2000) were created around cach of the
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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,

Findings
Descriptive statistics for the dataset of gher education associations are presented

in Table 4.1.
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N Mean Meun Mean Mean NE 5 hili W
Memb, Stalt Income Age
All 121 11256 42 $7,565,940 55 40% 6%  25% 16%
Membership Type
Individual 88 15198 42 $7.929.020 53 38%  19%  23% 7%
Institutional 33 120 43 $6,644,270 60 48% 6% 30% 12%
Staff
Seaff <= 80 71 46061 14 $3,196,880 56 48% 17% 20% 11%
Staff > 51 16 $8702 169 31 811,010 81 63% 6% 3% 0%
Age
Age 1-25 21 1072 6 $366,080 17 9% 3% 43% 29%
Age 26-50 39 12367 44 $10,601,080 36 8% 18% 18% 21%
Age 5173 16 6059 17 $3,401,370 61 44% 3% 19% 6%
Age>T6 35 19139 63 310,463,980 96 66% 9% 0% 0%
Region
Northeast 49 17664 51 512,470,750 67 100% 0% 0% 0%
South 19 8222 17 $2,452,860 57 0% 100% 0% 1%
Midwest 30 §908 56 $3,996,280 47 0% 0 100% 0%
West 19 982 7 $1,727,960 35 0% 0% Mo 100%
Washington, DC 28 11249 36 £9,849300 68 100% 0% 0% %4
Income
Income < $25K 18 514 6 NA 32 % 17% 44% 17%
Income 26-100K. 9 1582 15 $50,720 35 3% 1% 2%  22%
Income 101-500K 20 1760 4 $239,780 51 20 15% 40% 25%
Income S01K-1M 7 1441 4 $662,460 30 57% 14% 14% 14%
Income 1-5M 24 10547 20 $2,217,840 66 46% 21% 2% 13%
Income 5-10M 13 20986 46 $6,955,530 82 92% Yo 0% 0%
Income 10-20M 10 12057 85 $13,555130 63 50% 10% 20% 10%
Income > 20M 5 100904 303 580,041,590 W4 80% 0% 0% 0%
Corporate Contact
None 79 1790 47 £6,914,820 52 35%  18% 28% 15%
Memb. Category 13 6324 47 $9,806,330 55 23%  23% % 23%
sponsorship 35 10304 32 $8,614,200 59 5494 11% 14% 17%
Partner Program 5 1153 26 $8,621,430 48 #(%0 0% (% 408,
Corp. Intensity
Mone 79 1wy 47 $6,914,820 52 35% 1% 28% 15%
Low 33 {2803 36 $7,911,660 62 55% 9% 21% 12%
Medium 7 2022 45 SLL,868,170 54 43%  14% T4 29%
High 2 00 10 $7,030,340 33 0% 50% 0% %

Table 4.1. Diescriptive statistics of the sample of higher education associations.
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QOwverall, 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 Washington, DC
(23% of the sample).

Association Membership

The number 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 of individual scholars ofa
particular discipline. While the size of the ovganization may differ by measures of
membership, the relative importance or significance of the organization may not be well
described by this variable. To distinguish these groups, a variable was created for primary
membership category (individual or institutional). Membership forms 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 is the average staff size, which is virtually the same between the
Y g ; 3



individual membership group and the institutional membership group. Overall, the
institutional membership group is more highly concentrated in the Northeast (48%) than
the other regions. In comparison, the individual group is more evenly distributed
throughout the other regious.
Staff Members

Many associations in the sample (71) have 50 or fewer staff members. The
average stafl size for this group 1s 14. However, the group with larger staff sizes had a
substantially larger average mcome in 2002 ($31,911,110) than the group with 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 1:he
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 siz¢ of the oldest
associations (those over 76 years) and earned an average of $366,080 in 2002 compared
{0 the average $10,463,980 camned by the assm:iatimm in the oldest group. 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-cycle of higher education
associations needs further exploration, as it seems to play a part in 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 founded in the 1800s,
with most of those being founded in the 1880s. The period between 1890 and 1919 saw 2
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) occurred
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 assoctations in the sample, with 49
(40%). The Northeast associations have the largest average membership, carn the most

o

money on average and are 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. Qverall, the
Southern-region associations have higher average membership, staff, income, and age
than the associations in the West. Western-based associations are on average the smallest
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 sec 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 identified by the “20036” zip
code. These 17 associations as a group eamned 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 earned less than $25,000 in 2002 were not required to file federal tax forms, and
therefore exact revenues were unavailable for most 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.






