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Amertica’s university president extraordinaire adds a new chapter and preface
to The Uses of the University, probably the most important book on the mod-
ern university ever wrtten. This summa on higher education brings the
research university into the new century. The multiversity that Clark Kerr so
presciently discovered now finds itself in an age of apprehension with few cer-
tainties. Leaders of institutions of higher learning can be either hedgehogs or
foxes in the new age. Kerr gives five general points of advice on what kinds
of attitudes universities should adopt. He then gives a blueprint for action for
foxes, suggesting that a few hedgehogs need to be around to protect univer-
sity autonomy and the public weal.
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‘No book ever written has provided such a penetrating description of the
modern rescarch university or offered such insightful comments on its special

tensions and problems . . . Anyone wishing to understand the American
research university- past, present, and future—must begin with a ¢areful read-
ing of this book.” —Derek Bok, President Emenitus, Harvard University

Still the finest introduction available to one of America’s most remarkable a;d
least understood inventions: the research university. Probably the most learned;
witty, and indiscrete book ever written by a university president, yet still wise in a
way that stands the test of time.”  —Chnistopher Jencks, Northwestern University

“An updated classic written by one of the legendary figures in American higher
education. Lach new edition has contained important and accurate predictions.”
—Henry Rosovsky. Author of University: An Owner’s Manual

Clark Kerr is President Emeritus and former Chancellor and Professor
Emeritus at the University of California, Berkeley.
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HARD CHOICES

Research universities, as well as
all of American higher education, face some “hard choices™
which they are ill equipped to make. The response so far has
been mdstly the “politics ot caution,™ and no presidential “gi-

aants” huve as vet emerged to take leadership; indeed, it is prob-
jematical how many will. Those who do will be engaged in
protecting the academic core against the periphery and the ex-
cellent versus the mediocre, in encouraging better use of high
schools and extension programs and the new technology to
replace on-campus classroom instruction ar the lower levels of
competency, in making selective academic decisions on merit
rather than across-the-board political adjustments, in maintain-
ing libraries and physical tacilities from slow decay, in looking
at long-term academic weltare rather than year-to-year politicat
<urvival, In the course of this series of developments, and one
way or another, some of the “multi” will be taken out of the
~multiversity,” which in the age of affluence too often took on
oo many peripheral activities of Jow quality.

Some research universities already are choosing the long-term

v
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academic-quality route, and among those T know bear i Ui
toria are Staniord, Berkeiew, ang UCLAL I s this capacey o

take the hard road that has ziver them feadeeshup 1a the

Dt

and will make more possible s conunuarion i the tutire, Fhesw s
mstitutions are facing the yuestions of what 1s most imporrant

to preserve at the hishest tevels o1 gaaiin, and ot whar arc the

acnivities most worth doug, Thev are proving that they have =2
brain™ as well as “a bods.™ some other universitics are engase J.
mistead, 1in making, their Fagsuan bargams—the emptanons of

g

cwrent indulgences are ~o very great. They feave the toughest
decisions to the tuture and ro exrernal authone, and base both
qualiry and autonomy 1w the process.

A

Some universities will scrve rhe opporrunity to rebuild oo
integrated community of scholars as they participate 0 r2orous
consaltations and make hard decrsions abour what they most
want to be, about haw they can immprove teaching vind research
and the quality of cuzensiup and cthical conduct more veneralh
within the contines of more constramed resources. Saoine wiver-
sities lave never lost their sense ot an integraved muetecruat
comnmunity of schofars, and I note Lere as tlustrations Princeron,
Chicago, and Cal Tech. Each has been advantaged by smaller
size; and each by living in an ¢xternal phvsical commmunity gith
its own wlentiry. Princeton and Cal Tech also have gready re-
stricted their expansions ot eftore. Chicago, in particular, has a
tradition of conversations across the boundaries of the several
disciplines. Among the larger institurions, 1 have alwass mar-
veled at the cohesion ot Harvard, Stantord, Cornell, Yale, MIT,
Brown, Berkeley, and Michagan, and [ have wondered whart tiwe
secrets of social alchemy are that give them each thetr special
characters. I wonder, too, about Indiana, Chapel Hill, Madison,
and Virginia, among others ot the 125 or »0 research universi-

ties—despite rheir size and the heterogeneity of their acnivities.

Allis not yet lost. The maintenance of tederal R&D tunds at

\
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carreat levels would still support an enormous research enter-
prise far bevond anything cven dreamed about in that golden age
of 1963, and it would stll be the envy of the world. Mere
maintenance of current levels of federal R&D, however, will be
particularly hard on the many current younger scholars trying
to et established, and it will make no provisions for the new
faculty members necded to accommodate additional students.

The bigger problemn for all of higher education, from which
the research university is, however, substantially shielded (most
fortunately), will be to accommodate the vast additional num-
bers of students. Pressures will be placed on faculty teaching
foads, on class sizes, on use of teaching assistants, on maintaining
existing admissions standards. There will be many “hard choices,”
and they will be faced mostly at the presidential level, at a ume
when the presidency is, generally, in a weakened position. The
niost difficult period of “hard choices” in accommodating stu-
dents, however, will be over by about 2015. The University of
Califorpia in its entirety 1s in an especially difficult situation
because the Master Plan of 1960 called for it to accommodate
the “top™ 12.5 percent of high school graduates (with “top”
subject to changing definitions). [t will thus be even more than
usually difficult for it to adjust by raising admissions standards.
Campuses within the system that have reached thelr targeted
growth, however, are potentially protected from enrollment pres-
sures by expansion on other campuses. For most public institu-
tions of higher education, to one degree or another, the difficulties
inherent in'the new context will intensify substantially, beginning
with the fateful vear 1997,

Private universities and colleges, in the meantime, will hardly
be affected by mass student pressures, and they will generally be
in a comparatively advantaged position. They have two addi-
tional advantages: (1) greatly lowered taxes on the very wealthy,
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who are sharing this largesse through their gifts to private uni-
versity fund-raising campaigns at levels never before expetienced;
and (2} greatly increased income to the weil-to-do and wealthy
as a result of income redistribution that has advantaged them
over those with moderate and low incomes during the past
twenty vears, enabling them hetter to afford higher tuitions.
Attached more to the private economy which prospers in irs
higher reaches, the private colleges and universities generally
have better prospects tl‘mn the public, which are more atrached
to the suftering public cconomy. Some of these private instiru-
tions will live in a world apart, fully nsulated. Also compara-
tively advantaged are those public universities thar are viewed
more as “private,” as i Michigan and Texas, where there are
no or few private competitors. Amongi the approxmmarcly 125
research universities in the Umted States, about 40 are privare
and 85 are public, and among the public, a few are “privare-
public.” The private and private-public also have grearer alumini
pressure, as well as assistance, to maintain quality. Thus the
future of research universities (and all of higher education) ap-
pears to be substantially biturcated. with one tork (the private)
generally pointing level or even up and the other generally down—
. there will be exceptions.

Directions of Responses in the Shorter Run Jbi
(1990-2(115) ‘
Signs of the future are already emerging, particularly tor thy
public research universities:
1. More privatization. Greater reliance on tuition. The Carnegie
Commission once suggested, based on relhting costs to heneties,”
that a reasonable general rule might be that students bear the

burden of one-third ot cducational and general costs, with spe-
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cial attention being given to ditferential tmtions in areas thar lead
tu hiph-income professiuns.

More income from sales of services and from patents.

More culty ation of alumni,

More R&D funds from industry. {Industry funds for university
RaoD were 4 percent of federal in 1970 and L3 percent in 19933

{n the 1%60s. there was the tand grant university, in the 1960s
whart 1 called the “federal research grant university,” and in the
futire mav lie icreasingly the “private grant” university.

2. More federalization. Adam South long ago set forth the
three major areas for governmental responsibility as protection
trom external and nternal violence, protection of individuals
from injustice and oppression (which allows an opening to the
wlfare states, and provision of an mfrastructure including basic
education. The Great Depression added ghidance of the economy
1o protect it against Jepression and then, later, inflation. Care of
the environment has also been added 1n more recent times.
Increasingly, particularly as the economy has been slowing down,
government respensibility for cconomic growth has also been
added. This latter assignment involves enhancement of labor
okills and encouragement of research and development.”

In the United States, individual states are mostly in charge of
providing basic skills (primary and sccondary education) and
advanced skills for local residents.preparing for local and re-
gional labor markers (community colleges and comprehensive
colleges and universities). Industry 1s responsible for plant-spe-
cific skills and company-specific applied technology. The tederal
government, increasingly, 1s held accountable for higher skills for
national and international labor markets, as in science and en-
gureering and medicine, and for basic research as well as for the
more generally useful torms of applied research (the research

universities). The long-term trend 1s for the federal government
4
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o have more overall responsibiticy tor lugh-level teaining and
high-tevel rescarch. Health care s the arca now most complerely
federalized in rescarch support and highydevel skill development.

Responsibility tor econonne growth 1\m§ans. among many other
things, the federal government’s tuking more responsibiiiny tor
the overall weltare of the researchunmiversiey, As prospects tor
growth in income have become less assured, the public is more
and more insistent thar the tederal government be held respun-
sible for per capita economic progress. With increases in produc-
tivity based somewhere in the area of 30 percent on ~advances
in knowledge™ and 20 percent on increases in skalls, the tederal
government 1y forced to take more inrerest in education ar all
levels (as in “Goals 20007 but parncularly in higher educanon
and espectally in the rescarch umiversio. The tederal governmenr
could help additionally bv giving more subsidies to graduare
students in the fields mosrt essential o productivity increases, by
providing more funds for new rescarch tactlities and equipmenr,
by increasing “overhead™ allowuances to match thoie wiven in
industry, and by increasing tunds for “academic science™ roughly
related to the increasing numbers ot taculty memnbers 1 ~aca-
demic science” fields in research universities.

3. More cultivation of general public support. The land grant
uryversity was aumed at scrvice fo agricuiture and industry. At
one time, the Coltlege of Agriculture made contact with a major-
ity of citizens in the state, and the borders of the campus really
were the boundaries of the state. Many state universities, in more
recent times, have concenrrated mostly on the cultivanon of
governors and legislators, rather than on the public as a whole.
This 1s no tonger enough. Two arcas now offer particular oppor-
tunities. One is education, where Schools of Education, instead
of being specialized liberal arts colloges, might berter emulate the
old College of Agricutture and work with every school in the
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stale through extension services and cxperiment stations. The
second is health, where, including through the Area Health Edu-
catton Centers thar the University ot North Carolina developed
L0 etfectively under the presidency of William Friday, universities
with medical centets can make contact with most hospirals and
Joctors and nurses in the state. A reinvigorated land grant model
mughe vet save the German-model stare research university.

4. More attention ti effective use of resources. Charging “full
cost” and providing unlimited across-ihe-board programs are no
longer viable as the basic pruciples of operation. Costs could be
more carefully scrutinized. And not all universities need to pro-
vide coverage of all felds of knowledge; rather, some might
concentrare more on what is most needed and what they do the
best. There is no clear proof that quality of instruction is pre-
cisely related to student/taculty ratjos, nor need teaching loads
he unifortn across-the-board; rather, they should be related to
the degree to which the individual field is engaged in creating
and dissemnating new knowledge. Rescarch universities need
not provide basic skills and remedial instruction, but rather
might transter this responsibility to high schools. to community
colleges, to extension scrvices, or to employment of electromic
technalogy. Fadilities can be moXe fully utilized on a year-round
rather than a-nine-month basis. Some students can be provided
with a three-year degree opportunity. Effective use of resources,
overall, can be improved at a significant level.

5. More pluralistic leadership. Each of the above requires
inore admimnistrative effort by more peofile—to contact alumni,
to scrvice and persuade the public at large, to get better results
from tewer resources, to work at the federal level, to make
contact with each industry and each profession in areas of atten-
tion. This requires many more ambassadors, more publicists, and
also more budgetary analysts tor the sake of more carehul uge of
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resources, This sugpests greater decentralization of admunistra-
tive responsibilities, Which will betwer connect cach u'pcrating
unit with the tullness of reahty | “every tub on its own bortom,™
as has traditionally been the case at Harvard—though this has
some costs in allowing some helds porentially to tall below the
generally very high levels, a problem Harvard is seekmg o
correct). This, in turn, suggests longer-terin service by adminis-
trators down the line to make external contacts and to ke

responsibility for internal ctfecuveness, turther suggesting more

“careful attention ta the selection of presidents, deans, and de-

partment chairs. It also suggests more use of “provosts™ at the
level of schools and colleges ro handle internal academic atfairs.
Presidents, then, would presumably concentrate more on the
selection of deans and departmental chairs, and devote miore
attention to their coordination. guidance, ahd encouragement:
more all-around pluralistic leadership. The emphasis wiil be
more on team leadership, and that requires more attention to the
creation of teams. Fred Balderston has called attention to these
constderations: “balance n functional expertise,” “high mutual

conhdence.”

and avoidange ot “rendencies to split™ the admun-
stration for the sake of the interests of functional consritucncies.”
This suggests that the prestdent be abie to build and maintain
the team of his or her own choice.

6. More attention to longer-term directions of movement. |1
avoid the word “planning.” First, becausc external conditions
can change rapidly and there are so many uncertainties. Second,
because it suggests there is such a thing as an “optimal™ furure
for the institution. There are so many activities and so many
CL)IlS[itl‘lenCicS that it'is impossible 1 define maximum “welfare”
with any precision. Third, | avoid the term because universities
intermally change so slowly. Faculry have wnure, and teaching

and research units at least have scniority rights. The possible
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chianges m academme personnel and activities, excepr in periods
of {ast growth, are in a range normally somewhere below §
percent a vear—universities do not go out of business, or drop
major activitles because they are not currently pronrable, or
engage in major layoffs. To put it another wayv, only a small
tracnion of activines are in active competition for resources at
any ONe monent,

It 15 possible, however, to have long-range goals to gnide
short-term meremental changes—a sense of what is more impor-
tant and what is less. [t 15 also possible to have good processes
of consnltation and decision-making to choose long-term direc-
tions ot movement. These processes need to compensate for the
fact that many presidents have a short-term horizon. This sug-
gests substantial involvement by longer-term leadership within
the trustees and faculty; bur aiso longer terms for presidents so
that there is less disparity berween their horizons and thuse of
rheir institutions—the Harvard customary twenty-year terny. ~

A hst of long-teem directions mighrt include:

Improve access on an equal opportunines basis

Concentraw on core ficlds '

Keep faculry salanies competitive

Maintain hbraries and physical plant

Preserve insutunional autonomy by high quality of universiry con-
duct inearly half the states have recently becn investigating how
to influence or even directly control faculty reaching loads)

Consideration of protection for the “non-market” func-
tions. Higher education is becoming inore market-oriented-—the
student market, the resecarch market, the service market. But
there should be more to a university than that. Specific actual
markets do not express all the needs of society for university
attention. Some such non-marker needs are training for good
citizenship, advancing culrural interests and capabilities of gradu-
ates, providing critiques of suclety (we hope from a scholarly
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perspecnive), and suppertmy, scholarship that has no carlv, it ever,
monetary returns. There are soctal benefits of ane erstries thar
20 bevond whar sells in the markets—thus the need to encourape
“general purpose” support.

)

From Guarded Optinism 1o Gitarded Pessimsim
to Guarded Optinnsm and, Why
What about the longer run: This is mostly guesswork. Among
arher things, there are bound to be “wild cards” n the future as
i the past—World War Il was cne such “card,” as were the
student revolts in the 1960s, the “demographic depression’s”
failure to develop in the {9804, and the collapse of productivity
increases since about 1970—unfureseen or largely untoreseen
developments.

The biggest uncertamry we can now clearly recognize 15 whart
will happen to producrivity in the economy. The most substantial
negative force in this area v the nswyg share ot “handicratt”™
employment, as in heualth care and cducanon, which is now at
about 75 percent of all emploviment, and the falling share ot
productivity-prone emplovment, as in agriculture and mdustry
and communications, which is now at ahour 25 percent. The
biggest potential positive torce 15 turther “advances in knowl-
edge.” perhaps particularly in the areas of usuble energy, of new
materials, and of biotechnology. in each of which advances might
be almost lintitkess, and further exploitarion of the possibilities
of electronic technology. It would be very helpful w have another
“transformational”™ development such astthe railroads once were.

One thing, however, is almost certain, and that is that the
research university, with its contributions wo advances in know}-
edge and to highet skills, will become increasingly important to
the maintenance of, and possible improvements in, society. It will
continue to be one of the most necessary institutions 1n the

[
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nation. Frank Press has noted that the greatest advantage the
Unirted States has in world-wide competition is that we have “the
largest and best trained force of scientists and engineers in the
world. . . . This enables us more than anyone else to take ad-
vantage of emerging technologies and to harvest the wealth they
create.” And he raises the question of whether it is “adequate
for what lies ahead™ for support for science and technology to
rise only “at about the same rate as the economy.” lustead, we
should “capitalize on our leading position in science and tech-
nology.”” This means, I would add, that we should “capitalize”
on our research universities. Productivity, it has been said, is not
evervthing, but there 1s almost nothing else so important. A
return to a 3 percent annual increase in productivity would be
a magic cure for much of the current malaise atfecting higher
education.

A second great uncertainty, beyond what will happen to pro-
ducrivity, 1s whether the nation actually will take full advantage
of one ot its greatest assets. Fortunately, this is made more
possible because of the small proporion that federal “academic
science” support is of the total gross domestic progduct—less than
rwo-tenths of 1 percent. Thus it can more easily be raised with-
out inipinging unduly on other uses of the GDP. But it remains
open what priority will, in practice, be given to the research
umniversity by’ federal and srate authorities. Note that federal
funds for student aid, to a degree, compete with tunds for aca-
demic science, and Tidal Wave IT wall greatly increase claims on
tederal aid for student access. Just as with the states, the federal
government will tace competing priorities within its support of
higher education, as well as competition from claimants outside
higher cducation. What will the priorities be? ‘

As society goes, s0 goes the university; but, also, as the uni-
versity goes, so goes society. The progress of knowledge remains..
- 50 central to the progress of civilization. But there is no assured
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current prospect for another golden age for the rescarch univer-
sity in the foreseeable future.

A third great uncertainty is how the new resource constraints
may mesh with the current signs of possible internal decav and
rising tensions noted in Chapter 7. The mnternal life of the cam-
pus may never again be quite the same: the professorial form of
employment so distinctive: the professoriate so agtonomnous.
How effectively will the research university of the future conduct
itself? At the moment, at least, the university world has hardly
begun to try to take control of its future even within the confined
liinits of its potential influence.

It T were to add a fourth uncertainty, it would be whether or
not the greatly improved hardware and software for the new
electronic technology may, ar lasr, start to penetrate teaching as
it has already research and admmistration; whether the “Fourth

»y

Revolution,”” once so confidently expected, will finally tke place.

The experience to date suggests that each new technology adds

o but does not totally supplant prior technology—oral teaching
added to apprenticeship experience, the written word added o
the spoken word, printing added to handwriting, and ir seems
likely that the “chip” will add to but not replace all the methods
that have gone before. ’

I am now less assured about the tuture than T was in 1963,
Then I noted the “generally optimnistic tone” of the lectures. They
were penerally optimistic, but the oprimism was a guarded one.
I saw dangers ahead, but no great uncertainties about the fast-
rising supremacy of the Amencan rescarch university. Thirey
years later, I have questions:

L]
1. What will happen to national productiviry?.
2. What priority will American society give to higher educanon
in general, and the research university more specifically, in the
distribution of available resources?

Y
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3. Wil hugher educanon, including the research university, take
control of its future by responding in aggressive and wise ways?

| have “yuarded pessunism™ about the current period {1990
2011355, and | have ser forth the reasons for this in the abaove
discussion. However, [ return to “guarded optimism™ about the
long-terin furure bew iuse, afrer the problems of Tidal Wave [l
are past, I counr primarily on the answer to question 2 above:
rhat American society will give a ligh priority to higher educa-
ton and o the research university within 1. And secondarily on
the answer to question 3: that our insttutions of higher cduca-
tion will respond at least adeguarely to the new context.

f have moved from guarded optimism to guarded pessimism,

but breguain ang tarded ian: 1 believe that we can become

“a nation of cducared people,™ and that our instiwstions of
higher cducanion will find better ways to associate “masters and
scholars™ together 1n learning communities, as well as better
wavs for masters to associate in their thinking across, and within,
anes ot hercer specialization.

© How may it all work out? We Jdo not know. The rescarch
miversity is 2ver mare eseential to society. Yet higher educagion
aces mare conpetition tor resources to finance irs essential
ontributions. We necd the rescarch universities more but may
e abie to afford them less. This clash of prospects is the basic
-cality. Which way will this tum of history move the university:
ap or down? And what will be the roles of conscious choice and
wnon?

The ongimal Godkin Tectures ended with rhese words: “Theose
1re the uses of the umversity.” They are still the uses of the
universitv—berter knowledge and higher skills, and they both
becoine ever more important. It will be a sad sitwation if, over
the long run, public investments in prisons continue to take a

higher relanive priority than investments in universities; and it,
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internally within the universives, preservanion of the starus quo
takes Priority over an aggressive COMMmItMENT tO 4ccess. to Judl-
iy, and to autonomy. But higher =ducation in the United States
is built on three-and-one-halt centuries ot rriamph, not [rn;,:tdl\.
Past triumphs came in respanse to new opportunities and 1ddi-
nonal flows of resources, however, and a further triumph under
current and prospecrive ctrcumstances mav well be less than tulby
assured. And, quite understandably. higher education is respond-
ing more slowly and more reluctantlyv o the current challenges.
Nevertheless, the longer-rus destiny is, T remain convineed, 1t nor
turther triumph, at least a satistactory series of responses.
There are some certaiuties: the wiversiey will continue ro have
1ts essential uses; the sociery, as 1 quoted Alfred North Whitehead
in concluding those long-ago iectures, that “does not value wrned
intethigence 1s doomed™; and. 1 now add with caunion, the wii-
versity that does not fully dedicate irselt above all clse o the

continuing advancement of tramed mtelligence is also doomed.



