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Southern Illinois University at Carbondale, now in its second century, is a major public
higher education institution dedicated to quality academic endeavors in teaching and
research. …  Committed to the concept that research and creative activity are inherently
valuable, the University supports intellectual exploration at advanced levels in
traditional disciplines and in numerous specialized research undertakings….  Research
directions are evolved from staff and facility strengths, and mature in keeping with long-
term preparation and planning.

 --- Mission Statement, Southern Illinois University at Carbondale

Southern Illinois University at Carbondale offers a full range of baccalaureate programs,
is committed to graduate education through the doctoral degree, and gives high priority
to research.

 --- Focus Statement, Southern Illinois University at Carbondale

Enhance Graduate Education and Research:
Expand collaborative partnerships in research to improve efficiency and reduce
unnecessary duplication of effort.  This … is a component of the planning and budgeting
process.

 --- Priorities Statement, Southern Illinois University at Carbondale.

I.  History of the Graduate School, Research, and the Office of Research
Development and Administration at SIUC

A. Institutional History and Mission: Roles of the Graduate School and of Research

Southern Illinois University Carbondale was originally chartered by the state of

Illinois in 1869 as a “normal” school dedicated to teacher training. With instruction

beginning in 1874, Southern Illinois Normal College offered a two-year program in

teacher education; four-year programs were added in 1904 and the two-year programs

were discontinued in the 1930s.  When in 1943 the institution became a university,

programs of graduate study for teachers were added, supervised by a newly created

Graduate Studies Committee, leading to an M.S. in Education. In 1947 Southern Illinois

Normal University was renamed Southern Illinois University by action of the Illinois

General Assembly.

During the next two decades, Southern Illinois University developed into a major

research institution. One stimulus for this transformation was the newly formulated U.S.

national science policy that developed in the post-WWII years.  In 1945, Vannevar Bush,

who held a number of high-level positions on scientific and military research boards

between 1940 and 1948, made a report to the President of the United States entitled

“Science—the Endless Frontier.” That report highlighted the role of university research
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in enhancing industry and the economy, and the importance of the national government in

funding basic science research.

Another stimulus for the university’s transformation was its visionary new

president Delyte Morris, who was inaugurated in 1949 and immediately began an

ambitious agenda of expanding curricula, programs, and enrollments. At the time,

Southern Illinois University had three colleges in Carbondale: Education, Liberal Arts

and Sciences, and Vocations and Professions. That year the university started offering

courses in metropolitan East St. Louis, which led to the founding of the Edwardsville

campus of SIU in 1965. During succeeding years of Morris’s presidency, several new

master’s programs were added and a Ph.D. program began in 1955, with the first doctoral

degrees being granted in 1959. The addition of medical and law schools to SIUC was

approved in 1969.

Morris was well aware of the important role research would play in his dream for

the future of the university:

It seems reasonable to encourage the future growth of the curriculum and
the future development of research in the directions best adapted to the
special assets and the special needs of the area.  It is obvious that we need
to develop thoroughgoing instructional and research programs in such
fields as forestry, horticulture …, coal mining, recreation, geography,
geology, sociology, labor relations, archaeology, ichthyology, ornithology,
flood control, and wildlife studies ...

Part of the development of the research programs was through development of the

Graduate School.  In Fall 1949 the Graduate Studies Committee was renamed the

Graduate Council. The Graduate Council was to act “as an agent for the Faculty, with

delegated power to formulate policy with regard to graduate programs” (University

Archives, Record Group 15-2).  The Graduate School itself was established by the

Bylaws and Statutes of the Board of Trustees during the year ending June 30, 1951, for

the purpose of organizing and supervising graduate work and facilitating research.  The

name of the Graduate School was changed to “Graduate Studies and Research” in 1967.

From its very beginnings, in other words, the Graduate School’s dual educational

and research missions were viewed as “intrinsically related in the functioning of a

programmatically comprehensive university” (Graduate School 1997 Self-Study

Document, p. 1).  The Graduate School is the centralized unit of the university charged
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with initiating, facilitating, and administering policies concerned with graduate

instruction and university-wide research and other creative/scholarly activities.

According to the current Mission Statement of the Graduate School (1988),

The philosophical basis of the Graduate School is to achieve and maintain
excellence in instruction, research and research support of programs and
projects within the framework of a traditional educational environment
provided by a comprehensive and research-oriented university while
maintaining the flexibility to address regional and international societal
needs that may not neatly fit into traditionally defined academic
disciplines.

The Graduate School at SIUC is headed (Fig. 1) by the Associate Vice Chancellor

for Academic Affairs and Research (AVCAAR) and Dean of the Graduate School, who

reports to the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.  Three associate deans

and one assistant dean report to the AVCAAR:  Associate Dean (Wilson) of the

Admissions and Records and the Fellowships and Assistantships Offices; Assistant Dean

(McNeil) for Minority Affairs; Associate Dean (Mead) for Development and Director of

the Coal Research Center; and (Acting) Associate Dean (Rice) for Research and Director

of the Office of Research Development and Administration (ORDA).  In addition, three

research centers are budgeted within the Graduate School and report to the AVCAAR:

the Fisheries and Illinois Aquaculture Center (formerly the Cooperative Fisheries

Research Laboratory), the Cooperative Wildlife Research Laboratory, and the Coal

Extraction and Utilization Research Center. Currently, the Graduate School offers

master’s degrees through 60 programs and the doctorate in 27 programs.

B. The Office of Research Development and Administration (ORDA): History and
      Mission

The current Mission Statement of the Office of Research Development and

Administration (ORDA) at SIUC states that the office

... exists to facilitate and sustain those activities that pertain to the
research, scholarly and creative efforts of Southern Illinois University at
Carbondale faculty and staff.… The Office accepts as part of its mission
the obligation to maintain and further develop that research enterprise
amid the growing expectations, internal and external to the University,
concerning the role of research within the larger mission of the
University” (ORDA Mission Statement, 1988).
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1. Pre-1957 Activities: Office of Research

As noted above, the origins of organized research at SIUC can be traced back to

national post-WWII trends and more specifically to the leadership of President Morris. A

series of reports on early SIU research was prepared by John O. Anderson (faculty

appointment in the Department of Speech Pathology and Audiology), who held the title

of Coordinator of Research, and these describe existing programs and policies. These

documents, kindly located by Darla Bradley in the University Archives, include: Outline

of Research and Its Future at Southern Illinois University (1960; Appendix A),

Researchers’ Administrative Guide (1960), and University Resources (1964?). A brief

outline of this same history can be found in a 2-page report dated April 16, 1971,

prepared by Ronald Hansen, Anderson’s successor as Coordinator of Research, which

accompanied an inventory of 41 boxes of research files covering the years 1957-1967.

The following summary is drawn from these sources.

Anderson (Outline, p. 1) identified four “rather distinct phases” of development of

the research program at SIU: pre-1949, 1949-1951, 1951-1957, and post-1957.  Prior to

1949, faculty primarily pursued their research activities on an individual basis without

special funding, although some sponsored research activity had begun in 1948 with

financing by industry or state agencies. In 1949 the university began to provide assistance

for faculty research on the basis of the “informal granting of individual requests.” Special

research projects began in 1950, as did cooperative research projects with the

establishment of the Biological Research Laboratory at SIUC. In Fall 1951, the university

created formal Research Committees on both the Carbondale and “Southwestern”

(Edwardsville) campuses to review faculty requests for research funding.  At SIUC that

year, $15,000 was available in wages, travel, and O.C.E. and was allotted to

approximately 35 projects.

Between 1951 and 1957, faculty research increased, although it continued to be

managed largely on a departmental basis, and in FY57 $60,000 of SIUC’s budget was

earmarked for research support.  Several changes occurred during this period: In 1953

(and again in 1966) the By-Laws and Statutes of the Board of Trustees were amended to

designate the Dean of the Graduate School as the administrator of research programs. A
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“faculty bulletin” dated October 5, 1954, set out the university’s new patents and

copyrights policy.  In Fall 1957, Anderson was named Assistant Dean of the Graduate

School and Coordinator of Research, with a biennial allocation of $240,000. In July

1958, the university established a “Research Contingent Fund” (later re-named the

“Research and Development Fund”), which allowed it to accept “fixed price and cost

reimbursement type contracts.”

2. Research 1957-1966: Office of Research and Projects

By 1960, when Anderson prepared his reports, research activities at SIUC were

referred to inclusively as “University Research Programs” and were administered by the

Office of Research, which was housed in the Graduate School. Administrative personnel

included the Dean of the Graduate School (Willis G. Swartz), a Coordinator of Research

(John O. Anderson), a Research Contract Supervisor (Matthew W. Novakovich), an 8-

member Research Committee and a 4-member Creative Arts Subcommittee on the

Carbondale campus, and a 5-member Research Committee on the “Southwestern”

(Edwardsville) campus. Other staff included a secretary, a statistical consultant, and part-

time student workers. A Central Research Shop had apparently very recently been

established at 1007 South Forest, for the purpose of assisting researchers with “designing,

constructing, and maintaining research equipment and facilities” (Guide, p. 5-2).

Although it had not been fully equipped by 1960, the Central Research Shop was staffed

by a designer, an electro-acoustics technician, and an assistant, all available as

consultants for faculty and graduate student researchers. The University Research Office

also maintained six vehicles for research use, referred to as “Mobile Research Units.”

Three kinds of research programs existed at the university in 1960: Sponsored

Research, Cooperative Research, and Special Research. Anderson’s summary of the data

for fiscal years 1954 through 1959 highlights tremendous growth in all areas:

• Sponsored Research Projects “are financed cooperatively by the University and

outside agencies.  University support may range from simply providing facilities and

personnel to almost total support as it grows.  Research may be conducted through

specific contractual arrangements with a given outside source. The sources may be
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governmental, industrial, or other public or private organizations” (Guide, p. 3-1).  In

FY54, 21 projects were funded, 6 of which were federally sponsored, for a total of

$53,621; six years later, in FY59, 83 projects were funded (38 federal), for a total of

$580,713 (Outline, Table 2).  Among the sponsoring agencies during this interval

were the National Science Foundation, U.S. Forest Service, Phillips Petroleum

Company, American Philosophical Society, Wenner-Gren Foundation, American

Cancer Society, Illinois Farm Supply Company, Y.M.C.A.-Chicago, and so on.

• Cooperative Research Programs are in “research areas which have shown that they

involve long-term research requiring the stability of a year to year on-going

housekeeping budget” (Guide, p. 2-1).  They are collaborations between the

university and private industry or other universities, budgeted internally for a specific

function, long-term in nature, and might involve either several individual projects or

only one. In FY54, 7 projects were funded for a total of $118,470; in FY59, 12

projects were funded for a total of $218,667 (Outline, Table 1). Sixteen Cooperative

Research programs existed in 1960: Biological Research Laboratory, Climatology

Laboratory, Cooperative Agronomy Experiment Station, Cooperative Atomic and

Capacitor Research, Cooperative Community Research, Cooperative Fisheries

Management Research, Cooperative Forestry Research, Cooperative Research in

Cultural Anthropology, Cooperative Research in Design, Cooperative Small Fruit

Research-USDA, Cooperative Wildlife Research, Illinois Horticultural Experiment

Station, Mesoamerican Cooperative Research, Mississippi Valley Investigations,

Physical Education Laboratory, and University School Cooperative Research Center.

• Special Research Projects are those “initiated by individual faculty members and

financed entirely by the University from State funds.  Because of the growth of

Southern’s research program, it is hoped that the Special Research Budget will

become a seed budget utilized solely for new or short-term projects” (Guide, p. 1-1).

Projects were supported for up to three years and were partially supervised by the

Research Committees.  In FY54, 68 projects were funded for a total of $77,740; in

FY59, 220 projects were funded for a total of $337,059 (Outline, Table 1).
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In dealing with both funding agencies and faculty investigators, the Office of

Research worked with the SIU Foundation to negotiate financial agreements with

sponsors, supervise contractual arrangements, inform faculty of procedures, and help

them with applications. The Coordinator was responsible for approving and evaluating

research projects.

Some time after Anderson’s 1960 reports, but before his University Resources

report in 1964?, the SIUC Office of Research became the Office of Research and Projects

(ORP).  It was still housed administratively within the Graduate School and located

physically on Mill Street. The activities carried out within ORP had been expanded, as

the office was charged with being

…the administrative coordinating agency for all research, special
developmental programs, and international programs conducted by the
University.  … publishing the Research and Projects Review … [and
providing] assistance in proposal write-up, contact with supporting
agencies, budget formulation, contract supervision, mobile research
laboratories, and patent development … research facilities, buildings, and
equipment, the support of research professors and the maintenance of a
research shop…. (Resources, p. 1.2).

Within ORP, the Coordinator of Local/National Programs handled grants, contracts, and

other research activities involving private foundations and governmental agencies. The

Coordinator of International Programs handled “student and faculty exchanges, the

Fulbright Program, and university programs associated with the Agency for International

Development, Peace Corps, UNESCO … and other programs at international scope”

(Resources, p. 1.2-3).

3. Research 1966-1986: ORP to ORDA

When Anderson resigned as Coordinator in ORP in 1966, Ronald Hansen

(Department of Speech Pathology and Audiology) took over as Coordinator of Research

and Associate Dean of the Graduate School. ORP was moved to a barracks building

where Faner Hall now sits, and under Hansen’s leadership the office and its activities

expanded. Many individuals associated with the later leadership of ORP/ORDA were

already in the office at this time, including Larry Hawse and Michael Dingerson. Hawse,

who started in April 1966 as a staff assistant to edit proposals, was working toward a



8

master’s degree in journalism and later became Associate Director of ORDA. Dingerson

(Department of Higher Education) started in 1968, and was appointed Acting Director in

July 1973, replacing Hansen. He subsequently held the title of Assistant Vice President

for Academic Affairs and Research at SIUC. Around 1972 ORP moved to Woody Hall, a

former dormitory.

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, few individuals or departments at SIUC were

experienced in preparing research proposals.  The duties of ORP staff at the time were

primarily to develop and edit proposals, prepare budgets, and type the final proposals for

submission, and this established the origins of the “pre-awards” side of ORDA. At the

time, office personnel totaled about 10 individuals, including Hawse and another

proposal editor, a librarian, a post-awards person, Dingerson doing both pre- and post-

awards budgets, two accountants, and two to three secretaries.  More than 20 research

centers reported to ORP; most of those centers were eliminated or combined in 1973

when SIUC suffered severe budget cuts as a result of student anti-war riots.  Patents and

copyrights were handled by the SIU Foundation.

In 1975 Frank Horton (Department of Geography) became Provost at SIUC, with

an office located in ORP.  Horton’s goal was to turn the campus’s lingering “teacher’s

college mentality” (in the words of L. Hawse, personal communication, 12/13/99) into

that of a major research institution, and he was highly influential in increasing research at

SIUC. In 1977, under John Guyon as Dean of the Graduate School, the title of ORP was

changed to Office of Research Development and Administration, the new title

emphasizing the importance of developing research initiatives.

4. Research 1986-1990:  The Role of Carnegie Rankings

Significant changes in the leadership of ORDA and the Graduate School occurred

between 1986 and 1988.  John Yopp (Department of Plant Biology) became Dean of the

Graduate School in 1986, replacing Dingerson as Acting Dean. At the same time,

Victoria Molfese (Department of Psychology) became Acting Director of ORDA, a

position made permanent in January 1988.

In 1973 the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching had begun

classifying U.S. institutions of higher education by their academic missions.  In the first
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two of these studies (1973 and 1976), SIUC was classified as a Doctoral I institution

(those that award at least 40 doctoral degrees annually in five or more disciplines). By the

1986 Carnegie classification, the university had moved into the “Research II” category of

institutions.  These are defined not only by numbers of doctoral programs and degrees

awarded (50 or more doctorates each year) but also by their research mission as measured

by federal research and development expenditures (receiving annually between $15.5 and

$40 million in federal support).

In November 1989, then-Chancellor Lawrence Pettit put forward a Strategic Plan

for SIUC in which he articulated the strengths, values, and purpose of the university.

Among the strengths was research, as evidenced by the newly won Carnegie Research II

status and by Morris Library, which was declared to be “among the top 60 research

libraries in the country” (p. 10). At that time Pettit cited five “themes” as part of SIUC’s

mission and purpose: “comprehensive undergraduate education, strengthened and

targeted graduate and professional education, a cultivated diversity, professional and

moral concern for the natural environment, and a general emphasis on public policy

issues and public service” (p. 29).   He also recommended (p. 34) that SIUC shift its

enrollment mix so that graduate student enrollments would increase to 20-25% of the

total (rather than the then-current 16-17%).  Significantly, he noted that new facilities,

such as a new library, physical plant, and engineering and life sciences buildings, were

“absolutely essential.” He suggested that the university should look toward attaining

Carnegie Research I status in 5-10 years.

 Several new staff persons were added to ORDA during this period. In fall 1986,

two new staff members came to ORDA: Pamela Miller joined pre-awards and Marilyn

Davis entered the office part-time, then became full-time Publications Coordinator in

1988. In 1987, both Suzanne Garoian and Darryl Ray Mestel started working in ORDA

as graduate assistants. In 1988, the same year that Molfese became permanent Director of

ORDA, Debbie Fields, who had worked in post-awards since 1983, moved to the main

office as an administrative clerk, later changed to Administrative Assistant.  Also in

1988, Carolyn Donow joined the staff as Reseach Project/Information Specialist and in

1989 Steve Banker came to post-awards.
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II.  Research in the 1990s

A. “Failure to Thrive:” A Decade of No-to-Low Growth

The 1990s represent a time in which research funding and research activity at

SIUC grew only slowly or, depending on the data used, not at all. Overall, the decade

represented a difficult time for the university in that, under intensive scrutiny by the

Illinois Board of Higher Education, the budget was deeply cut year after year and steadily

declining enrollments further eroded the available funding for the campus.  Not

coincidentally, this essentially stagnant research productivity profile also accompanied

the demotion of the administrative title of research to “Associate Vice Chancellor for

Academic Affairs (Research).”  From at least 1979 through 1991, there existed at SIUC

an administrative title of “Vice President for Academic Affairs and Research” reporting

to the President (SIUC Faculty Handbooks).  This position was described as “the chief

academic officer.  He [sic] serves as provost to the Faculty on the Carbondale Campus as

well as administrator of the vice presidential responsibility area known as Academic

Affairs and Research” (1989, p. 7). Through 1989, the VPAAR had four Associate

VPAAR reporting lines: the Dean of the Graduate School, and AVPAAs for Services,

Planning, and Budget. In 1990, the AVPAA (Services)—primarily the international

affairs office—was moved out from under the VPAAR to report directly to the

Chancellor.

Beginning with the 1992 Faculty and Administrative Professional Staff

Handbook, the VPAAR title was changed to “Vice President for Academic Affairs and

Provost,” described as a position that holds “responsibility for developing and

implementing academic policy and for directing the planning of the academic and related

budgets” (p. 6).  Note that research is no longer mentioned in the title, description of

responsibilities, or reporting units.  Instead, research was demoted to a parenthetical

responsibility area at an Associate Vice President level.  By 1996, the titles of Chancellor

and President were switched, so that the former VPAAP became the Vice Chancellor for

Academic Affairs and Provost, but the position description (and lack of reference to

research) remained the same (Fig. 2). Since 1996, responsibility for and administration of
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SIUC’s research mission has been in the hands of the Associate Vice Chancellor for

Academic Affairs (Research).

SIUC’s status as a Research II institution was reaffirmed by the 1994 Carnegie

report. Recently (Nov. 1999), however, the Carnegie Foundation proposed a reorganized

classification system, which ostensibly will be based solely on the number of doctoral

programs and degrees, and will exclude federal research dollars. This new category is

tentatively termed “Doctoral/Research Universities,” thereby combining the two

previously separate categories, and will be divided into D/R I and D/R II institutions.

SIUC, averaging 147 doctorates per year in 27 programs (down from an earlier total of

32), easily exceeds the proposed new criteria for D/R I institutions.

Few new staff were added to ORDA in the 1990s, although most of the recent

staff additions were promoted. Miller’s title was elevated to Senior Research

Development Specialist in 1990. Donow moved to pre-awards in 1990, with Connie

Shanahan replacing her as Research Project/Information Specialist. Steve Banker moved

to pre-awards in 1991, being replaced in post-awards by Jeff Meyers. Garoian was

promoted to Accountant II in 1991, Accountant III in 1995, and Business Manager I in

1999; Mestel, having been promoted to Management Analyst Programmer II in 1989,

was raised to MAP III in 1990, and Computer Information Specialist in 2000 (in process).

In 1994, two new staff positions were filled: Wendy Preece started as Office Systems

Assistant III, then became Office Systems Specialist I in 1995 and OSSII in 1997; Sonjie

Schwartz came in as Accountant II when Hawse retired, then was promoted to Research

Project Specialist in post-awards in 1997.  In 1998 two more staff positions were filled:

M. Lynn Winston started as an OSSI and Lisa Michalisin as an OSAIII, upgraded to

OSSI in 1999.  See Table 1 for educational attainments of staff.

 Current organizational charts (Fig. 3) show 14 positions reporting to the ORDA

Director: 1 Senior Research Development Specialist (Miller), 5 Research Project

Specialists (Banker, Donow, Shanahan, Myers, Schwartz), 1 Business Manager I

(Garoian), 1 Publications Coordinator (Davis), 1 Administrative Assistant (Fields), 1

Computer Information Specialist (Mestel), and 4 Office Systems Specialists (Michalisin,

Winston, Preece, Harnetiaux).  In addition, directors of 6 research facilities report to the

ORDA Director: those of the Laboratory Animal Program (Vivarium), Micro-Imaging
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and Analysis Center, Nuclear Magnetic Resonance Facility, Research Photography and

Illustration Facility, Research Glassblowing Shop, and Central Research Shop.

B. Decline in ORDA Funding and Awards

     The Office of Research Development and Administration and its programs are

funded by a combination of sources, which in the pre-ORACLE/AIS accounting system

were tracked in three accounts.  The 2- account(s) represent money that comes from the

state of Illinois and is used to pay staff salaries and OTS. The 6- accounts represent

outside grants awarded to ORDA for the office to administer, such as the Illinois Clean

Coal Institute (ICCI), the Illinois Groundwater Consortium (IGC), and others; a portion

of the salaries of some staff are paid from these grants because of staff time commitment

to their administration. The most complex source of funding for ORDA is that in 4-

accounts, which represent a portion of the total “overhead” or indirect costs (IDC)

returned to the university through external grants.

1. Indirect Costs (IDC; F&A)

Indirect costs are real costs to a university associated with carrying out funded

research activities. They include the operation and maintenance of the university’s

services, such as administration (purchasing, accounting) and physical plant, including

buildings (lab and office space), utilities (electricity, heating and air conditioning, water),

and so forth.  Since the 1950s the U.S. government has viewed these costs as necessary

components of university-based research support and they are precisely calculated,

audited, and negotiated between the university and the federal government.

Each institution’s overhead rates originate in a report of expenditures representing

total costs of operation.  University officials calculate a percentage of these expenditures

that they believe represents the share of research support that should be borne by the

government, which becomes the basis for a proposal to the government for its IDC rate.

Federal auditors examine the expenditure reports and percentages, and then negotiations

begin between the government (in SIUC’s case, the Department of Health and Human

Services) and the institution. Provisions for negotiation are specified in Office of

Management and Budget (OMB) Circulars A-21 and A-133. The outcome of this process
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is the university’s “federally audited indirect cost rate.”  Indirect cost rates are set for 3-

year periods, at the end of which all figures are reexamined and a new rate proposal may

be developed and negotiated.

Indirect cost rates vary from university to university (generally higher at private

institutions, lower at public ones), and rates have shown trends through time: during the

1980s, they generally increased, whereas during the 1990s they tended to decrease.

There are also different kinds of IDC rates, including those for research vs. instruction

and for on- and off-campus activities (off-campus rates being lower, since campus

facilities are not being used). In addition, while there are different bases for rate

calculations, SIUC, like all large research universities with more than $10 million dollars

of annual federal support, must use the more complicated “long form” method based on

“modified total direct costs” (MTDC).

Over the years, procedures for calculating IDC rates have been modified and even

the term “indirect cost” rate is no longer used, the preferred term since 1996 being

“facilities and administrative” rate, or F&A.  The F&A rate is calculated as:

F&A Costs
------------       =     Rate
   MTDC

According to this formula, Facilities (“F”) costs consist of the cost of the university

physical plant: buildings and equipment (including their depreciation), operations and

maintenance, the library, and interest.  Except for the library component, all of these

facilities elements are allocated on the basis of square footage of space and the functions

of those spaces. Administrative costs (“A”) are obvious; since 1991 they have been fixed

with a cap of 26%.  MTDC refers to the costs of organized research, instruction, and

other sponsored and instructional activities. It includes salaries and wages, fringe

benefits, materials and supplies, contractual services, travel, and subcontracts (<$25K).

During the late 1980s, SIUC’s negotiated IDC rates were as follows:

On-campus research 44%
Off-campus research 29.3%
On-campus instruction 35.7%
Off-campus instruction 28.2%
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The on-campus research rate of 44% was computed as follows: building use 1.6%,

equipment use 1.9%, operation and maintenance 9.5%, library 1.7%, administration

(general, departmental, sponsored projects, etc.) 29.3%.  SIUC’s last formal IDC

proposal, rate audit, and negotiation was in FY90/91, yielding the following rates:

On-campus research 42.8%
Off-campus research 26.2%
On-campus instruction 36%
Off-campus instruction 28.1%

Even though rates are supposed to be renegotiated every three years, SIUC has

been unable to prepare new proposals since FY90, in part because of the diversion of

internal staff time and effort toward implementing the Oracle/AIS project.  We requested

and were granted two extensions of our FY91 rate, although in the last request, FY97, our

rates were adjusted downward as a penalty for failing to prepare full proposals.  At that

time, our Facilities costs were set at 15.5% and our Administrative costs were set at

25.5%;  F + A = an on-campus research rate of 41%.  SIUC’s current IDC rates are:

On-campus research 41%
Off-campus research 25.5%
On-campus instruction 34%
Off-campus instruction 26%

This current rate for on-campus research was computed as follows: Facilities 15.5%

(building use 1.5%, equipment use 2.1%, operations and maintenance 10%, library 1.9%)

plus Administration at 25.5% = 41%. This on-campus research rate is the lowest among

all institutions we consider as peers (primarily Carnegie Research II institutions; Table

2).

Because IDC returns are an important source of funds for ORDA internal grants

programs, as well as for the university as a whole, it is useful to look at the pattern of

IDC returns over time.  Figures for IDC returns differ, often rather markedly, depending

on whether the reporting source is the General Accounting Office of SIUC or ORDA,

because awards often cover a multi-year span, and because each office accounts for them

differently. (NOTE:  A third source of data on grants is the Office of Institutional

Research, not included here.) General Accounting reports IDC as payments are made to

SIU from the granting agency, and these payments may be spread over several fiscal
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years. ORDA, on the other hand, reports IDC returns as awards are made (that is, “fully

executed” with all signatures) and processed; there may be a significant lag between the

time a contract is awarded and the final signed negotiation of all provisions. Table 3

presents the total IDC returns to the university as accounted by ORDA, rather than

General Accounting, both including and excluding the School of Medicine at Springfield.

Table 3
Total IDC Returned to SIUC (in millions, rounded)

Total IDC Total IDC IDC to
FY                   (incl SoM-S)               (C’dale only)               ORDA *
86     3.13     2.70        ?
87     2.31     1.92        ?
88     3.20     2.52        ?
89     4.15     3.43     .305
90     3.83     3.25     .434
91     3.79     3.14     .519
92     3.45     2.85     .495
93     3.43     2.62     .507
94     3.63     2.80     .581
95     3.75     3.02     .615
96     3.87     2.78     .602
97     3.54     2.69     .529
98     3.70     2.74     .615
99     4.48     3.71     .615
00     .615

     Total   50.26   40.17    6.430
           Range 2.31-4.48 1.92-3.71 .305-.615
          Mean     3.59     2.86     .530

*General Research Overhead Reallocation from Academic Affairs, Account 4-14220

ORDA’s annual allocation of total IDC returns to the university is partially

determined by means of a general model used throughout the institution. Until FY99,

SIUC’s IDC returns were apportioned internally on the basis of an 80:20 model, in which

80% was retained by the Chancellor’s Office and 20% was returned to the generating

units (colleges, centers, etc.).  Out of the Chancellor’s 80%, an amount varying from 19%

to 26% of the total was returned to the AVCAAR as a direct ORDA line item and was
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used to fund the Special Research Projects.  Over the past 15 years, the total IDC

generated by SIUC researchers, both on the Carbondale campus alone and for all SIUC

units, including the Springfield campus of the School of Medicine, has generally

oscillated around a mean, rather than demonstrating a steady and vigorous rise over time.

The amount of IDC dollars returned to ORDA for support of internal research programs

has showed a general rise over the years, from $305K in FY89 to $615K in FY98, but it

has remained at that level for the past three years.

In 1997, the Graduate Council studied IDC redistributions and recommended that

the model be changed to a 40:60 (central:unit) paradigm. That recommendation was

never implemented by the University.  In 1999, the Indirect Cost Recovery Committee

within the Chancellor's Planning and Budget Council again took up this issue, stimulated

in part by a concern for the lack of growth of research on campus and also by the eight-

fold increase in the share claimed by the Office of the President.  The IDCR Committee

recommended a plan to the Graduate Council that was similar to the earlier one, and a

resolution was proposed and passed endorsing the recommendation.  According to the

plan, 30% (rather than 20%) was to be returned to the generating units, with the added

10% going directly to departments; a flat 40% was to go to the AVCAAR for research

(ORDA); and the remaining 30% was to be retained by the central administration. Interim

Chancellor John S. Jackson accepted the plan and announced that it will be implemented

beginning in FY01.

SIUC will renegotiate a new, federally audited indirect cost rate in FY01, and we

are already preparing for this activity by scheduling meetings with staff responsible for

the internal reports and with candidates for outside consultants to help us in the

negotiations. Since the A-factor of the rate equation has been capped at 26% since 1991,

we can expect only a maximum rise of 0.5% for administrative costs in the

renegotiations. The most likely way to obtain a higher rate is through the F-factor, or

facilities costs.  Facilities costs are based in large part on square footage of space and its

usage for research vs. instruction, and require very accurate surveys for documentation.
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2. Internal Funding for ORDA and for Research

As noted above, in 1951, when a formal research program at SIU can be

considered to have begun, $15,000 of internal funds was made available for research

support, and was allotted to 35 projects.  By FY57, available funds had quadrupled to

$60,000; the following year, they quadrupled again to $240,000.  In FY59, 220 “Special

Research Projects” were funded by ORP at a total of $337,059.

It is difficult to track internal funding dollars through the decades of the 1960s

and 1970s, as the information can be found only in annual reports stored in the University

Archives. The reports for FY60, FY70, and FY80 use different styles and formats, raising

questions about the comparability of the data, but the following (Table 4) seems to be a

reasonably accurate, albeit confusing, general summary:

Table 4
Internal Funding for Special Research, Selected Years, FY51 – FY90

     Total Total    No.
FY Travel Equipment  Expenditures*? Spec. Res. Projects

51           15,000  35
57       60,000   65,212  98
58 240,000 364,171 172
59                      337,059 220
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
70  39,866 399,849  2,318,289
80  95,241  37,990   2,348,368

   9,433      0 360,366
90 105,707  32,240  3,743,472

   9,301      0 390,723

*ORDA’s total internal expenditures (state funds?) for organized research as well as staff
salaries

Note that Table 4, above, presents information on ORDA’s expenditures. Table 5,

below, provides a 12-year summary of ORDA’s recent budgeting--sources of funds–that

combines data from 4- accounts (Table 3) with data from 2- accounts (state funds). It is

apparent from these data that the internal allocations of IDC (4- account funds) to ORDA

have essentially been stagnant from FY95 onward, while state funding (2- accounts) has
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shown no significant increase since FY90.  However, given the relentless recisions of the

1990s, along with inflation, stagnant funding has actually meant severe losses, both in

staffing and, more significantly, in internal research support.  ORDA’s research support,

especially to the Special Research Program, suffered severely from these regular give-

backs as well as from other decisions about funding.

Table 5
Sources of ORDA Funds, FY89-FY00 (in thousands, rounded)

IDC Transfers* State
(4- account)         (2- account)             Total  

FY89 305  629    934
FY90 434 758 1,192
FY91 519 774 1,293
FY92 495 697 1,192
FY93 507 647 1,154
FY94 581 647 1,228
FY95 615 666 1,281
FY96 602 707 1,309
FY97 529 696 1,225
FY98** 615 717 1,332
FY99 615 646 1,261
FY00 615 671 1,286

Total          6,432          8,225           14,687
Range         305-615         629-774         934-1,332
Mean 536             688             1,224

*Taken from Table 3.
**In FY98, ORDA staff salaries were switched from 4- accounts to 2-account

A good example comes from funding for faculty travel, which has a history of

decline beginning in the 1980s. Prior to 1983, the SIU Foundation annually made

$50,000 available to ORDA to be awarded to faculty to subsidize travel.  In 1986 this

amount was reduced to $25,000 and then in 1988 the Foundation travel supplements were

withdrawn entirely.  Existing ORDA funding for researchers’ travel (and other activities)

was further depleted during the early 1990s. As detailed in a July 29, 1992, memo from

Victoria Molfese, Director of ORDA, to John Yopp, Dean of the Graduate School, the

Special Research Program was diminished by $161,104 in internal reallocations:



19

Between 1990 and 1992 the Dean took $28,229 from the Special Research
funding to establish a “Dean’s” account.  At the 1992 midyear recision,
the Special Research Program was reduced by $54,316.  Another $50,000
was removed from Special Research that year to establish a discretionary
account.  The central administration took back $28,559 from research
assistantship lines of the Special Research Program.

In 1993 it was decided that nearly all remaining travel monies in ORDA would be

decentralized and given to the individual colleges as OTS to distribute to investigators.

These funds were cannibalized during succeeding recisions, with the result that little to

no money is available in SIUC’s departments, colleges, research office, or graduate

dean’s office to support faculty or student travel to professional meetings and research

sites.

3.  Externally Funded Research Awards

Tracking external funding at SIUC, and probably at every other major research

university in the U.S., is an undertaking that should seemingly be only a matter of simple

arithmetic.  In practice, however, the effort can be surprisingly complex and confusing,

and different numbers taken from different sources can be used to support very different

conclusions (see above discussion of IDC accounting in ORDA vs. SIUC General

Accounting). Here I describe some of these problems and the options I selected to present

data in the present report.  Had I chosen alternative sources of data (explained below), the

conclusions might have been different as well.

First, my purpose here is to discuss only “research” funding on the Carbondale

campus of SIU. Research at the SIU School of Medicine (SOM) in Springfield was

purposefully excluded, although research by the Carbondale units of the SOM was

included.  Second, I am using research “award” data processed through, and tracked by,

ORDA.  Third, I am tracking all sources of funding, including federal, state, industry,

foundation, and “other.”

These points are important because they contrast with data used, for example, by

the Carnegie Foundation in distinguishing Research I and II universities. Carnegie did not

employ self-reported data from the universities, but rather used “federally funded

research and development expenditures” compiled in an annual report published by the
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National Science Foundation. This term refers to the amounts of money each federal

agency reports that it spent on each university; agencies include the NSF, NIH, NEH,

Departments of Agriculture, Defense, Education, and so forth. For the purposes of this

report on research at SIUC, however, these figures are of minimal use. For one thing,

they include expenditures to the Springfield SOM with the SIUC totals.  Second, they

include only federal sources of funding, and SIUC obtains a large proportion of its

research funding from state agencies. Finally, the reported federal expenditures include

not only research grants but also training grants and financial aid.  Federal financial aid

was excluded from the Carnegie rankings in 1994, and it is useful to note that about half

of the federal expenditures to SIUC that earned the university its Research II status came

in the form of financial aid, rather than research funding. Official “federal R&D

expenditure” totals to SIUC/SOM for FY97 are shown in Figure 4, which also compares

SIUC totals to those of other Carnegie Research II universities.  Figure 5 and Table 6

report the same expenditures for a different selection of universities for the years FY90-

97.

Another problem in preparing this report on research at SIUC was deciding what

constitutes “research” funding.  I used two criteria:  agencies’ own identifiers of what

constitutes a research award and ORDA’s internal coding system (which necessarily

incorporates funding agencies’ identifiers plus federal definitions). One difficulty in

identifying “research” awards is that many “training” grants also have significant

research components (i.e., “research training grants”).  It is worth noting here that SIUC

lacks its own definition of what constitutes research; see below.

Given these caveats, then, Figure 6 and Table 7 present a summary of externally

funded awards for research, processed through ORDA, by College/Unit, for FY89-98.

Figure 7 and Table 8 break these figures down into sources of funding.  Few significant

trends can be discerned from these data:

• The 10-year patterns seem, overall, to show oscillation about a mean.
• The only consistent increase is in the College of Agriculture, FY95-FY98.
• Five colleges/schools belong to a “millionaire’s club” with research awards totaling

in the millions of dollars: Agriculture, Engineering, Liberal Arts, Science, and SOM-
Carbondale.  Most of these exhibit general tendencies toward small increases in
external funding for research.
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3. There should be established specific written guidelines for the special
research program.

Additionally, on p. 11, they note that “The role and job description of the Director of

ORDA should be reviewed” and “Greater resources should be made available to the

Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs and Research and Dean of the Graduate

School for the encouragement and enhancement of research.”

In response to the 1992 reviewers’ suggestions regarding research, the following

actions were taken (see 1997 Self-Study):

• In FY93, the Administrative Research Development Council was created, a
committee charged with examining SIUC’s procedures for reporting research
productivity and recommending ways to improve them.  [NOTE: That committee met
only once after its establishment.]

• In FY93, the number of research [?] proposals submitted [538] and the amount of
research [?] dollars were 7% and 12% over FY92 (total was $13.33m).  Totals for
research awards were $15.05m, for an 11% increase.

• In FY94, 728 research proposals were submitted (26% increase); “research” awards at
$15.49m (3% increase).  Total of 469 external awards, $28.71m.

• In FY95, there was a 5% increase in numbers of external proposals submitted. Total
“research” awards: $15.46m.

• In FY96, external grant and contract awards increased 7% over FY95.  Total
“research” awards: $17.35m.

• In Fall of 1996, a new position was created in the Graduate School, Associate Dean
for Development, with responsibility for developing new research opportunities and
programs.

• The Dean created a new internal interdisciplinary research competition, entitled
“University Priorities and Interdisciplinary Initiatives Research Program.”

• Guidelines for the Special Research Projects were developed and awards publicized
in Research News & Notes.

However, no action was taken on the recommendation that more funding be given to the

Graduate School, that the AVCAAR title should be elevated, or that ORDA and the

Director’s role be reviewed.

2. From the 1997 Review

The 1997 Self-Study document and the reviews, external and internal, seemed to

focus almost entirely on the Graduate School and its programs and policies.  Oddly, given

the previous reviews’ concerns about the Office of Research Development and
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Administration and its leadership, the Self-Study provided only basic information about

the office and ORDA was not reviewed as a distinct entity.

There are several basic functions that are important for the Office of
Research and the Graduate School to have resources to support.  These
include: (1) start-up funds for faculty recruitment; (2) funds for faculty
development, such as funds for travel and access to appropriate
information technology tools and infrastructure; (3) recognition programs
for research and faculty teaching graduate courses; and (4) a structure to
support graduate students … [There is also a need to create] a modern
infra- and inter-structure to support research and graduate studies.

Recommendations:
1) It is absolutely essential that the central office of the

AVCR/DGS be not only maintained but strengthened.  This office must be
a strong partner with the provost, with access to the chancellor’s senior
staff deliberations [emphasis in original].

2) This office needs to work generally with others in the University
to provide focus, both to graduate programs and major research
initiatives…. This will be necessary to attract and retain outstanding
faculty who can compete successfully for external funding.  The
reviewers’ impression is that SIUC’s success rate in attracting external
federal funding is capable of significant improvement.

3.  From the 1999 NCA Accreditation Review

The University’s research accomplishments and infrastructure also were surveyed

as part of the North Central Association (NCA) accreditation review in April 1999.  The

review team repeatedly expressed their deep concerns about SIUC’s inadequate

technology to support the teaching and research mission of the institution.  Specific

remarks and recommendations concerning research include the following:

      ... increased funding is essential for research infrastructure, the library,
and the operating budgets of a number of departments ... (p. 20)
      Faculty need to be educated to the importance of indirect costs in
developing and maintaining research programs in the sciences and in
providing startup funds for newly hired science and technology faculty.  ...
programs and initiatives are needed to increase funds coming from both
grants and contracts and to attract private money to the University. (p. 21)
      Concerning the College of Agriculture (CA):  The overcrowded,
outdated [physical] plant is really hindering the aggressive efforts of the
administration and faculty to enhance their research and instructional
activities.  [Nonetheless, the research profile of CA has expanded over the
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last several years, and extramural funding has been substantially
increased.] (p. 27)
      With respect to the College of Engineering (CEng):  CEng has had flat
or declining external support for several years ... (p. 38)
      College of Science (CS):  Most of CS’s faculty members are active in
research, and several have extramural funding to support their research
programs. ... With the number of strong new hires ... in CS, it is clear that
[the] level of funded research has the potential to go much higher than the
current level of some two to three million dollars of new grants annually.
A substantial enhancement of extramural funding in the sciences is going
to be an essential part of SIUC’s increased research profile. (pp. 43-44)
      School of Medicine (SM):  Over the last five years, total [research]
funding in current dollars has been essentially flat.  For SIUC as a whole,
SM accounts for 28% of the research awards with Agriculture second in
research grants.  Engineering and Science account for 17 percent of the
research award[s].... Clearly, major efforts will be necessary for the
institution to become a research institution of significance, and
accomplishing this relatively new part of its mission without
compromising its very distinctive educational and clinical service
strategies will be difficult and call for very careful focus and recruiting
efforts. (p. 51)

4.  KPMG-NACUBO-SRA Benchmarking Study

Southern Illinois University participated in a 1999 Benchmarking Study carried

out by the National Association of College and University Business Officers (NACUBO)

and the Society of Research Administrators, in association with the KPMG Higher

Education Consulting firm.  As stated in the preface to the original questionnaire, the

purpose of this study was to provide participating institutions (n=62; see Appendix B for

a list) and the sponsored projects administration community with:  (1) a basis for

systematic, quantitative analysis of their operations; (2) a “scorecard” for measuring

institutional progress vis-à-vis goals and mission; and (3) performance comparisons with

other institutions. Participation entailed completing a 27-item questionnaire (note that

data are self-reported) that addressed productivity and efficiency of sponsored projects

administration in terms of transaction costs, staffing ratios, numbers of funded principal

investigators, and accounting practices.  In January 2000, SIUC and each participating

institution received a confidential, individualized report that provided the following

institutional ranking comparisons:
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• against all other participating institutions (n=62)
• against other participating Carnegie-class institutions (n=16)
• against other peer institutions (self-selected; for SIUC, the selection was made by

Koropchak and Rice with particular emphasis on those institutions previously
identified in the 1999-2000 SIUC benchmarking study; n=10)

These rankings are shown in four tables, Tables 11-14, which synthesize the data

reported in four areas surveyed.   Section A consisted of five questions that are

... intended to be high-level indicators of institutional sponsored projects
activity.  They focus on indicators of faculty participation in sponsored
projects, and overall institutional track record in the growth of sponsored
projects activity and funding.  Variations in faculty participation and
activity will be influenced by many factors, including institutional
mission, research strengths and priorities, etc. (Benchmarking Study, p. 3).

As can be seen from Table 11, SIUC falls below the median on four of the five questions,

and indeed in the bottom quartile (next to last) on three.  SIUC is in the second quartile

on only one: the percentage of faculty working as active investigators.  These rankings

suggest that SIUC is performing poorly overall in the area of “sustaining or enhancing

sponsored projects activity and funding.”

Section B of the study consists of eight questions that

... focus on overall productivity and efficiency of sponsored projects
administration and post-award financial management functions in terms of
transaction costs and staffing ratios.  Variations in staffing ratios and
transaction costs among institutions will be influenced by many factors,
including organizational structure and responsibilities, complexity and mix
of transactions, process quality, etc. (Benchmarking Study, p. 8).

As can be seen in Table 12, SIUC ranks near or below the median on six of the eight

metrics, which were calculated from FY98 data. The two metrics on which SIUC

measures above the mean (in the second quartile) are, unfortunately, those which measure

the cost of sponsored project administration per proposal and as a percentage of dollars

awarded (items B2 and B4).  Given the other data on essentially stagnant research

productivity at SIUC, as presented elsewhere in the present report, however, it is fair to

say that these two relatively high costs are simply the reverse side of the coin.  With

reference to “containing the costs and improving the efficiency of sponsored projects

administration” at SIUC, then, the problem lies not with sponsored projects



27

administration (i.e., ORDA) per se, but rather with the institutional framework which has

failed to nurture the research mission.

Section C of the benchmarking study focuses on

… administrative staffing ratios relative to faculty population served.
They are intended to provide indicators of the efficiency and adequacy of
administrative service levels.  Variations in staffing ratios will be caused
by many factors, including organizational structure and responsibilities,
nature of service provided, and level of service demands (Benchmarking
Study, p. 16).

As Table 13 shows, SIUC ranks in the fourth quartile on two of the three metrics: number

of funded PIs and number of active PIs per sponsored projects administrative FTE.  As is

the case with Section B above, however, these data need to be interpreted in light of the

generally low  research activity on campus, rather than as an indication of overstaffing or

costliness of ORDA itself.

The one question in Section D of the Benchmarking Study measures institutional

efficiency in billing and collection of receivables, i.e. managing cash flow, proper

invoicing, etc.  Here, SIUC ranks in the third quartile (Table 14), near the middle of all

comparative rankings with other institutions.

To summarize, in comparison with 61 participating institutions on 17 metrics

concerning the effectiveness of sponsored projects activity, both on the part of research

faculty and administration, SIUC ranks in the fourth quartile on 7, or nearly half, of those

17 measures.  In a more focused comparison with 15 participating Carnegie Research II

universities, SIUC ranks in the bottom quartile on 8 of the 17 questions; similarly, in

comparison with 9 self-selected benchmarking institutions, SIUC ranks in the bottom

quartile on 8 of the 17.  SIUC did not rank in the first quartile on any of the study’s

measures.

In March of 2000, I, along with representatives from other participating

institutions, attended a meeting in St. Louis to discuss the survey and its findings.  It was

apparent at that meeting that the survey designers recognized flaws in the survey

instrument and that respondents construed some questions differently, especially those

pertaining to costs.  While this raises the possibility that SIUC’s status in research and

research support might not be as low as initially indicated, it is unlikely that we will rise
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into the upper quartile. The survey designers intend to revise the questionnaire and

administer it again, with hopes of getting a larger number of institutions to participate.

III.  ORDA and SIUC Research in the 21st Century

As a major comprehensive public university, SIUC has prominently incorporated

research and scholarly/creative activity into its mission statements.  For example, the

most recent iteration of the SIUC mission announced that:  “Committed to the concept

that research and creative activity are inherently valuable, the university supports

intellectual exploration at advanced levels in traditional disciplines and in numerous

specialized research undertakings …”

A. The Role of Research in Universities

In incorporating this statement into its declaration of institutional mission, SIUC

joins hundreds of universities nationwide, all of whom have embraced research as one of

their major endeavors.  Much of that research is funded by federal initiatives as part of a

national science policy formulation articulated more than half a century ago in the post-

WWII years.  Vannevar Bush’s 1945 report, “Science—the Endless Frontier,” established

the critical role of the federal government in funding basic science research and

stimulated the founding of several national research-oriented government agencies, such

as the National Institutes of Health and the National Science Foundation. It also

constituted the basis for what is now known as the “federal government-university

research partnership.”

This relationship was reviewed in 1996 at the behest of President Clinton. He

directed the National Science and Technology Council (NSTC) to create a multi-agency

task force charged with reviewing the health and vitality of this research partnership

between government and universities. The findings of this study were released in April

1999 as the “NSTC Presidential Review Directive—4, Renewing the Federal

Government-University Research Partnership for the 21st Century” (available at

http://www.whitehouse.gov/WH/EOP/OSTP). The first of the NSTC’s recommendations

was a “Proposed Statement of Principles” that govern this partnership (Ch. 3, p 10):
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• Research is an Investment in the Future.  Government sponsorship of university
research—including the capacity to perform research and the training of the next
generation of scientists and engineers—is an investment in the future of the nation,
helping to assure the health, security, and quality of life of our citizens.

• The Linkage Between Research and Education is Vital.  The integration of research
and education is the hallmark and strength of our nation’s universities. …There
should be compelling policy reasons for creating or perpetuating financial or
operational distinctions between research and education.

• Excellence is Promoted When Investments are Guided by Merit Review.  … Merit
review assesses the quality of the proposed research or project and is often used in
combination with a competitive process to determine the allocation of funds for
research.

• Research Must Be Conducted with Integrity.

These principles must be the foundation of SIUC’s plans for research and education in

the 21st century.  They require the commitment of all constituencies of the university and

they support the university’s long-standing commitment to the local community and

region. They also constitute the basis for the Graduate School’s 1999 strategic plan.

B. Strategic Plan

In September 1999, in response to a request from Interim Chancellor John S.

Jackson III, the SIUC Graduate School prepared a six-page “Master Plan for the Graduate

School” (Appendix C). This Master Plan addressed the generic statements outlined in the

“Strategic Position Statement” for the purpose of developing a university-wide strategic

plan. It identified three goals: (1) to increase the amount, quality, and visibility of

sponsored and university research at SIUC; (2) to increase the resources available to

attract, retain, and degree high-quality graduate students; and (3) to build on existing

faculty/staff strengths and research partnerships to benefit the citizens of the state of

Illinois and the regional and state economy.  The Plan outlined 52 objectives/activities to

be undertaken to achieve these goals, 9 of them the responsibility of the university to

address and 24 of them in the area of enhancement of research/scholarly/creative activity

under the auspices of ORDA.
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1.  Needed Changes and Implementation: Make research a top priority

Probably the first and most important change that must be made in the university

is to make research an unambiguous and clearly articulated priority. While teaching and

research/scholarship are ostensibly equal and parallel missions of the institution (see the

NSTC’s “Principles,” above), in practice research has lagged behind in the

administration’s verbal and financial commitments, particularly in the last decade. A

“teacher’s college” mentality seems to have persisted for more than half a century after

the demise of the “normal school” title itself.  Making research a priority means that

everyone associated with the SIUC--from the Board of Trustees, President, and

Chancellor, through the administration, faculty, staff, graduate students, and

undergraduates—understands that the university should aspire to excellence as a major,

national research university.

An important component of making research/scholarly/creative activity a priority

at SIUC is to create a high-level administrative position—a Vice Chancellor for

Research—to provide energetic leadership for the institution’s research mission.  In

comparing SIUC against peer institutions in competing for federal research dollars (see

Fig. 4), one cannot help noting that SIUC is one of the very few of them that do not have

a senior administrator, such as a VCR (or VPR) in charge of research endeavors on

campus.  Support for such a position has received wide support among SIUC

constituencies, including the Graduate Council, the deans, the Graduate and Professional

Student Council, and the Daily Egyptian, as well as numerous external reviewers of the

Graduate School (see above).

Another part of making research a priority is to stem the decade-long erosion of

internal support for research-related endeavors and invest more dollars in the research

enterprise in support of faculty and student needs.  Several important steps have already

been taken in this direction, e.g., the adoption of a new plan for reallocating indirect cost

returns to the generating units and provision of IDC dollars for use as matching funds.

The new IDC, matching funds, and participation in the IBHE state-wide matching

program should have positive consequences by creating more internal funding for

research/creative activity.  In addition, in FY01 SIUC will renegotiate its federal IDC
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(now called “facilities and administrative” or F&A) rates, and it is hoped that this will

result in raising the rate from its current 41%, lowest among peer institutions.

Further steps toward raising the level of research/scholarly/creative activity on

campus involve looking closely at ORDA itself to see what improvements can be made to

make the office more attuned to the needs of campus investigators. The Graduate School

Master Plan outlined 16 items or activities for ORDA attention in order to augment and

increase research and creative activity on campus.  Most of these are underway in some

form or another, and several have already been accomplished.  For example, in Fall 1999

ORDA staff formed a “technology task force” to examine ways to streamline internal and

external communications, proposal paperwork, and so forth; their work is ongoing.  In

Spring 2000 ORDA’s internal awards programs were revised, consolidated, and

expanded into the new “Faculty Research/Creative Grants Program.”  The objective was

to make internal funding more diverse, flexible, and responsive to researchers’ needs, as

well as to tighten policies so that internal awards will truly stimulate excellence in

research.

2.  Definitions of “Research”

A seemingly minor, but nonetheless significant component of enhancing the

research mission of SIUC is to define just what, exactly, is research. Most large

universities with well-established research programs seemingly need not bother with

technical definitions of something as self-evident as research; their dual teaching-research

missions have prospered and brought them international recognition.  Here at SIUC,

however, a lack of strong leadership of the research mission and accelerated competition

for increasingly limited financial resources have given rise to competitive and destructive

misperceptions about research on campus. In some quarters, “research” is felt to be

narrowly defined and narrowly privileged as pertaining strictly to externally (and

federally) funded laboratory science and engineering activities. In others, scholarly and

creative activities in the humanities and fine arts, with more intuitive methodologies and

fewer federal dollars to compete for, are thought to be devalued and deemed inferior. The

“hard” sciences, according to some non-science faculty, are rewarded with

disproportionate IDC returns through support of the research “shops.” Conversely, the
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humanities and fine arts, according to some “hard” science faculty, are rewarded with a

disproportionate amount of IDC returns by support through internal awards competitions.

Colleges bringing in state money feel it “doesn’t count” in some quarters, while those

bringing in training grants feel those awards somehow “don’t count,” and so on.

Historically and pragmatically—in practice, if not in formal statements of policy--

SIUC has embraced the diversity and strengths of its programs by subsuming all

scholarly/intellectual and creative/expressive activities under the umbrella of “research.”

Research had not been given explicit definition early on in SIU’s history, because of the

difficulties of distinguishing “research” from “projects” in the early structure of the

Office of Research and Projects.  Now, however, given ongoing concerns about

administrative commitment to the research mission of SIU, as well as the role of research

in upcoming IDC/F&A negotiations and other technical reporting, it is worthwhile to

articulate a formal, operational definition of what constitutes research on our campus.

a. Dictionary Definition  -  It is simplest to begin with a standard dictionary

definition: according to Webster’s New World Dictionary, the English noun

‘research’ is derived from Middle French recercher, meaning ‘ to travel through,

survey.’  Research is defined as “careful, systematic, patient study and

investigation in some field of knowledge, undertaken to discover or establish facts

or principles.”

b. Federal (OMB) Definitions  -  Public universities receiving federal funding, such

as SIUC, must conform to the policy dictates of federal agencies, such as the

Office of Management and Budget (OMB), in developing their definitions of

research.  These federal guidelines are comprehensive and specific:

• OMB circular A-133, Subpart A, Section 105:
Research and development (R&D) means all research activities, both basic
and applied, and all development activities that are performed by a non-
Federal entity.  Research is defined as a systematic study directed toward
fuller scientific knowledge or understanding of the subject studied.  The
term research also includes activities involving the training of individuals
in research techniques where such activities utilize the same facilities as
other research and development activities and where such activities are not
included in the instruction function.  Development is the systematic use of
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knowledge and understanding gained from research directed toward the
production of useful materials, devices, systems, or methods, including
design and development of prototypes and processes.

• OMB circular A-21, “Cost Principles for Educational Institutions,” Section B,
Definition of Terms

This OMB circular defines the principles that govern the “effort reports” that all

faculty and all academic units at all universities must complete each semester to account

for the time faculty spend on their various teaching, research, and service activities:

Major functions of an institution refers to instruction, organized research, other
sponsored activities, and other institutional activities defined below:

a. Instruction  - teaching and training activities
1) Sponsored instruction and training – established by grant, contract,

or cooperative agreement
2) Departmental research – activities that are not organized research

and are not separately budgeted

b. Organized research – all research and development activities that are
separately budgeted and accounted for
1) Sponsored research – all research and development activities

sponsored by federal and non-federal agencies and organizations.
This term includes activities involving the training of individuals
in research techniques (commonly called research training) where
such activities utilize the same facilities as other research and
development activities and where such activities are not included
in the instruction function. [Note: the university definition of
research must be worded in such a way as to include training as
part of research activities.]

2) University research – all research and development activities that
are separately budgeted and accounted for under an internal
application of institutional funds.

c. State Definitions  -  For purposes of surveying space use as part of preparing a

proposal for negotiating IDC costs, it is important to ensure that state definitions

of research coincide with federal definitions.  Often, they do not. The following

definitions are taken from Sec. 1038.20, “Definitions,” of the Illinois State

Matching Grant Program, effective Feb. 17, 1999, authorized by the Board of

Higher Education Act (110ILCS 205/9.26):

1)  “Applied research” means systematic study and investigation undertaken to
discover the applications and uses of knowledge and principles in actual work or
in solving problems.
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2) “Basic research” means systematic study and investigation undertaken to
discover new knowledge and establish facts or principles.

d. University Examples  -  In sum, all universities must define “research” in ways

that conform to federal and also state guidelines, for reasons ranging from federal

compliances and accounting to effort reporting to negotiation of IDC (F&A) rates.

At the same time, institutions must define research in ways that recognize and

celebrate their own uniqueness and excellence.  Two definitions from very

different Illinois educational institutions are quoted below:

• From Southern Illinois University Edwardsville:   “Research” is taken to
subsume “… all creative, critical, scholarly, and/or empirical activity that
expands, clarifies, reorganizes, or develops knowledge or artistic perception.
This definition of research includes the demonstration, implementation,
application, and dissemination of research results, and those grants designated
as research by the granting agency.”

• From the University of Illinois at Chicago:  “’Organized Research’” includes
all research and development activities that are:  (1) separately budgeted and
accounted for by the University, and (2) performed for specific research
projects.  Sponsored research means all research and development activities
that are sponsored by federal and non-federal agencies and organizations. This
term includes activities involving the training of individuals in research
techniques (commonly called research training) where activities use the same
facilities as other research and development activities and where such
activities are not included in the instruction functions.”

• Draft definition of “Research” for SIUC:  Research is taken to mean all
intellectual endeavors that increase knowledge and understanding.  More
specifically, it refers to all scholarly, empirical, creative, critical, and/or
expressive activity that expands, clarifies, reorganizes, or develops knowledge
or artistic perception.  This definition of research includes:
1) both basic (discovery of facts and principles) and applied components

(demonstration, implementation, and application of research results);
2) training activities above and beyond the usual instructional functions of

the university, which make use of the same facilities and equipment as
other basic, development, and applied research activities;

3) departmental and organized (sponsored, university) research activities;
and

4) activities undertaken through grant awards designated as research by the
granting agency.
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IV.  Problems and Prospect

On August 19, 1999, I agreed to accept a one-year position as Acting Director of

the Office of Research Development and Administration and Acting Associate Dean of

the Graduate School.  Having never held such a position before, I had an enormous

amount to learn, not only about the basic tasks and responsibilities of research

administration but also about the status of research on campus.  With respect to the latter,

I discovered a number of strongly positive elements, but these were overshadowed by a

dismaying assortment of negatives.

On the plus side, I found ORDA to be staffed with knowledgeable and personable

professionals, active in national organizations and eager to try new ways of doing things.

The administration had also allocated some new resources to ORDA, and these allowed a

new program of providing investigators with matching funds which would, in turn,

provide a basis for increasing opportunities to acquire external funds as well as reclaim

dollars in a new state program. The administration had also recently agreed to a new plan

for IDC reallocation within campus (see above), which promises to free more resources

for research activities in ORDA and particularly within the colleges. This IDC plan was

developed by the Indirect Cost Committee of the newly formed Chancellor’s Planning

and Budget Committee, with the assistance of a Research Advisory Group (RAG) made

up of previous winners of the Outstanding Scholar Award and other campus researchers.

ORDA staff and RAG recognize and welcome the advantages of making a research

advisory board permanent. In addition, the campus has conservative, well-monitored

compliance programs in animal care and human subjects. ORDA produces a widely

respected magazine on campus research, Perspectives, which circulates statewide and

regionally.  We are keeping up well with the increasing demands for expertise in patents,

licensing, tech transfer, intellectual property, and similar issues.

But I also found significant problems, detailed above, particularly with internal

programs: low and stagnant funding levels, and lack of diversity and flexibility in use of

funds.  Morale within ORDA and the research shops was not high and ORDA was not

particularly well regarded by many faculty and administrators on campus. In addition,

research at SIUC was carried out under low federal IDC rates that had not been

renegotiated in years, and the university had low status with respect to other Carnegie
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Research II institutions in terms of external funding, which was not significantly

increasing.  There seemed to be a lack of a campus “research culture” such as is found at

Carnegie I institutions, and instead a sense that SIUC was still fundamentally a

teaching/regional institution.

It is unfortunate that this is the case because, as noted in a memorandum dated

Jan. 21, 2000, from Cheryl Farabaugh-Dorkins (Director, Office of Institutional Research

and Studies) to John Koropchak, grants and contracts are “SIUC’s fastest growing source

of revenue.”  Data provided by her office indicate that grants and contracts (federal, state,

and local) increased 522% over a 20-year period from 1978 to 1998, while state funding

declined from 56% to 40% of SIUC’s funding over the same interval.

The current interim status of campus administration provides an unparalleled

opportunity to rethink and rebuild the stagnant infrastructure for supporting research and

creative activity that exists today.  Much of what needs to be done has been outlined in

the Fall 1999 strategic plan of the Graduate School, and involves updating the

organization, funding, and programs to bring them in tune with scholars’ needs.  While

the need for more dollars is paramount, it is critical to recognize that much of the future

success of research on campus depends as much if not more on creative rethinking of and

rededication to the entire research enterprise at SIUC. The idea of a “student-centered

research university” is a fine one, but if attention is not paid to the word “research” in that

phrase, it will simply be empty sloganeering.

A first step is to gain administrative approval for a new position, a Vice

Chancellor for Research at SIUC.  Another step, which must be begun immediately, is to

prepare a systematic and thorough proposal for renegotiating the university’s federal

F&A/IDC rates; if those rates can be increased, that will result in hundreds of thousands

of dollars returned to SIUC over the next few years.  The research enterprise at SIUC is

currently fairly decentralized and it could be claimed that this weakens the research

mission and does not present a coherent image.  The organization of many large research

universities includes not only a Vice Chancellor/President for Research, but also the

consolidation of many related activities, including research parks, university presses,

technology-based services, and so forth.
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Finally, the research mission of SIUC should acknowledge and build on the

university’s longstanding and unique strengths: diversity, comprehensive programs, and a

regional service mission.  SIUC can and must maintain and enhance those strengths to be

a leader in research in the state of Illinois and nationwide.


