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INTRODUCTION

In many developing nations guestions of educational reform are
often discussed within the broader context of national planning.
From the planning perspective, investment of resources in the
educational secter is viewed as investment in the production

of both trained manpower and knowledge {i.e. educational
outputs), which in turn become inputs inte the planned growth
of the narional economy. Considering the findings provided by
recent studies which give supporting evidences to establish
higher correlations between education outputs and GNP per
capita of a nation,' planners tend to view questions of
educational reform in the light of how proposed changes in the
educational system will affect educational outputs, and in turn,
how they will affect the achievement of preplanned societal
goals. Some centrally plenned societies, recognizing the link
between educational reform and societal change, make deliberate
changes in their scheol systems as a whole, prior to attempting
to induce any change in their social structure.’

Recognizing the importance of the fact that scientists are the
most valuable assets of a nation, in Turkey, this perspective
is especially evident in discussions of university reform,
particularly with respect to the role of the university im
indegenous scientific development. Because of a prior
commitment to invest in scientific development as a means to
rapid national national develcpment, Turkish educational
planners have sought to utilize reform in higher educationm

in order to maximize those outputs of the university which are
essential for the growth of an indigenous scientific community.’
Thus, they have looked at university reform not only as a means
to increase the production of Turkish scientists, but also as
an instrument fo maximize the production of scientific
knowledgef

Among numerous reforms being considered are those which deal
with the question of university organization., Of these, the one
that draws the greatest debate, not only among planners, but
also among the scholars themselves, concerns the issue of
diversity versus unification among Turkish Universities,’
Latently, the real issue which lies under such a long debate
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concerns with the relative merits of the German origin Faculty
and Anglo-Saxon origin the Departmental modes of university
organization. Given the presence of both types of university
organizations, the ongoing debate in Turkey in effect seeks
not only te determine which of the two modes of organization
should be utilized in the development of new universities, but
also whether the existing universities should be re-organized
along predetermined organizational lines,

The present paper focuses upon this debate, and through the
analysis of organizational characteristics attempts to explore
whether the Faculty or the Departmental mode of university
organization would result in higher productivity of scientists
within the university. First, the paper investiges the place of
the university within different types of organizations, Then,
it examines varying organizational characteristics of the
Faculty and Departmental modes of university organization with
reference to patterns of faculty behaviour conducive to high
faculty productivity. The tentative coneclusions reached with
respect to the mode of organization and faculty productivity
are then tested by means of data collected on the faculry
productivity in basic sciences.®

UNIVERSITIES AS ORGANIZATIONS

Prior to considering the differential characteristics of
Faculty and Departmental Turkish Universities, it is first
necessary to review briefly the characteristics of universities
as organizations. An organization is broadly defined to be a
structure of a formally coordinated effort by groups of
individuals to realize specific common goals. A university,

as an organization, can be distinguished from other types of
organizations both by the manner in which human efforts are
coordinated and by the goals for which the coordinated
individuals strive.

With regard to the manner of coordination, it has been generally
recognized that universities as crganizations are fundamentally
different in organizatonal structure from business or
governmental agencies.” While the latter are normally referred
to as bureaucratic organizations, universities have been
described as professional organizations.® And as distinguished
from a wide range of breaucratic organizations, the goal of the
professional organization is generally taken to he the creation
and institutionalization of knowledge. The university, however,
because of the dual nature of its professional tasks (teaching
and research), is different from most other professional
organizaitons in that it is a multiple organizational entity
tather than & monotypic one. Within a university organization,
at least two distinct structures can be discerned: each with
its own authority structure, value system, and set of
organizational goals; the administrative structure and the
academic structure,?

The adwinistrative structure of the university tends to resemble
the bureaucratic form of organization with its hierarchial
autherity structure and detailed set of rules governing the
responsibilities of specific roles. Principally concerned with
the day-to-day running of the various academic units under a
university-wide policy, the control of the financial cperationms
of the institution, and the cocrdination of the numerous supra-
institutional ties which relate the university to external
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agencies. The academic organizatiom, itself a multidimensional
structure composed of different disciplines and fields of study,
more closely resembles the rational form of organization as
deseribed independently by Stinchcombe '° and Udy.!' Characteriz
by an emphasis on performance standards and segmental
participation based upon contract, it is directly concerned
with the professional activities (teaching and research) of
faculty members and other persounel within the separate academic
unit. And while the goals of the administrative structure
center about the continuing existence of the university and the
enhancing of its stature among other universities and societal
organizations, by means of optimization of the individual
academic unit, the goals of the academic structure focus almost
entirely upon the maximization of academic output of the
individual academic unit.

FACULTY AND DEPARTMENTAL MODES OF
UNIVERSITY ORGANIZATION

Though all universities can be characterized as comsisting of
distinet administrative and academic organizations, there are
important differences between the various types of universities
not only with respect to the characteristics of the separate
organizations, but also with respect to the manner in which
the separate organizations interact wirhin the university
setting. Specifically, in the case of Turkish universities,
there are significant differences in organizational
characteristics between the Faculty and Departmental mode of
university organization which affect both the autonomy and
career~mobility of faculty members within the different types
of universities and which result in different levels of
scientific productivity,

Generally speaking, the Faculty mode of university organization
tends to have a decentralized administrative structure and a
centralized academic structure, while the Departmental mode has
a centralized administrative structure and a decentralized
academic organization.

Traditionally, the Faculty mode of university orpanization is
largely the result of the adaptation of the German university
model. It is based upon a traditional conception of knowledge
which holds that all humanistic and scientific knowledge exists
in organic wholes of faculties. Organizational structure is
thus a matter of principle whereby each self-contained field

of knowledge is represented by an equally self-contained Faculty
headed by a recognized master of the field. The head of the
Faculty, the Chair holder, as master and representative of the
field in the university, is therefore given both individual
autonomy and full authority over the academic activities within
the Faculty,? This results in an administrative organization
which ig decentralized with respect to the distribution of
authority between the administrative head of the university,

the Rector, and the various Chair holders of the Faculties,

but an academic organization which is centralized with respect
to the distribution of authority between the Chair holder and
the other members of the Faculty. This latter authority being
heightened by the fact that the Chair holder is both the highest
ranking professor within the Faculty and the administrative head
of the Faculty. In effect, the decentralization of authority
within the administrative organization enhances the authority
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of the Chair holder within the academic organization of the
university.

The Departmental mode of university organization beinpg the
outcome of the adaptation of the American university model,
takes on characteristics which are very different from the
Faculty organization. This is due to the fact that the
Departmental structure has been the result of the rejection of
the traditional conception of knowledge as represented in the
Faculty organizational structure, Not being assumed to exist in
closed wholes, knowledge need not be restricted to preccnceived
university structures, The determination of which academic
units should exist in the university could then arise from
expediency rather than from principle. The same applies to the
internal structure of the academic unit. Since knowledge could
not be encompassed or mastered by any one individuval, the
Department need not be a 'one-man show', but could be structured
s0 as to provide an efficient and effective unit where a number
of experts of different specialties could complement one ancther.
Instead of rigid centralizaiton, therefore, the Department
exhibits a decentralized academic organization with the internal
flexibility to differentiate itself to meet the changing
requirements of constantly changing fields of knowledge,

Accordingly, division of labor within the academic organization,
as in the case of the American University, tends to be functional
rather than hierarchical. Academic activities, both teaching and
research, are generally distributed among members of the
Department according to interests and abilities rather than by
rank, as is frequently the case in the Faculty acadenmic
organization. And the Chairman of the Department, unlike the
Chair holder of the Faculty, is usually no mere influential

in academic affairs than other faculty members of equal rank.
Indeed, the rewards of the Chairmanship are so minor that
younger, more ambitious faculty members often avoid the position.

But if the head of the academic organization of the Departmental
vniversity has little authority as compared to the head of the
academic organization of the Faculty university, the head of

the administrative organization, the President, can have a great
deal of authority. This is because the administrative
organization of the Departmental university, like that of the
American University (whose historical development has been
strongly entreprenuerial in nature) centralizes administrative
authority usually in the office of the President and/or Board of
Trustees., The Departmental Chairmzn, as part of the
administrative hierarchy, is however, of relatively minor
importance and as such is unazble to use administrative authority
to significantly influence decisions within the academic
organization.

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND SCIENTIFIC PRODUCTIVITY
IN THE UNIVERSITY

Differences in the organizational characteristics of the
administrative and academic organizations of Faculty and
Departmental universities have differentizl impact upon the
scientific productivity of faculty members within the university.
Since knowledge and creativity are largely individual properties
that cannot be transferred from ome person to another by
organizational decree like other organizational resources,
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centralization of authority within the academic organization
of a university tends to reduce professional autonomy, and in
turn, reduce the likelihood of productive professicnal
activity, b

In the Faculty university, though the interaction between
administrative and academic authority structures permits the
individual Chair holder a high degree of discretion as to
research, it tends to reduce the autonomy of faculty members

of academic ranks subordinate to that of the Chair holder.' In
the Departmental university, the reverse is generally true., The
Departmental academic organization is such as to maximize the
autonomy, and therefore the potential for productivity, of
individual faculty members at the expense of the academic
head.” And though a2 creative person in the position of Chair
holder may be able to develop an extremely creative and
productive Faculty, there is no effective mechanism in the
Faculty mode of university organization to prevent mediocre
professcrs, once enthroned in the Chair, from having precisely
the opposite effect. In the decentralized academie organization
of the Departmental university, however, the Department Chairman
is, as noted, an administrative offical with little more
authority than other professors within the Department. Thus,
the presence or absence of creativity in the Chairman, apart
from its prestige effect, has little direct influence on the
productivity of other faculty members within the Department,
And though it is entirely possible that a powerful President

in the Departmental university can have the same degree of
control over the affairs of the Department as does a Chair
holder in the Faculty university, several factors may as iIn

the Turkish case, work to limit the ability of the President

tc influence academic decisions within the Department. On one
hand the sheer growth in the size and complexity of the
Departmental universities has acted to remove academic affairs
on the Departmental-level further away from the center of
administrative authority. On the other hand, the growing
professional prestige of the academic profession, in the
absence of a strong academic head, has enabled the academic
organization within the Departmental university to increase

its independence of the administrative organization.

The potentiality for greater scientific productivity within
the Departmental university may be further enhanced by its
relatively more flexible promotion system which increases the
prospects for rapid academic mobility. Yet in the university
with Faculty organization it takes, on the average, ten to
twelve years for an academician to reach to an academic rank
where he may become legally and by rradition eligible for
teaching even at undergraduate and definitely at graduate
level, On the other hand, expausion needed in the academic
structure is preatly hindered in the Faculty organization.

For unless new Chairs are formed which requires availability

of manpower having acadewic rank at assoclate professor or
above, a Chair is normally filled only when one becomes vacant.
And given the centralization of authority within the academic
structure of the Faculty university, that generally occurs only
upon the retirement of the present Chair holder. For many
faculty members then, the highest academic position, the Chair,
is virtually unobtainable. In the Departmental universities,
this is not the case, since the academic organization is
decentralized with respect to both authority and academic
activities. Faculty members can carry out research of their own
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ACADEMIC RANK
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" operating instirution of higher education, is more than three

times ag old. Indeed it is this latter fact that undoubtedly
explains the unusually high avérage number of publications in
that institution at the full professor level. That this is not
true at the lowest professorial level, is taken to be supportive
of the relationship between Departmental academic organization
and faculty productivity.

When eonly scientific publications in foreign journals are
considered (Table II}, the leadlership of Middle East Technical
University is even more clear cut. At all academic ranks {where
comparisons are possible) facul.ty members at Middle East
Technical University are elearly more productive than faculty at
other universities. Since Foreign journals of science are
generally regarded having of hi.gher quality and are referenced
more frequently than Turkish sciientific journals, this implies
that faculty at Middle Bast Tecthnical University are not only
more in touch with the internat:ional scientific community but
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ACADEMIC RANK
Uni " Agssistent Associate  Full
niversiiy Professor®® Professor Professor
Istanbul Univecrsity 1.6 (200 3,1 (17} 9.0 (27
Ankara University 0.9 (12) 2.1 (8 2,6 (20)
Middle East Tech, Unm, 3.6 (10} L)Y 11,0 (5)
Atatiirk University 2,0 (12) 1.6 () 5.4 (9)

also produce research of supranatiomal quality.? Both of these
factors, Shils points out, are extremely important for the
growth of high-quality indigenous scientific community.?® More
important, from the standpoint of theory, is the implied
conclusion that Departmental universities will not only be more
productive than Faculty universities, but alse produce work of

a more interpationally recognized quality. In comparison with
the centralized academic organization of the Faculty university,
the academic organization of the Departmental university is such
as to inspire greater competition among individual faculty
members, And while competition among faculty members may not
always be a desirable goal, it is apparently an important factor
in the growth of acience.zg

And if scientists at Middle East Technical University have not
as yet produced as many scientific publicaticns (of all types)
as have scientists at Istanbul University, the implication of
these findings is that they scon will, Indeed 2 comparison of
the growth in the number of papers published in the field of
physics at the four universities (Figure 1} indicates that forx
the Department as a whole, this may soon be the case. Even
though Istanbul University has thus far produced a gerater
number of publications in physics, the rate of growth in
publications since 1956 (the founding of Middle East Technical
University) has clearly been greater at Middle Fast Technical
University. Given the data presented in Tables I and II, this
is undoubtedly related to the greater productivity of faculty
members at the lower academic ranks.

DISCUSSION

Several factors seem to affect scientifie productivity in a
university organization., Among those are, the funds allocated
to the university for meeting overall expenses, and more
specifically the amount of financial support provided for
research; the relative age of the university as an organization;
the richness of the university enviromment with other
competative universities or research institutes and research
demanding technology; rapid structural changes oceuring in the
society in which the university exists; backgrounds, orientation
and personal motivation of the academic staff toward research
and publication; the existence of invisible ties with other
universities and research organizations which have
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internationally recognized research dense scientific milieu;
whether or net a graduate school which is generally found 1n

the Departmental universities existg within the university?’ and
organizational structure such as Departmental or Faculty modes
existing in the university.

In this paper, only the relationship between university as an
organization and scientific productivity as number of
publications published either in Turkey or abroad is
investigated for the disciplines of basic sciences. In order to
generalize the conclusions reached in this study which support
the view that the Departmental university organization appears
to be more favorable than the Faculty university to promote and
to fldéurish scientific productivity requires further
investigation to check relative effectiveness of the
aformentioned variables and the gcientific productivity in a
university. Although studies by Girsey?® and Ingni?® provide
dome futher eyvidences to support the conclusions reached in
this study nevertheless supplementary research covering other.

university disciplines organized around other variables is

needed to draw geperalizations even for the Turkish case alone.

: . . . . . PP |
‘For instance, it is quite clear from the studies of Ozindnii 0

and 1ndnii®® that there are certain periods in the life span of
a university - e.g. 1933-40 and 1925-55 periods for University
of Istanbul - when both productivity as scientific publications
and fertility®* as regeneration of young scientists show
relatively accelerated growth as compared to other periods in
the life span of a university. Therefore, to arrive at a causal
relationship between scientific productivity and type of
organizational structure of a university requires compariscns
to be made among timewise, finauncial supportwise, academic
compositionwige, etc. equated secticns of the university within
comparably identical periods of life. Nevertheless the study at
least sheds light to the necessity of diversification of
organizations among universities in Turkey, and to a greater
potentiality of the Departmental mode of university organization
for more and better scientific productivity.

SUMMARY

The present paper has taken the viewpoint that questions of
university reform are often better discussed within the context
of educational planniag; that is, that one looks at university

‘reform with regard to its effect on higher educational outputs.

Tt has been from this perspective that the present paper has
considered the effeect of the Faculty and Departmental modes of
university organization in Turkey upon the production of
scientific knowledge within the university. Analysis of data on
the number and types of scientific publications produced by
faculty members in four Turkish universities suggested that the
Departmentally organized university, Middle East Technical
University, provided an organizational setting which was more
conducive to high faculry productivity than did the Faculty
universities studied. As noted this seems to result not only fro
the greater autonomy present in the dacentralized academic
organization of the Departmental university, but alse from its
flexibility in reeruiting -and promoting individuals of high
ability. In this respect it was further noted that certain
conditions must exist in the educational environment in order
for universities, to develop effective educational programs.
From the organizational peint of view, the more important of
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these conditions is the existence, in both administrative ;and
academic terms, of institutional autonomy. Coupled with the
presence of both a diverse mix of institutional types and

2z high degree ¢f horizontal academic mobility, institutional
autonomy le the keystone of the competition esscential For
high academic productivity in the fields of seience.

Maximization of the production of scientific knowledge within
the university is, however, only une of a number of possible
goals planners may have for the universities, A different set
of goals, for instance the maximization of conclusion with
regard to the preferability of certain forms of university
organizations. In any case, it has been argued here that it

15 possible, indeed desirable, to evaluate proposed reforms in
the university through the development of educational outcomes,
And though the present state of the art leaves much to be
desired in the way of theoretical ripor, its careful use can
provide planners with a reliable set of limiting conditions
within which plans can be developed.

TURKIYE'DE UNIVERSITE GRGUTU VE BILIMSEL {IRETKENLIK

GZET

Bu yazida lniversite reformu sorunu genis bir gergeve igerisinde,
yiiksek GEretim planlamasi agisindan ele alinarak bu reformun
yiiksek nitelikteki bilimsel insan giicli yetigtirilmesi {izerindeki
etkileri tartigsilmaktadir. Bu nedenle bu yazida Tirkiye'de
iiniversite Hrgiitlinde meveut kiirsii ve b§lim diizenlerinin bilimsel
bilgi iiretimirne olan etkileri egitim ve bunun bir &gesi olarak
tiniversite planlamasi yiniinden incelenmektedir. Makale, 1933-
1966 devresini kapsayan temel bilimlerdeki geligmeyle ilgili
yapilan bir aragtirmadan elde edilen verileri kullanmak
suretiyle, Tiirkiye'deki dért diniversitenin bilimsel
{iretkenliklerini buradaki temel bilimecilerin yayinladiklari
bilimsel makale, tiir ve sayilarina dayali olarak
kargilagtirmaktadir. Cegitli akademik ilinvanlardaki

Sgretim liye ve yardimctlarinin yurt igi ve yurt digi dergilerde
yayinladiklar: makale sayilari ortalamalarina bskilirsa,
kargilagtirilan ddrt liniversiteden biri clarak b&liim diizenine
sahip Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi kiirsii diizeni &rgiitlii diger
tiniversitelere kivasla daha fazla bir bilimsel {iretkenlik
gostermektedir. Kargilastirma uluslararas: diizeydeki bilimsel
dergilerde yayinlanan aragtirma makaleleri ile
sinirlandirildikta ve profesdr kademesinden agafiya dofru
doktorali asistan ya da 0.D.T.U., deki karsitizfar ile asistan
profestr kademesine dofru kayildikta 0.D.T.U. lehine gbzlenen

bu £ark daha da agiklik ve kesinlik kazanmaktadir.

Yarida da tartigildig: gibi, gSzlenen sonug, bdliim diizenli
gevrecll lniversitenin akademik orgiitiinde daha genig bir
bilimsel bagimsizlik orteminin yaratilmasy igin gerekli
kogullarin var olmasi, bunun yanisira bfyle bir Srgiitiin iistiin
nitelikteki bilimsel insangliclinli biinyesine kazanmada ve
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akademik yonden yiikseltme igin gerekli esneklige sahip
olmasindan ileri gelmektedir. Ayrica bu esneklik bafims:z
aragtirma ve Sfretim ortaminin olugturulmas: igin gerekli
kogullar: hazirlama ydniinden de katkisal gdziikmektedir. Bu
sonug, Srgit agisindan gerek Sfretim gerek yUnetim bakimindan
kurumsal bagimsizlifin Bnemini vurgulamaktadir. Makalenin
ortaya koydugu bulgu ve sonuglarin 1sifir altinda, yliksek SEretim
igerisinde Bngdriilecek bir liniversite reformunun ¢ogulculuk ve
cegitlilik ilkesi ekseni etrafinda kurumlararasi rekabete
agik ve yatay gegiglere olanak veren bhir bigimde diizenlenmesi
ile yiiksek seviyede bilimsel lretkenlik ig¢in cptimal bir ortam
hazirlanmig olacakkar.

Bilimsel firetimin arttirilmasi, plancilarin liniversiteyle ilgili
amaclarindan sadece biridir. Bunun digindaki pek gok amacin 4n
plana alinmasi, Srnegin iiniversite egitiminin sosyallestirme
fonksiyonunun dncelik ve agirlik tagiyan bir ama¢ olarak
diigliniilmesi halinde, bu yazida bilimsel iiretkenlik ig¢in varilan
sonuglarin bir kismi1 gegerlilifini degigtirebilecek, onlarin
yerine bu yeni amaci gergeklegtirmekte etkin yeni efitim ve
y¥netim kogullari #ncelik ve afiirlik kazanabilecektir. Bununla
birlikte, iiniversitede perek yasal gerek yapisal yollarla
Bngdriilecek k&kli degigmelerin, yazida da deginildizi gibi, bu
kuruluglardan elde edilen lirlinlerin {¢iktalarin) degigik
niteliklerinin gerektirdigi degigik diizenleme segenekleri
iligkisi igerisinde ele alinmasina ve bunlarin efitim teorisiyle
bagdagtirilmasina gereksinme vardar. Her ne kadar konu, bu giinkil
bilimsel diizeyde birgok ybnleriyle teorik kalmak zorunda ise de,
plancilara yapacaklari i{iniversite geligme planlarinda bilimsel
ybnden yararlanabileceklerl giivenli bazi iligkilerin, Srnegin
drglit=-bilimsel iirerim iligkisi gibi, var oldufuma bu yaz:
yoluyla igaret edilmek istenmigtir.
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