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“WGBH began to solve their own growth
needs by buying and leasing properties in
the immediate area.” The station has con-
tinued to expand in recent years and, “in
order for [WGBH] to have the kind of
financial resources that they needed for a
total relocation, they had to
make a plan to sell what
they own. The advantage of
working with Harvard,”
Zeckhauser says, “is that
our time horizon is longer-
term. We went through a
planning process with them
to help them come to a deci-
sion about what would be
best for them, and then
tried to figure out how our
interest in owning their
property could facilitate
that.” WGBH expects to
move from its location—on
both sides of Western Av-
enue and adjacent to the
Business School—within
three years.

Getting Centered
Almost unnoticed, much of the Uni-
versity’s scholarly work has migrated
from departments and individual profes-
sors’ o∞ces to dozens—perhaps hun-
dreds—of freestanding centers (and insti-
tutes, projects, and programs). These
entities enable faculty members to explore
new areas of inquiry quickly and to col-
laborate across disciplinary lines. But the
centers may also deflect attention from
teaching priorities; they may evade appro-
priate oversight; and, like all academic en-
tities, they exhibit a tendency to ossify,
morphing from the temporary to the eter-
nal. Thus academic centers are facing
scrutiny by deans hoping to strike the
proper balance between intellectual inno-
vation and organizational overload.

First, consider the dimensions of the
phenomenon. Bernard Bailyn, Adams Uni-
versity Professor emeritus, recalls that
during his graduate studies in the late
1940s and early 1950s, members of the his-
tory faculty were a∞liated with one extra-
departmental center, on Russian studies.
Today, he notes, there are at least 10, in-

cluding centers for Afro-American studies,
East Asia, European studies, Japan, Korea,
Latin America, the Middle East, interna-
tional studies, and the Charles Warren
Center for Studies in American History,
which has been his own scholarly home.
Elsewhere in the Faculty of Arts and Sci-
ences (FAS), there are centers for every-
thing from textile research to genomics
and microscopic structures.

More broadly, the index of University
websites yields a list of nearly four dozen
“centers”—from FAS but also from the
Kennedy School of Government (KSG),
the School of Public Health (SPH), and
elsewhere. Many more appear in the index
under names tied to the centers’ subject or
that of their financial backer. The KSG op-
erates 10 centers, each with multiple re-
search programs. The Graduate School of
Education lists nearly 30 research pro-
grams and centers. The medical school has
a dozen centers (for eating disorders, neu-
rodegeneration and repair, and so on), plus
institutes and divisions, alongside its eight

basic-science departments. The law
school, planning a capital campaign,
identified 18 faculty research centers, pro-
grams, and projects for which it seeks sup-
port. The provost’s o∞ce now oversees a
dozen University “interfaculty” initiatives,
some of long duration, some launched
under President Neil L. Rudenstine; one
coordinates three separate human-rights
centers in the law school, KSG, and SPH.

Bailyn cites the centers’ advantages.
First, he says, they “enrich Harvard” by
bringing intellectually vibrant people to
campus from around the world—lecturers,
fellows, participants in seminars. Second,
the centers serve as sponsors or homes for
“organically developing scholarly activi-
ties”—such as the international seminar
on the history of the Atlantic world that
Bailyn has developed since 1995.

But he also notes “contradictory e≠ects.”
Even as a department pursues its essential
functions—renewing its member scholars,
and determining the curriculum—locating
its professors in diverse centers can be

Every time a Harvard office hires an architect, designer, or planner—and that
happens frequently—plans and maps and other kinds of information are requested
from the University’s central planning office, Harvard Planning and Real Estate

(HPRE). Data are culled from Harvard’s Geographical In-
formation System, which allows information stored in a
database to be graphically displayed in layered maps.

With every request, says Kathy Spiegelman, associate
vice president for planning and real estate, “We felt as
though we were starting from scratch, and University
clients for capital planning and projects were paying for
the same thing over and over again, and everybody was
seeing things from a slightly different point of view de-
pending on what part of campus they were working on.”
To address that situation, and anticipate the University’s
physical planning needs for Allston, an interdisciplinary
team of HPRE planners and students at the Graduate
School of Design created Harvard Patterns, a detailed
analysis of Harvard’s campuses in Cambridge and Allston.
There are sections on building alignment and tree group-
ings, lighting, use of ornament, building use by night, style,
landscape, and history—more than 50 topics in all.

Though intended for design professionals, the docu-
ment will fascinate anyone with an interest in Harvard’s
built environment. Harvard Patterns is accessible on-line

with any PDF viewer-equipped browser at www.hpre.harvard.edu by clicking “Physical
Planning” and then “Harvard Patterns.”
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“dispersive.” For all the varied, special re-
search the historians can now undertake,
Bailyn says, “The department doesn’t co-
here as it did before.”  He cautions that the
centers “shouldn’t drive the inner core of
the place, the faculty’s own research and
teaching.” The benefits of associating with
a center’s fellows, for instance, probably
accrue more to graduate students than un-
dergraduates. And the centers’ foci may be
apart from a scholar’s initial, or principal,
interests: some research in which histori-
ans participate at the centers is “policy
driven” (as was the Russian studies opera-
tion at the outset of the Cold War).

Those academic issues, along with the
recognition that centers vary in the sound-
ness of their funding and governance (see
page 63), have begun to spur decanal inter-
est in hitherto unsupervised growth. In a

conversation shortly after he concluded his
service as FAS dean on June 30, Jeremy R.
Knowles ticked o≠ a list of five concerns
about the centers: function, funding,
space, accountability, and lifetime.

“It’s useful and helpful to cut the intel-
lectual cake at a di≠erent angle,” he began.
For example, bringing people together to
examine problems in international rela-
tions “allows the faculty and students to
have more than one life”—as, say, historian
and Asian specialist. But with the arrival of
fellows and the building of programs,
Knowles said, “How often is the question
asked, ‘Does this enrich our primary
mission of teaching and research?’” If not
often enough, a center can
turn into a vehicle
through which
“Harvard is

giving much more than it gets” from visi-
tors. And there is the “distraction” from
departmental obligations that Bailyn cited.

As to funding, Knowles, like all deans,
worries about permanent endowments—
versus flexible project monies—for a field
of inquiry that may prove to be less than
permanently important. (And project
grants, of course, may fail to cover operat-
ing overhead.) A related concern, given the
continuing growth in Harvard’s employ-
ment (of late, several hundred new posi-
tions per year in the schools), is where to
put everyone—especially with constraints
on growth in Cambridge and with Allston
providing only a very long-term solution
(see page 60). Space, Knowles said, “is not
a free good,” posing hard choices over ac-
commodating more faculty versus a cen-

ter’s sta≠ or visiting fellows.
Both issues relate to governance. An

FAS dean not only has dozens of aca-
demic departments to oversee, but
also the directorships of each center,
and, through them, their financial in-

tegrity, compliance with regulations,
and so on. The problem worsens with

interfaculty centers, where accountabil-
ity is unclear. “The more they proliferate,
the more work and concern it is to scruti-
nize them,” Knowles said. “And what is
their lifetime?” Compared to a department,
where there is periodic structured outside
review, and the discipline of recruiting
professors, centers are in a gray area.

Better, Knowles said, that centers
should “earn their continuance”—and to
that end, broad changes are afoot. When
FAS authorized the centers for genomics
and mesoscale structures, Knowles re-
quired them to withstand review by out-
side experts within five years, and to
demonstrate that their work can attract
outside funding.

The School of Public Health has made
those conditions general, broadened them,
and applied them to all its existing cen-
ters—15 last year, now reduced to one-
third that number. Dean Barry R. Bloom
said that he and his 10 department chairs
felt that several centers were “centrifugal.”
Although they focused on worthy projects
in areas like children’s health, they did not
relate to the school’s basic disciplines, nor
contribute to funding faculty positions,
teaching, and financial aid. 

J O H N  H A R VA R D ’ S  J O U R N A L

More than five years of discussions and negotiations
between Harvard and neighbors about the University’s
proposed Center for Government and International Stud-
ies (CGIS) have yet to yield compromise. Harvard initially
recast the proposed center as two buildings, not one, after
complaints about the loss of open space behind the Graduate
School of Design. That redesign called for a tunnel under a public
street, in order to connect the two buildings.When neighbors objected to the
scale and massing of the second proposal, Harvard redesigned the buildings again, made
them smaller, and put even more space below grade.But local residents, cognizant of the
mayhem caused by Cambridge’s recent sewer-separation project, are objecting to the
construction impacts of a tunnel. In its latest bid for community support, Harvard of-
fered to donate nearby land as a small park, contribute $300,000 to neighborhood im-
provement funds, and accept a variety of construction and use restrictions extending as
far as 2015. An agreement reached on July 3 subsequently unraveled. Harvard now
plans, if necessary, to proceed without the tunnel (which would have allowed consolida-
tion of five area loading docks). Demolition of Coolidge Hall (future site of the north
building, and recently vacated by faculty and staff) is slated to begin in the fall.

A similar scenario is playing out on the Charles River at Western Avenue, where Har-
vard proposed to put an art museum.That, too, would re-
quire an easement from the city for construction under a pub-
lic way.Citing lack of community support,Harvard withdrew
the museum proposal and now plans to erect graduate-stu-
dent housing. Residents oppose that, too. Some members of
the local Riverside Study Committee want the city to take
the property, which Harvard has owned for more than 75
years, by eminent domain. Officially, they propose a spot re-
zoning that Harvard considers inconsistent with the “size
and character of surrounding structures” like the power plant
across the street,which Harvard has agreed to buy and run.

Neighbors on Edge

Residents bordering Harvard have turned building projects
into political battlegrounds, left. Above, a Harvard rejoinder.
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So SPH developed guidelines to insure
that a center is engaged, as Bloom put it,
in “multidisciplinary approaches to solv-
ing important problems.” The criteria re-
quire that a center pursue a mission not
accomplished by existing departments or
centers, that it be truly interdepartmental
or interfaculty in nature, and that its
agenda engage multiple faculty members.
Any center must be governed by a busi-
ness and academic plan, subject to regular
written progress reports, and must un-
dergo five-year reviews by outside ex-
perts. And their charters will be for simi-
lar five-year terms.

Within SPH, the result was planned
shrinkage: five centers now report to
Bloom, and are being scheduled for exter-

nal reviews; the others, judged too narrow
in scope, report as academic programs to
department chairs, who will determine
their benefits and costs in relation to what
else the departments are doing. The result,
Bloom said, will be less clutter, better ac-
countability, and clearer focus on the
school’s highest priorities.

In fact, the e≠ect will likely be broader
than that. After Bloom mentioned the
SPH principles and requirements at a
deans’ meeting, they were circulated and
are now under review as the nucleus for
a Harvard-wide policy governing the
chartering of new academic centers. Ul-
timately, a central statement that any
center must demonstrate its value to the
faculty’s teaching and research might

prove helpful, Knowles said.
Whatever policy emerges, the deans’ dis-

cussion has caught the attention of an ad-
ministration eager to emphasize Harvard’s
commitment to such basic priorities as
pursuing superb research and strengthen-
ing undergraduate teaching and learning 
at a time of new constraint on resources.
Provost Steven E. Hyman said the deans
raised “concerns that while some centers
are extremely valuable, many distract from
the core mission of the schools, and a sub-
stantial fraction entail costs” that are a fur-
ther drain. Part of twenty-first century
Harvard may involve a more measured bal-
ance between pursuing a multitude of new
ideas and focusing on those deemed most
important to teaching and research.

Developmental
Troubles
When the Harvard Institute for Inter-
national Development (HIID) was dis-
banded in 2000, it meant the disappear-
ance of the University’s largest entity
devoted to international work (see “HIID,
Dismantled,” March-April 2000, page 77).
Multiple torpedoes sank HIID, including
structural problems, a 1997 scandal in
Russia over conflict-of-interest charges,
and financial deficits in its final two years.

In 1999, HIID’s director since 1995, Jef-
frey Sachs, then Stone professor of inter-
national trade, resigned as HIID director
to head the newly-created Center for In-
ternational Development (CID). The CID
emphasizes academic research, rather
than consulting work, in developing
countries. It is one of Harvard’s interfac-
ulty initiatives, a University-wide center
under the provost’s o∞ce that is managed
by the Kennedy School of Government.
The CID’s seed money came from the
HIID endowment, with authorized trans-
fers of up to $13 million (half the value of
the HIID endowment at the end of 1998).

But this March, Sachs abruptly resigned
from Harvard to become director of Co-
lumbia University’s Earth Institute, e≠ec-
tive July 1. Now much of the international
development work at Harvard reverts to
problematic status, with the future of the

CID uncertain and a great deal of red
ink to clean up. The CID had a shortfall
of a million dollars on its 2002 fiscal
year budget of $6.4 million, and in fiscal
2003, its deficit is expected to be $2 mil-
lion. By the end of the 2003 fiscal year, it
will be necessary to decapitalize $3
million from the $5 million in unre-
stricted endowment money that HIID
transferred to the CID.

Work at the CID is grinding to a
halt. As of May, the Center had 18 ac-
tive projects; Sachs was the principal
investigator for 13 of them. Sachs
planned to take six of these research
projects (including three of the Cen-
ter’s five most generously funded stud-
ies) with him to Columbia, and leave
seven at Harvard. But of those seven,
three of the sponsors—including founda-
tions, development banks, and non-
governmental organizations—withdrew
their funding when they learned of
Sachs’s unexpected departure. In one
case, the CID learned that the donor was
pulling its funding only two days before
the start of a new grant year. These dis-
appearing donors are one major factor
behind the deficit. Their exodus deep-
ened a pre-existing problem: “There
were already too many unfunded re-
searchers there, doing things that donors
didn’t want to underwrite,” says special
assistant to the provost Richard Pagett.

Pagett has been charged with facilitating

the transition process for research that is
moving to Columbia, and assuring that
sta∞ng and administrative structures are in
place to support those projects that remain
at Harvard. With or without sponsorship,
there are eight researchers still working in
CID sta≠ positions. By the end of this calen-
dar year, nearly all of the center’s remaining
projects will have run their course.

At the outset, the Center’s work actu-
ally began with several advantages in ad-
dition to the then-large endowment from
HIID. Along with the $5 million in unre-
stricted endowment funds, the provost’s
o∞ce agreed to provide $500,000 per year
(soon increased to $750,000) in general
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Former HIID and CID director Jeffrey Sachs,
who resigned his Harvard position this year to
move to Columbia.
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