of solar energy. It is to be hoped that
this collation of available facts will en-
courage a quick and successful attack on
this urgent problem of the storage of
solar energy.
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leagues of the same and related disci-
plines who are interested in some of the
same problems.
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proved the proposal and appropriated
$3.5 million to establish the center and
to pay for 5 years of operation. The
foundation also appointed a board of
directors who were to incorporate the
center as a nonprofit institution and to
take full responsibility for it. The direc-
tors are Frank Stanton, psychologist,
president of Columbia Broadcasting Sys-
tem, who is chairman of the board;
Paul H. Buck, historian of Harvard Uni-
versity; F. F. Hill (1), economist, pro-
vost of Cornell University; Clark Kerr,
economist, chancellor of the University
of California at Berkeley; Robert K.
Merton, sociologist of Columbia Univer-
sity; Robert R. Sears, psychologist, Stan-
ford University; Alan T. Waterman,
physicist, director of the National Sci-
ence Foundation; and Theodore O.
Yntema, economist, vice president-
finance of the Ford Motor Company.
The dircectors invited me to become ex-
ecutive director of the center, and I be-
gan this work on 1 October 1953. The
year 1953-54 was spent in finding a site,
erecting buildings, and selecting the fel-
lows for the first year of operation, which
began in September 1954. Hence com-
ments about the way in which the center
is serving the purposes intended are based
on the first year of operation.

The original plan for the center con-

The author is executive directcr of the Center
for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences,
Stanford, Calif.
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templated a maximum of 50 to 60 fel-
lowships per year with only half of that
number for the first year, because of the
need to work through the inevitable
problems involved in launching a new
institution. Actually, 36 fellowships were
granted for the first year and 50 for the
second. It is planned to provide 50 for
each year of operation in the future.
With so small a number, the selection
process is highly important. It involves
several steps.

Selection Process

The first step in the selection process
is nomination. Letters were sent to all
the behavioral science departments of ac-
credited universities in this country and
to many centers abroad explaining the
purpose and plan of the center and ask-
ing for nominations of faculty members,
former students, or other behavioral sci-
entists well-known to them who were
judged to be of very high competence
and who would be likely to benefit from
a fellowship. Individual applications
were also placed in the file of nomina-
tions. Between 3000 and 4000 nomina-
tions resulted. This process will be
continued in subsequent years so that
scientists who have recently come to
academic attention will not be left out.

The total file of nominees is then
made into lists by academic fields. Each
list is sent to a panel of five to seven
senior scientists in that field who repre-
sent various institutions and various fac-
ets of the field and who are recognized as
having wide acquaintance and high
standards of judgment. Each member
of the panel is asked to rate those per-
sons on the list who are known to him in
terms of the quality of their research
or—for younger scholars—their promise.

There is no difficulty in getting con-
sensus from the panel on senior nominees
—that is, those over 45 years of age—who
are usually full professors in universities.
Also, for most of those who are in the
age range 35 to 45 and are usually asso-
ciate professors, 4 majority of the ratings
are in agreement. These nominees have
worked in the field long enough to have
produced publications and to be gen-
erally known to their colleagues.

The juniors, on the other hand—those
under 35—have not been in the field
very long. Few of them have published
works that have become widely known.
Before they can be judged intelligently,
the panel needs to have more informa-
tion about them. For this purpose, we
build a dossier on each nominee who is
not well known to a majority of the
panel. The dossier includes a personal
history, copies of his publications, and
ratings and comments from colleagues
who know him. If these indicate great
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promise, arrangements are made for
interviews by panel members.

Since about 2000 of the nominees are
juniors, a major task of the past 2 years
has been the building of dossiers that will
provide adequate bases for panel judg-
ments. Many hundreds of dossiers are
still incomplete, but the task will be car-
ried through to completion so that no
nomination will fail to be acted upon
carefully.

As rapidly as panels recommend nomi-
nees for fellowships, the names go to the
board of directors for approval. They are
then invited to come to the center at
some time during its existence. As ac-
ceptances are received, the prospective
fellows are asked to indicate when they
will be able to come, to outline-the plan
of study they would like to pursue, and
to name or to characterize other scien-
tists whom they would like to have at the
center and who could be of help on the
study planned. The replies to this in-
quiry provide information for building a
roster of fellows for each year.

Building the roster for a given year is
largely a matching process. For example,
Smith, who has been invited, has written
that he will be able to come to the cen-
ter in 1955-56, that he plans to work
primarily on the development of lan-
guage behavior, that he hopes Jones,
Brown, White, and Green, or other psy-
cholinguists, anthropologists, and neuro-
physiologists, can be in residence at the
same time. We find that Brown and
White have already been awarded fel-
lowships and both can come in 1955-56.
Furthermore, another neurophysiologist,
not Green, is interested in coming to the
center that year. Tentatively, then, we
plan for a group studying linguistic be-
havior for 1955-56 that will include
Smith, Brown, White, and another neu-
rophysiologist. Further correspondence
with these fellows identifies two other
scientists whom they would like to work
with and who have been awarded fellow-
ships. These two can also come in 1955~
56. On this basis we decide to invite the
six for this year.

This type of procedure accounts for
about two-thirds of the roster of fellows
for a given year. The other third is made
up of persons who have been awarded
fellowships and can come that year but
who have not developed previous con-
nections with particular fellows. In each
case, however, the plan of study involves
some communication with scientists in
the same and in related fields, and sci-
entists in these fields are to be at the
center during that year, so that they will
be able to do some study collaboratively
as well as individually.

In building the roster for a given year,
consideration is also given to representa-
tion of the various fields that comprise
the behavioral sciences and to a balance

among the three age groups—above 45,
between 35 and 45, and below 35. The
roster for 1955-56, for example, includes
anthropologists, economists, historians,
a humanist, linguists, a logician, mathe-
maticians, a neurologist, political scien-
tists, psychiatrists, psychologists, sociolo-
gists, and statisticians. There are 16 who
are 45 or older, 18 who are between 35
and 45, and 16 who are under 35.

Activities

The program of activities carried on
at the center is a matter of continuous
concern and study. The basic purpose of
the center is educational—that is, to help
fellows develop greater competence as
behavioral scientists. There are no long-
standing traditions regarding effective
procedures for postdoctoral study of this
sort. Hence, we have been feeling our
way, seeking to examine and review care-
fully each activity that has been carried
on.

An early decision was made not to
employ an instructional staff but to em-
vhasize mutual education, fellows learn-
ing from one another. A second early de-
cision was made by the board of direc-
tors: the administration would not tell
the fellows what they ought to study or
who should teach them. The directors,
largely drawn from academic institu-
tions, agreed that, although universities
were providing more time and better
facilities for research than they had been
a decade ago, the empbhasis on specified
research projects and on training students
in the things that a faculty member
already knew best greatly restricted op-
portunities for him to explore new pos-
sibilities, to round out gaps in his pre-
vious training and experience, to pursue
new and untried lines of work, and to
feel free from the tension of schedules
and publication deadlines. Freedom in
these respects was deemed the rarest
and most important opportunity that the
center could provide for the scientist.
However; when the responsibility for the
choice of activities and the development
of these activities is left to each indi-
vidual, he needs to know what resources
are available, what activities are possible,
and what values they might have.

The physical resources are generally
easy to describe. The center’s plant pro-
vides an individual study for each fel-
low, meeting rooms, a dining room, and
a library. In the library, an effort is made
to purchase every book or journal that
the fellows expect to use frequently.
This forms a working collection in the
library. In addition, the center has a
contract with the Stanford University
library to loan materials not available
in the working collection. Typewriters,
calculating machines, the more common
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items of I.B.M. equipment, and a room
with a one-way vision screen for study of
small group behavior complete the phys-
ical plant. Secretarial and research as-
sistance are provided. The center has the
facilities usually used in analyzing data
previously collected and in guiding in-
terpretations. We are prepared to arrange
for other research facilities as needed;
and during the past year, various studies
were conducted that involved field work,
opinion polls, administration of tests,
and the like, However, a major question
in seeking to extend research facilities of
this sort relates to their value in connec-
tion with the study plans of the fellows.
Obviously, the center should not dupli-
cate expensive facilities that are already
available in the universities. Further-
more, a fellow is missing the unique
opportunity available at the center if he
uses the year in conducting an experi-
ment or investigation that he could do
as well or better in his home institution.
What we must learn is the kind and ex-
tent of facilities required to explore
promising ideas and to carry on pilot
studies that can guide thinking, discus-
sion, and planning.

Although the physical resources are
useful, the unique and most valuable re-
sources of the center are the fellows
themselves. Each fellow potentially might
draw upon 49 others. Yet, clearly, the
limitations of time would make this im-
possible, and not all would have major
contributions to make in terms of the
particular interests and needs of any one
fellow. Most fellows limited their work-
ing relations to six to ten others in order
not to spread themselves too thin.

In what ways can these various re-
sources best be used for postdoctoral
study? We can describe the various kinds
of activities undertaken, but in only a
few cases is evidence yet available con-
cerning the relative effectiveness of a
particular kind of activity. The purposes
to be served, the individual habits of.the
person involved, and the stage of devel-
opment of the idea or plan probably
operate as important factors in the effec-
tiveness of a study procedure. Reading,
analyzing data previously collected, writ-
ing descriptive reports, writing interpre-
tations of data, and writing up research
plans were, of course, frequent study ac-
tivities. Informal conversations were also
frequent and were considered valuable
by most fellows. The next most frequent
activities were small working groups of
two to six members, attacking a common
problem, each assuming definite respon-
sibilities in connection with the study.
For example, one group worked at some
length on “Social factors in perception.”
The relevant literature was reviewed,
several previous studies were analyzed
in detail, some preliminary pilot experi-
ments were carried on, and a plan was
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drawn up for a more extensive investi-
gation to be undertaken after the mem-
bers of the group returned home. This
working group included two psycholo-
gists and a sociologist.

Another example of werk done by a
small working group was the study un-
dertaken in a Bay Area school district
to identify the social forces in the com-
munity that influenced the attitudes and
practices of high-school teachers of so-
cial studies. This too was a pilot investi-
gation involving observations and inter-
views within the school and the larger
community. Since the participants in-
cluded psychologists, sociologists, and
political scientists, it provided an oppor-
tunity for testing various hypotheses re-
garding social stratification, political
power structure, and interpersonal rela-
tionships in their effects on teaching.
This study will be continued on a larger
scale after the fellows return to their
home institutions.

Early in the planning for the center,
much emphasis was placed on seminars
as a type of activity considered particu-
larly appropriate for postdoctoral mu-
tual education. The seminar was viewed
as an opportunity for 10 to 20 people to
discuss one or more major problems or
problem areas, to criticize alternative
ways of conceptualizing and attacking
the problems, to review relevant data
and findings, to formulate and criticize
possible interpretations of findings, and
thus to organize and relate various spe-
cific studies and modes of attack into a
more comprehensive formulation.

A dozen or more seminars were begun
during the past year, but only three or
four endured. Most of them were judged
by the fellows participating to be less re-
warding than the small working group.
This may be inevitable or it may be that
an effective seminar requires careful or-
ganization, clear assignment of leadership
responsibility, the preparation of appro-
priate materials, and definite assign-
ments between sessions of individual or
small group efforts. In order to safe-
guard both freedom of individual choice
and opportunity to shift efforts as a fel-
low saw more clearly the requirements
and consequences of different activities,
we depended on spontaneous interests to
form seminars and developed no formal
mechanism for conducting them. This
year we are exploring ways of meeting
the conditions required for effective
seminars without greatly reducing free-
dom of individual choice and flexibility
of individual commitments.

Another device that the center plan-
ning committee had thought would be
widely useful was the short course of
formal instruction. For example, several
anthropologists might want to learn
about projective tests—not only the the-
ory underlying their development and

use, but also specific techniques for ad-
ministering and interpreting particular
tests such as the TAT. A clinical psy-
chologist at the center might be willing
to give a short course on the TAT for
this purpose. The planning committee
mentioned a dozen illustrations of this
sort as likely possibilities.

There was some use of formal short-
courses at the center but not as much
as had been anticipated. Anatol Rapo-
port of the Committee on Mathematical
Biology of the University of Chicago of-
fered to teach a refresher course in math-
ematics. This met for 45 minutes daily
for 6 months, and about half the fellows
participated. Similarly, Ralph Gerard of
the University of Illinois Medical School
taught a short course in biology basic to
human behavior. This ran for about 4
months and involved about one-third of
the fellows. Short courses on a few more
specific subjects were also given—for ex-
ample, latent structure analysis, the use
of mathematical models, and general
systems theory. The majority view of the
fellows was that such courses are useful
when they facilitate their broader study
plans, but whenever possible, needs for
this kind of specific instruction should be
anticipated and such instruction should
be obtained at home universities before
fellows come to the center.

Frequent use of lectures was made
during the first few months, calling upon
both fellows and outside scholars. Dur-
ing the first month, the lecture schedule
averaged three per week from 3:15 p.M.
to 5 p.M. After that, the lectures tapered
off, so that during the last 3 months there
were fewer than three per month. The
consensus of fellows was that the lecture
is not an economical way for postdoctoral
people to gain understanding of concepts,
methods, or findings, except when the
lecture can be focused sharply on the
particular concerns of the audience.
Hence, less use will be made of lectures
in the future.

The experience of the first year thus
indicates important values from four
kinds of study activities—namely, indi-
vidual work, informal conversations with
other fellows, small working groups, and
short courses of formal instruction deal-
ing with definite subjects needed by the
fellows participating.

Evaluation

Now that the first year is past, how
is the center to be evaluated? We recog-
nize the need for two kinds of evalua-
tion. One purpose is to find out whether
the center as an educational institution
is really contributing to the development
of greater competence on the part of be-
havioral scientists. Have the fellows ac-
tually gained greater knowledge and
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understanding and more adequate skills?
This will require time to ascertain. We
have the works that the fellows published
before they came to the center. We know
the courses they taught and something of
their research and teaching plans. After
1, 2, and 5 years, we shall examine the
publications, the research plans, and the
teaching activities of former fellows to
find out how they differ from those be-
fore their center experience. Where there
are differences, we shall try to find out
whether and how they are related to ac-
tivities carried on at the center. This will
give some insights, although we cannot
specify with certainty that any changes
observed might not have developed with-
out the benefit of the center experience.

A second purpose of evaluation is to
guide the planning and operation of the
center. Which policies facilitated pro-
ductive study? Which ones interfered?
Which activities were productive? Which
ones were sterile? What problems were
encountered by individual fellows? How
were they solved? Which materials and
services were helpful? Which ones were
of little value? Answers to these questions
can help us to improve the operations
of the center. To obtain them, two pro-
cedures are being used. At the close of
the year, each fellow was asked to write
an evaluation of his center experience.
He was guided by an outline of possible
points with the following instructions:
“Please comment on those points that

suggest to you something worth saying,
but do not feel bound to mention all of
them. Please add your comments on
points not included which seem impor-
tant to you.” These essays are very help-
ful in suggesting ways for improving the
center program.

Some months after the fellows’ return,
we plan to follow up these essays with
interviews and letters to get further
judgments regarding center experiences
and to get more detailed suggestions on
points frequently mentioned in their
written statements. Several comments
are nearly universal in the essays. All of
the fellows mentioned their great satis-
faction with the year. The opportunity
for free choice of study activities in an
ideal physical setting was unique in their
experience and highly valued. All of
them mentioned the excellent library
service, the fine secretarial assistance, the
help they got from other fellows in criti-
cizing papers and memoranda. Most of
the younger men commented on the
anxiety developed by the wide freedom
available to them. They felt more keenly
the responsibility for using time wisely
when lack of productive effort could not
be blamed on a heavy teaching load or
routine responsibilities. In learning to
use their freedom intelligently, many
said that they discovered the insidious
dangers of dissipating time and energy
on trivial problems.

A majority of the essays emphasized

W. D. Scott, Pioneer in
Applied Psychology

Walter Dill Scott combined within
himself distinction in the field of scien-
tific inquiry, administrative ability of the
highest order, a granitelike integrity, deep
interest in people, and personal qualities
of a most endearing character, the whole
enlivened by a whimsical sense of humor.

It was my good fortune to come to
know Walter Scott during the years prior
to World War I when he was professor of
psychology at Northwestern University
and I was employment manager at the
Curtis Publishing Company. When the
war broke out in April 1917, he sum-
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moned to Washington a group of younger
men who were active in the then new pro-
fession of “employment management,”
later to become known as personnel ad-
ministration. I was fortunate in being a
member of this group, which, under
Scott’s inspiring leadership, organized the
Committee on Classification of Personnel
in the Army. This committee planned,
organized, and directed, with its military
associates, the work in the Army training
camps in this country and in the AEF
that ascertained, so far as was then pos-
sible, the particular skills and qualifica-

the values obtained from working with
people interested in similar problems but
with quite different backgrounds of train-
ing and experience. However, several es-
says pointed out that interdisciplinary
work requires solid links connecting the
two or more scientists from different
fields. Constructive efforts, they reported,
required common problems and data on
which to draw for questioning, analysis,
and interpretation. Talking without com-
mon concrete contextual background did
not get very far.

Several of the fellows commented on
the “pay off” that had come from un-
expected collaboration not foreseen in
original plans, and they urged continua-
tion of the policies of freedom and flexi-
bility. Finally, most of them mentioned
their eagerness to go on with work begun
at the center.

There has not yet been time enough
to follow up these essays, but these com-
ments are helping to shape operations
this year. The center is a new institution
for the postdoctoral education of be-
havioral scientists. It haslittle tradition
to guide it. If it is to be successful, it
must utilize the insights and considered
judgments of those who are and have
been participants in this effort at mutual
education.

Note

1. Mr. Hill resigned from the board of directors
in September 1955 to become a vice president
of the Ford Foundation.

tions possessed by each man being in-
ducted into the armed forces and a mili-
tary assignment in which he could use
these skills and qualifications. The suc-
cess of this work was due overwhelm-
ingly to Scott’s imagination and initiative
and the respect he compelled on the part
of military men.

When the war was over in the fall of
1918, Scott and five other members of
this Army group organized a program
to offer personnel consulting services to
business and industrial interests. Walter
Scott was the president of this group,
which, borrowing his name, became
known as the Scott Company. During
the next few years personnel surveys were
made of some 50 leading business and
industrial organizations to determine in
what ways the personnel situations in
those organizations could be strengthened
and improved, problems resolved, and
morale and efficiency strengthened. After
4 years of useful and fruitful operation,
the Scott Company suspended operations
when Walter Scott was elected to the
presidency of Northwestern University
and the other members of the group
transferred their energies to related work
in education and industry. During the
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