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Introduction and Summary of Findings  

This white paper team analyzed two ends of the strategic spectrum that evaluated the merits and 
drawbacks of AIP operating only as a federation, versus AIP operating only as an organization that serves 
the greater good. To help the Board and Task Force members fully consider the range of strategic 
possibilities, we conducted a SWOT analysis of each hypothetical option. The following analysis presents 
AIP’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats for each end of the spectrum, which were 
organized into four themes: 1) AIP identity; 2) relationships; 3) programs and services; and 4) 
governance, decision-making, and staff. It is important to note that the analysis represents a summary 
of the most important issues identified by the white paper team. 
 
If AIP dedicated itself exclusively to its status as a federation, it would confront a series of choices 
regarding the structure of its relations with the current Member Societies. For many years, publishing 
bound together all the societies in the federation, but that is no longer the case. Now, AIP faces the 
challenge of identifying new common bonds that can better unify the federation’s societies. 
 
If, on the other hand, AIP operated solely for the greater good, it would have to become a more flexible 
organization. We found several possible models for such a shift in direction. For example, AIP could 
become a membership organization, or it could act as a foundation, think tank, or service provider 
supported by patrons, grants, or its work for clients. It would also have to make significant investments 
and changes in organizational relationships, staffing, and infrastructure to maintain its new institutional 
model. 
 
The analysis here serves to provide useful insights into the strategic direction of AIP, and we commit to 
working together as a team to launch and sustain these initiatives. 



AIP as a Federation  

Introduction 
 
For decades, AIP has thrived as a federation of Member Societies that serve the physical sciences 
community. But as any AIP employee can attest, sustaining a federation also requires careful tightrope 
walking. The success of AIP’s future as a federation depends on maintaining sufficient autonomy to 
pursue programs and services that benefit the societies without alienating those societies. 
  
If AIP embraces the wholly federation model, it could strengthen its AIP-branded programs and services 
that serve all the Member Societies. It offers the opportunity to lead by forming coalitions to advance 
science policy and improve government funding, public perception, and diversity. The federation model 
could also bolster its business development office to support and strengthen the reputation of AIP 
programs, manage common needs of the Member Societies, and improve outreach and communication 
about AIP programs. And, by capitalizing on its strong reputation, AIP could generate additional revenue 
for the purposes of serving the Member Societies by consulting for groups outside the federation. 
  
The threats of such an approach mirror the weaknesses with which AIP currently contends. It is already 
difficult to get Member Society consensus and would be extremely challenging to take the big steps that 
AIP leaders and employees envision with the full support of all Member Societies. AIP will have to find 
ways to satisfy the needs of small societies, which often depend on AIP’s basic administrative services, 
while also remaining a valuable resource for large societies. Therefore, AIP as a federation needs 
unifying themes that will engage its Member Societies. AIP also has to weigh the importance of its brand 
and reputation: Is it acceptable for the identity of AIP to become fully defined by the Member Societies 
it serves? The leaders, board, and employees of AIP will have to grapple with the answers to these 
fundamental questions. 
 



Strengths 

• AIP already has the employee numbers, skills and 
expertise to provide administrative and other 
services to societies 

• AIP has the experience and structure to provide 
centralized collaboration to strengthen societies 
across the physical sciences 

• AIP has served Member Societies for a long time 

• The current AIP infrastructure supports a 
federation model 

• Societies have good reputations, which would 
benefit the federation 

• AIP as a federation has a solid, positive reputation 
and historic perception of excellence 

Weaknesses 

• Need more structure to identify themes that 
would unify AIP programs and best serve societies 

• Need a strong business development office to 
better manage Member Societies business 
relationships 

• No current flexibility in the business model to 
support Member Societies with different levels of 
need  

• Larger societies don’t need AIP services as much 
as smaller ones 

• AIP does not have the infrastructure to handle 
more Member Societies 

• Improve leadership and communication at AIP 

• Society program use is not covered by society 
dues.  If publishing revenue decreases, then we 
can no longer financially support these programs 

• Need to consider society opinions in all decisions.  

• Societies control who is on the board, which can 
result in a lack of critical skills or expertise 

• AIP identity is somewhat fragmented across 
societies.  Societies know us for different services 

Opportunities 

• Can strengthen current programs and services for 
societies 

• Lead the way to define unifying themes and 
activities across societies.  This can build consensus 
and collaboration across diverse fields and opinions  

• Add more marketing, administrative, and 
communication programs to serve mid-size and 
smaller Member Societies 

• Form more society collaborations to advance 
science policy, fundraising, public perception of 
science, diversity, and other emerging issues 

Threats 

• As the federation grows, larger member societies 
might not need AIP anymore 

• Member Societies may see AIP and each other as 
competition and may not share information or 
collaborate 

• Other organizations and platforms may provide 
the same services to societies.  Societies may 
outsource these services to others. 

• Difficult to serve all physical science fields across 
societies. 

 

 



 
Opportunities (cont.) 

• Aggregate information and provide open source 
sharing of information across societies 

• With a dues structure, we can pool society financial 
resources to advance the sciences 

• Can invite more diverse societies into federation 

• Provide stable leadership and strengthen 
relationships among diverse societies 

• Employees would gain more skills working with 
societies and societies in diverse fields 

• A unifying mission to serve societies could improve 
productivity, ease employee recruitment, and 
provide clear mandates 

• Can strengthen the AIP brand, and co-brand with 
societies 

• We can differentiate branding depending on our 
type of service 

• Member societies would represent the AIP 
federation, not just themselves 

 

Threats (cont.) 

• Only serving Member Societies closes off other 
business and grant opportunities.  Reduces 
revenue.  

• AIP's financial health would be more dependent 
on the Member Societies 

• AIP is slow to market with new technology.  There 
is less risk creating new technology platforms, but 
other competitors may create these platforms 
before us.  

• Societies may not see the value of a stronger 
federation if that is what AIP has done for so long 
already 

• It is difficult to grow a federation and build 
relationships if the only goal is the federation 
itself 

• If we focus only on serving societies, then AIP may 
lose autonomy and be unable to lead the 
federation 

• Societies often disagree and have different 
agendas.  This would make decision making more 
difficult, create deadlocks, and AIP would be 
unable to move forward 

• Having a larger board to represent more societies 
would make communication and decision making 
more difficult. 

• Staff members primarily interested in serving the 
greater good may not be interested in working at 
AIP.  There might be increased turnover and 
recruiting difficulty.  

• Societies will have more leverage and influence on 
AIP content and may reduce objectivity. 

• AIP brand and reputation might become diluted 
and less visible.  Societies may become more 
prominent.  

 
 
 
Identity: Cementing a fragmented reputation 



 
At one time, AIP’s diverse Member Societies were stakeholders in a unifying endeavor: a publishing 
platform. Now, however, some Member Societies fulfill their scientific publishing needs elsewhere. 
Orienting AIP explicitly around programs which serve the Member Societies would restore the lynchpin 
to its identity that publishing once provided. Since the separation of AIP Publishing from AIP, the 
organization has come to define itself around its various programs. Although these generally serve the 
“physical sciences” and “humanity,” they are not coordinated around a well-defined strategy. As a 
result, AIP’s identity and reputation are somewhat fragmented. Although AIP’s reputation is positive 
among those who know of the organization, individuals and constituencies are often only aware of the 
organization because of particular activities. For example, some Member Societies trumpet the 
contributions of AIP in certain areas, such as media services, but understate AIP’s role in, say, Physics 
Today. Concentrating only on activities that directly serve Member Societies could also exacerbate the 
lack of cohesiveness among AIP’s current activities. 
 
Moreover, the nature of AIP’s relationship with its Member Societies is not generally well understood. 
Indeed, AIP is often conflated or confused with the American Physical Society. Although this confusion 
has advantages and drawbacks, it also underscores the degree to which AIP’s reputation is bound up 
with the positive reputation of its Member Societies. By focusing on its status as a federation, AIP could 
continue to benefit from the reputation of its Member Societies. However, it might also prevent AIP 
from further developing its reputation in the scientific community for the excellence of its work. In 
pursuing a federation-first mission, AIP would first have to determine the value of its reputation and 
brands and the optimal level of autonomy in the decisions that directly impact either. For instance, if AIP 
decides to take a backseat to the Member Societies, then perhaps it would be acceptable to sacrifice 
reputation and focus on operating behind the scenes.   
  
Strengths: 

• AIP’s positive reputation and historic excellence 
Weaknesses: 

• Somewhat fragmented AIP identity 
Opportunities: 

• Co-branding with Member Societies 
• Strengthening the AIP federation brand 

Threats: 
• Dilution of AIP brand and reputation within a federation 

 
Programs and services: Working to become invaluable 
 
With a full commitment to the federation structure, AIP could focus fully on strengthening its programs 
and services to provide maximum benefit to the Member Societies. The societies could be confident that 
their dues were going directly into funding the programs and services that they depend on AIP to 
provide. As a federation, AIP could exploit its strength in numbers to pursue lofty goals in areas such as 
science policy, government funding of science, and science outreach. Smaller societies would especially 
benefit from AIP’s substantial resources for growing membership, marketing and communication, and 
aggregating information between societies. In addition, AIP could organize more events and 



collaborations that unify the societies and connect otherwise siloed communities. Because these 
services have proven value, they could be used to attract new Member Societies or, with Member 
Society agreement, be offered on a fee-for-service basis to non-federation organizations as resources 
permit. 
 
The risk of such ambitious actions centers on the reactions of the Member Societies. Member Societies 
with overlapping capabilities could come to regard AIP as a competitor rather than as a partner, or they 
could regard AIP as one service provider among many, leading them to choose other providers as some 
have done with publishing. 
  
Strengths:  

• AIP already has employee numbers and skills to provide many services to Member Societies 
Weaknesses:  

• Lack of organizational structure for identifying themes that unify programs and best serve 
Member Societies 

• Lack of infrastructure to provide unifying leadership or handle a larger number of MS 
Opportunities:  

• Strengthen programs and services to meet the needs of Member Societies 
• Lead the way in unifying themes and activities for Member Societies, which could be used to 

grow the federation 
Threats:  

• Member Societies see AIP as a competitor or just another service provider 
 
Relationships: Promoting strength in numbers 
  
In the federation model, AIP would have the chance to provide leadership and strengthen the 
relationships among the diverse Member Societies. AIP could work to build consensus, foster 
collaboration, and promote stability over the long term. Member Societies, if fully confident in AIP’s 
dedication to their causes, could be more willing to collaborate and share information, which in turn 
would allow AIP to make more informed decisions and tackle more ambitious projects. However, such 
dedication also poses significant risks, as it is unclear that conflicting demands from Member Societies 
would cease to be a problem. Moreover, it is not clear that there is a latent demand among Member 
Societies for increased engagement with AIP. The end result could be a significant scaling back of AIP 
activities as well as a decreased engagement with non-federation institutions. 
  
AIP’s relationships with its Member Societies are currently ambiguous, offering services at some turns 
while acting independently, or even in competition, at others. Often, AIP works to set its own 
independent agenda but is inhibited by the need to gain consensus among Member Societies, which can 
be difficult due to their often-conflicting concerns. Moreover, the needs, and therefore the demands, of 
Member Societies differ, particularly between large and small societies. 
 
 
 
Strengths:  

• Current infrastructure supports relationships in a federation model 



Weaknesses:  
• Conflicting demands among Member Societies 

Opportunities:  
• Provide stable leadership and strengthen relationships among the diverse Member Societies 
• Focus on unifying themes to build consensus and foster collaboration across many diverse fields 

and opinions. 
Threats:  

• Difficulty growing and building external relationships within a federation-driven model 
• Loss of AIP autonomous activities and relationships 

 
Governance, decision-making, and staff: Motivating everyone from the board on down 
  
AIP’s current board governance is structured around its status as a federation of Member Societies. This 
structure anchors AIP’s strategic direction to the requirements and desires of a defined community, 
preventing AIP from charting a wholly independent course. Dedicating AIP to its federation status would 
simplify the deliberations of its board members, as they would be required to consider only AIP’s value 
to the societies they represent. With Member Society leaders comprising the board, its decisions would 
be considered mandates for AIP to better serve the societies. AIP could then work to grow and 
strengthen the federation by bringing on a diverse set of new societies. Meanwhile, AIP employees 
could benefit from a clear, unifying mission based on the federation model, leading to improved 
productivity and smoother recruiting. 
  
However, such a model could exacerbate frictions in strategic decision-making, as it would require board 
members to validate the direct value of AIP activities to their societies rather than simply signing off on 
activities that seem broadly worthwhile. It could slow down decision-making and give Member Societies 
too much control over strategic moves that AIP is better positioned to spearhead independently.  Board 
members could recommend potentially radical transformations in AIP programs, such as the elimination 
of activities that provide a general rather than direct benefit to Member Societies. 
  
AIP currently boasts a highly professionalized staff with expertise in many programmatic areas. 
Switching AIP’s professional staff to a dedicated federation model poses stark risks, such as significantly 
reducing the autonomy of AIP’s staff, leading to an erosion in the quality of its work. Professionals value 
and benefit from having freedom, within reason, to initiate creative or entrepreneurial projects. 
Subjugating their work to a set of demands and constraints strictly defined by Member Society clients 
could make it difficult for AIP to recruit and retain professional personnel. A structure too slanted 
toward the Member Societies could also turn off employees whose interest in AIP is sparked by their 
desire to contribute to the greater good. In addition, Member Societies might be in a stronger position 
to subvert AIP employees’ desire to abide by ethical, archival, and technical standards such as objectivity 
in reporting and survey respondent confidentiality.  
 
Strengths:  

• AIP has a professional staff with expertise in many areas 
• Current board structure supports a federation model 

 
Weaknesses:  

• Decisions could no longer be made “for the benefit of humanity” 



• Federation model could reduce staff input 
• Need to reach Member Society consensus could create deadlocks 

Opportunities:  
• Simplify decision-making 
• Clear mandates and focus on service to Member Societies 

Threats:  
• AIP decisions subject to Member Society leverage and influence, which may put pressure on 

content and reduce objectivity 
• Makes staff retention and recruiting more difficult 

 
 

AIP for the Greater Good  

Introduction 
 
At present, AIP identifies itself as an organization that “advances, promotes and serves the physical 
sciences for the benefit of humanity,” as well being a federation of its Member Societies. 
 
If AIP to dedicated itself exclusively to the greater good of the physical sciences community and the 
public generally, it would confront a series of choices about forging an independent identity and agenda. 
It could, for instance, develop its own membership or it could sustain itself by acting as a foundation, 
think tank, or service provider supported by patrons or its work for clients. 
 
Consideration of any independent model serving the “greater good” should include a careful evaluation 
of relevant opportunities and threats that could manifest along a number of dimensions. These 
dimensions include potential changes to AIP’s identity, reputation, and governance, as well as its 
relationships with its current Member Societies and other institutions. The organization’s ability to 
navigate these changes is linked to its existing reputation and relationships, its current governance and 
administrative structure, and the capabilities and professional values of its staff. 
 



Strengths 

• AIP has the staff and expertise to continue 
and expand programs and services for the 
greater good.  Staff members are 
passionate about helping the community.  

• AIP already has programs for the greater 
good.  For example, the Venture 
Partnership Fund, TEAM-UP, SPS, SRC, Niels 
Bohr Library, Inside Science, Media Services, 
and Government Relations 

• AIP has a solid, positive reputation.  This 
would help us create our own membership, 
expand services, and mitigate reputation 
damage from leaving societies 

• AIP has the relationships and contacts to 
create a new board  

Weaknesses 

• There would be a lack of focus on what 
activities to perform.  With such a broad 
scientific community, AIP would need to 
identify new markets, new customers, and 
where to direct programs and services.  

• AIP would also need to define which 
communities to include in the overall 
scientific community, and learn how to 
communicate with and manage them 

• With current resources, AIP might spread 
itself too thin serving the whole community 

• Would need to change AIP infrastructure 
and financial structure to accommodate 
new corporate models (e.g. think tank, 
foundation) 

Opportunities 

• Become a foundation, expanding 
fundraising services for AIP and others 

• Become a think tank, providing more 
research services, and having an AIP physics 
lab 

• Become a liaison or convener for the 
scientific community and serve more groups 

• Could create an AIP membership outside 
societies program.  Any individuals 
interested in the physical sciences could 
join 

• Could focus more on advocacy and policy 
services 

• Could become an open-sources platform 
provider for the sciences.  AIP can offer 
online research tools and aggregate 
information 

• Could focus more on educational services 
and products for K-12 and postsecondary 
education 

• Could provide our current services for 
societies to the broader community, 
including press releases, meeting services, 
career booths, surveys, and workshops 

Threats 

• Might be in competition with other societies 
or organizations that serve the scientific 
community 

• Would need to be aware of who may be 
possibly excluded in AIP membership.  We 
want to be as inclusive as possible.  

• Potential collaborators may have a negative 
impact on AIP’s work.  AIP needs to 
understand whom to partner with and how 
to navigate new relationships 

• Leaving the societies might hurt AIP’s 
reputation, and destabilize the current 
positive relationships that we have 

• New board members might have agendas 
and inadvertently make biased decisions.  
We would need a system of checks and 
balances to account for this.  

• AIP is slow to market with new technology.  
There is less risk creating new technology 
platforms, but other competitors may 
create these platforms before us.  

• Might need to rely on soft money and 
grants, which is reliant on the current 
political environment 



Opportunities (cont.) 

• Centralize branding that is more focused on 
the scientific community.  This is better for 
self-promotion, and we can earn more 
credit for our work in the community 

• Broaden relationships with other scientific 
disciplines 

• Communicate directly with individuals in 
the scientific community; not through 
societies.  

• Could have more flexibility in making 
decisions and choosing which scientific 
issues to address.  Society approval would 
not be needed. 

• Could create a new, more diverse board 
that represents different sectors of the 
scientific community 

• Staff could act without society approval 
including more adherence to professional 
standards and publishing more objective 
reports.  

 

Threats (cont.) 

• If we abandon the federation, we might lose 
our current customer base.  They may not 
return to use other services.  

 

Identity: From fragmented reputation to thought leader 

 
If AIP focused on the greater good as a broad, interdisciplinary group spanning many disciplines, AIP 
would have the opportunity to define a new identity, the scope of its mission, and ways to implement it. 
 
There are abundant opportunities to forge such an identity. Member Societies often concentrate the 
bulk of their efforts on providing forums for scientific communication, such as conferences and journals. 
AIP could distinguish itself by promoting the understanding of physical sciences and supporting the 
functioning of the communities and institutions that underlie research. AIP already conducts research 
on, for instance, the demographics and history of the physical sciences community. Physics Today, along 
with News and Media Services help to create a shared scientific culture. SPS and FYI provide services and 
information that help scientists at various phases of their careers, from student to laboratory and 
community leadership. Under a more explicitly defined identity, these activities could be better 
interrelated through a common AIP strategy. 
 
Forging an independent identity along these lines also carries significant risks. AIP could find itself 
unmoored from the more concrete concerns of and connections to its Member Societies, and face 
uncertainties regarding specific initiatives to pursue. It would be imperative for AIP to establish a distinct 
and more coherent reputation, entailing significant investments in marketing, with a non-trivial risk of 
failure. However, AIP would be at more liberty than at present to further develop its reputation for 
excellence in its work. 



 
As an organization dedicated to the greater good, AIP would face significant competition from other 
nonprofit organizations and for-profit service providers. AIP would face the possibility that any viable 
model it pursues could be undermined over time as patrons or clients turn elsewhere, or as overall 
demand declines for the services provided. AIP might have to take pains to remain agile and to focus on 
strategic competition and service to its “customers” in ways that would not distract or detract from its 
primary mission. It would also have to make significant investments, e.g., in member relations, to 
maintain its new institutional model. 
 
Strengths:  

• Parts of AIP already have independent reputations separate from Member Societies 
• A solid, positive reputation that will allow us to  

o create our own membership 
o expand services 
o mitigate reputation damage from leaving societies 

Weaknesses:  
• Significant changes to infrastructure needed to support new directions and new identity 

Opportunities:  
• AIP could develop a more distinct brand that is more directly associated with its programs and 

services 
• AIP could define for itself who is served 
• AIP would have many organizational choices. The list below is not exhaustive, and the 

opportunities are not necessarily mutually exclusive: 
o AIP as a foundation – a centralized resource for the community to convene events, 

receive and provide grants, and perform fundraising for scientific initiatives 
o AIP as a think-tank – a source of expert data, information, and content to solve scientific 

and policy problems. This could include focus groups (e.g. education, data, statistics, 
physical science history) or direct funding of research and scholarship (e.g. a research 
institute) 

o AIP as a membership organization – an entity offering memberships to individuals, 
groups, or societies 

o AIP as a convener - a liaison or thought leader for the scientific community, its interests, 
and topics of importance. AIP could serve more groups, on a wider variety of issues that 
span the entire career of physical scientists. A more global or more national approach is 
possible 

Threats:  
• AIP’s overall reputation could diminish without the current relationships with Member Societies 

 
Programs and services: Expanding existing approaches 
 
An AIP focus on the greater good allows for a significant increase in the flexibility of AIP programs and 
services. At the same time, this shift would call for a re-evaluation of existing AIP programs and services 
and an examination of unmet needs in the larger community. Program prioritization may be more 
challenging as it could be hard to assess the true value of any individual program. Thus, it will be 



important to have a clear mission to help define appropriate programs and services. Resource allocation 
should be aligned with agreed upon areas of need and communities of interest. 
 
Should AIP transition to an independent organization successfully, there would be major opportunities 
for AIP to become a stronger player within the scientific community, and to extend services, currently 
supplied to only to Member Societies, to other organizations or customers through collaboration and 
pay-per-service. 
 
AIP could become a true focal point for providing services to physical scientists throughout their careers. 
Under this model, potential strengths could include: advocacy, data and technology services, education, 
research initiatives, media production, and support of the broader physical science community. 
 
Strengths:  

• Existing programs support the larger community 
Weaknesses:  

• Changes in AIP infrastructure and staffing required 
Opportunities:  

• Expansion of current programs into the broader physical sciences community 
• Being on equal footing with other societies and organizations could allow for more direct 

partnering and allow for mutual enhancement of services and programs 
• Grants and other soft money sources to fund new programs and services  

o AIP could partner with potential competitors to enhance each other’s programs and 
services. Through competition, AIP could sharpen its strengths, and better define 
opportunities 

Threats:  
• Competition with societies, companies, nonprofits, or other providers 
• Losing our current customer base who may not return to use services 

 
Relationships: Forging a new path 
 
Were AIP to dedicate itself solely to the greater good, it would entail a realignment of relationships with 
current Member Societies and with other institutions. Specifically, AIP could find itself in direct conflict 
with Member Societies over member recruitment, services provided, access to donors, and more. It 
could leave smaller Member Societies without access to the services AIP presently provides. AIP would 
have to be diplomatically agile to renegotiate relationships with current Member Societies and forge 
new relationships with other organizations. These relationships would be necessary to establish a 
financially and institutionally sustainable role for itself, likely requiring a significant investment in 
business, membership, and/or donor development. 
 
An AIP focus on the greater good allows for a wide variety of opportunities for AIP to support the 
scientific community. It could move AIP into a more active role with individuals and encourage 
collaboration more directly with societies across the spectrum of the physical sciences. This would 
require significant effort in building connections but would allow AIP to more fully realize its stated 
mission. A shift to the greater good allows for better collaboration opportunities with a wider variety of 
societies and organizations.  
 



AIP would need to cultivate methods of direct communication with individual community members and 
the general population. AIP could no longer rely on Member Societies to connect to individual scientists 
and would need to establish its own connections. While communication through Member Societies 
could, and should, happen, AIP would need to enhance communication and outreach initiatives to 
maintain its relevance. 
 
This shift would require clearly stated communities and priorities, so that the mission could be 
accomplished while maintaining AIP’s reputation and current support of the community. The 
communication infrastructure might need to change to convene multiple groups, communicate with the 
community, or recruit membership/collaborators. 
 
Strengths:  

• Existing relationships with non-Member organizations 
Weaknesses:  

• Loss of established society connections within the scientific community   
• Retooling of organization needed including significant investment in business, membership, 

marketing, and/or donor development. 
Opportunities:  

• Strengthened relationships with other, closely-related scientific disciplines 
• Communicate directly with individuals without going through Member Societies 
• More flexible relationships with societies, partnering on an as-needed basis, for example 

Threats:  
• Broken relationships with current Member Societies, which would create conflict 

 
Governance, decision-making, and staff: Increasing flexibility and autonomy 
 
Transitioning to serving the greater good would mean that AIP would be autonomous in its decision 
making and in setting up programs. With such a broad community, AIP would need to identify new 
markets, new customers, and new services. These decisions would not be easy, but AIP has the capacity 
to make them. 
 
A transition to serving the greater good would entail a major realignment of AIP’s governance.  AIP could 
set up a board with a membership specifically tailored to help it navigate its strategic challenges, provide 
technical advice on its various activities and overall management, and lend visibility and prestige to its 
work.  
 
A potential difficulty is that a board detached from Member Society interests could become captive to 
the personalities and predilections of its members or take AIP capriciously in new strategic directions. 
Moreover, the present board structure creates important links between AIP and the scientific 
community through its Member Societies. 
 
AIP currently boasts a highly professionalized staff. Increased AIP autonomy, supplemented with 
adequate resources, would allow staff members to undertake ambitious new projects or 
entrepreneurial ventures without concern for Member Society approval. It would also allow staff 
members to adhere to their professions’ technical standards, such as archival standards, ethical 
standards, and objectivity in reporting, without compromising for Member Society demands to, for 



example, use more expedient methods or support their immediate communications goals. While such 
staff initiatives could significantly benefit AIP and help recruit additional, highly talented staff members, 
there is the potential that such initiatives could stoke discord with current Member Societies. 
 
Strengths:  

• Currently possess relationships and contacts to create a new board 
• Staff ready to take on new challenges 

 
Weaknesses:  

• New board structure means that AIP direction is not as informed by the community it currently 
serves  

Opportunities:  
• Increased decision-making flexibility in performing activities and designing programs 
• New, diverse board that represents different scientific sectors 
• Increased flexibility to act without society influence and approval 

Threats:  
• AIP’s new directions might “miss the mark” 

 

Summary of Themes  

AIP Identity 
 
We found four models that AIP can follow if it wants to move toward serving the greater good: 
foundation, think tank, convener, and membership organization. AIP could remake itself as one or a 
combination of these models. While AIP has a reputation of historic excellence as a federation, the 
independent reputations of existing programs mean that AIP is well positioned to restructure itself along 
any of these lines. However, AIP would need significant changes to its infrastructure to support any of 
the new directions. 
 
Whether AIP wants to pursue one of these directions or decides to move more toward a federation 
model, there are opportunities for AIP to strengthen its brand. As of now, AIP’s reputation as a 
federation is somewhat fragmented. Although AIP could try to strengthen its brand as a federation, 
there is the risk that AIP’s reputation would necessarily have to diminish to only support the Member 
Societies. There is a similar threat if AIP serves only the greater good: AIP’s reputation could diminish in 
the wake of the loss of connections with the Member Societies. 
 
Programs and Services 
 
Both models -- federation and greater good -- allow for expansion of programs and services, but in 
different directions for each. In the federation model, AIP’s programs would be strengthened to meet 
the needs of the Member Societies. In the greater good model, AIP’s programs and services would be 
expanded into the larger physical science community. In either case, there is the threat of competition, 
either with the Member Societies themselves, or with other organizations that serve the scientific 
community. However, most of AIP’s current programs are strong and already serve both the Member 
Societies and the greater good. In addition, competition provides incentive for improvement of 
programs and services. If AIP were to embrace the federation model more closely, it would need to 



change its organizational structure to identify programs and services that address common needs of all 
Member Societies. Likewise, the greater good model requires changes in AIP infrastructure and staffing 
to fulfill unmet needs of the community and build newly defined relationships. 
 
Relationships 
 
If AIP moves toward a Federation model, it has the opportunity to provide stable leadership and 
strengthen relationships among the diverse Member Societies. AIP could focus on unifying themes to 
build consensus and foster collaboration across many diverse fields and opinions. AIP’s current 
infrastructure supports this model but is challenged by a lack of unity and conflicting demands from the 
Member Societies. Moreover, AIP runs the risk of losing relationships with other organizations if it 
serves only Member Societies. 
 
If AIP serves the greater good, it can concentrate on building relationships with non-member 
organizations and renegotiate more flexible relationships with its current Member Societies. AIP could 
partner on an as-needed basis, for example. But several societies, especially the smaller ones, could 
suffer greatly if AIP no longer serves them. This model also means broken relationships with Member 
Societies and the loss of well-established connections with the community that AIP has through its 
Member Societies. Furthermore, moving away from the federation would require a retooling of the 
organization and a significant investment in business, membership, marketing, and/or donor 
development. 
 
Governance, Decision-Making, and Staff 
 
The contrast between federation and greater good is perhaps sharpest here. Under a federation model, 
AIP would have a focused direction to serve the Member Societies. Under greater good, AIP would have 
more flexibility to set its own course. 
 
The current board structure supports a federation model, but under this model, programmatic decisions 
would no longer be made “for the benefit of humanity.” There is the risk that programs and content 
might be subject to Member Society influence or even pressure, reducing objectivity. Staff members 
have expertise and experience to make independent decisions but may be hampered by the expectation 
to serve only the Member Societies. This could make recruiting and retention more difficult. 
 
One of the main advantages to the greater good model would be the flexibility AIP would have in its 
decision-making. AIP could determine its own future without trying to balance the needs of its diverse 
Member Societies. Staff members have the expertise and are ready to take on the new challenges that 
this model would bring. AIP currently possesses the relationships and contacts needed to create a new 
board structure, which may better represent the broader scientific community. There is the risk, 
however, that the new board structure would separate AIP from its traditional community, and that 
AIP’s new direction could in fact move away from its current mission altogether.  
 

Conclusion  

At present, AIP identifies itself as an organization that “advances, promotes and serves the physical 
sciences for the benefit of humanity,” as well as being a federation of its Member Societies. This analysis 
has focused on the relative merits and drawbacks of AIP operating exclusively as a federation, compared 



to AIP operating only to serve the greater good. AIP is currently placed somewhere between the two 
models.  
 
If AIP fully embraces the federation-only model, it could continue to provide general services and 
programs that Member Societies would ask it to perform on their collective behalf. AIP could lead the 
federation by connecting societies and forming coalitions to advance science policy and improve 
government funding, public perception, and diversity. The advantage of a federation-only model would 
be a more focused organization, but one that needs to define an overall strategy and themes that will 
unify the Member Societies. 
 
If AIP were to move toward only serving the greater good in any of the potential model definitions, AIP 
would have more flexibility and be able to forge a more independent agenda and identity. It could, for 
instance, develop its own membership or support itself by acting as a foundation, think tank, or service 
provider supported by patrons or its work for clients. However, this direction would require significant 
changes in the organization and infrastructure of AIP. 
 
AIP’s current identity leans heavily on its status as a federation of Member Societies, even as its various 
programs and activities cohere only along the most general conception of their value to the physical 
sciences community and to humanity. Whether AIP moves more toward one end of the spectrum or the 
other, it will have to strive to establish a more coherent and well-defined identity. 
 
Suggestions for Future Topics  

As a result of our discussions about restructuring AIP to serve only the greater good, the following 
questions would be beneficial to address in future white papers: 

● The current mission of AIP is to “advance, promote and serve the physical sciences for the 
benefit of humanity.”  Our greater good discussion revealed a lack of understanding about the 
scope and definition of the physical science community.   

o According to AIP, what scientific disciplines, fields, and groups are part of the physical 
science community? 
 Which community members are currently served by AIP?  Which community 

members are not?  Should AIP address the needs of community members not 
currently being served at AIP, and how?   

○ What activities are beneficial to humanity?  Which activities is AIP already performing, 
and which new activities should AIP perform in the future? 

  
From our discussion of AIP as a Federation, we found the following questions still need to be answered: 

• It is our understanding that publishing was the original reason for the birth of AIP as a 
federation. Now AIP no longer publishes for all of its Member Societies 

o What can AIP use to unify the federation? What can AIP offer? What will hold the 
federation together going forward? 

• If AIP is only a federation, what level of autonomy will it have? What will be AIP’s own, and what 
will it concede to the Member Societies? 

o Will the AIP brand and reputation become secondary to the Member Societies? 
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