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PREFATORY NOTE

This report on the small-project grants administered under the
Regional Research Program of the U. S. Office of Education is based on
data obtained from applicants submitting prcposals for grants, the field
readers reviewing these proposals, and the Directors of Educational
Research responsible for implementing the Program within the nine regions
(now ten) of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. All of
these individuals have contributed generously to this effort. The data
cover Fiscal Year 1968 (July, 1967 through June, 1968); however, experi-
ences extending to the end of the survey (May, 1970) are also reporteds
Whenever appropriate, the analysis specifies these time distinctions.

The findings are applicable to the circumstances existing in fiscal 1968
and to this sample of respondents.

The reader should bear in mind that the report treats the regions
as a whole, even though conditions for implementing the Program may vary
from region to region., FKach Director faces a particular set «f local
considerations and as a consequence the statements in the report do not
apply wmiformly to each region. Similarly, it would be surprising if
the Directors agreed with every one of our interpretations. Where we
are aware of differences in points of view, we note them in the text.

The conclusivas and recommendations are completely those of the authors.




SUMMARY

Background

To facilitate contact between applicants for small research grants
and the U.S. Office of Education, the Regional Research Program (RRP)
was established in September, 1966.. Within a year, offices were operat-
ing within each of the nine regions1 across the country to award grants
for small-project research. The researcher interested in studying an
educational problem submits a proposal to the regional office in his
geographic area. His request for USOE support must not exceed $10,000,
and the project must be completed within eighteen months.

The specific objectives of the Program are:

1. To support significant, small-scale educational
research projects.

2. To facilitate participation in educational research
by a broad range of college and university personnel.

3. To encourage small colleges to undertake research
programs so that students may benefit from having
professors who are engaged in educational research
activities.

Lo To provide_for direct and expeditious handling of
proposals.

Objectives and Procedures of This Study

In the summer of 1968 the Bureau of Applied Social Research,
Columbia University was awarded a contract by the U.S. Office of Educa~
tion to study the effects of the RRP., In particular, this research was
designed to examine the Program with respect to: (15 the distribution
of applicants for small grants; (2) the consequences of being funded;
and (3) the processing of proposals.

1A tenth office was opened September 15, 1970.

2Reg;ional Project Research Guidelines for Preparing a Proposal,
Bureau of Research, Regional Research Program of the Office of Education,
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (March, 1969), p. 1.

9




The following data have been collected:

1, Questionnaires from 665 applicants who submitted
proposals in Fiscal 1968. (Return rate vas 78 per
cent.)

2. Factual material from all proposals submitted in
Fiscal 1968.

3. Questionnaires from 1i23 field readers who reviewed
the proposals submitted in Fiscal 1968. (Return
rate was 85 per cent.)

L. Field reader ratings of proposals and funding recom-
mendations.

5. Interviews with the Directors of Educaticnal Research
at the nine regional offices.

Findings3
A, Applicants and Their Proposals

l. In the main, researchers applying to the RRP are young. Three
out of ten are students, most of wheom are studying for a Ph.De Of the
applicants who have earned a doctorate, nearly half (L3 per cent) re~-
ceived it since 196i;s Two-thirds of the employed applicants are faculty
members of a college or university; the highest proportion of these are
assistant professors.,

2 Although a high number of applicants specialize in education (5L
per cent), almost as many (L5 per cent) are in disciplines--fairly strong
evidence that the Program attracts applicants with a broad range of
interests in research on the educational impiications of their disciplines.

3¢ Thirty-eight per cent of the applicants were funded.

L. Applicants with either a master's degree or a doctorate in a
discipline are equally likely to be funded. In addition, they are more
likely to be funded tuan applicants with comparable degrees whose
specialty is education, suggesting that the talented researcher is re-
cruited to education rather than trained in education.

5. The Program funds the less experienced researcher., Both pre-
and post-doctoral applicants who have never received a research grant

3The findings are based on the respondents. A comparison of respon-
dents and non-respondents to-the applicant questionnaire and to the
field reader questionnaire is presented in Appendix A,

10
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are more likely to be funded than the ones who have previously been
awarded a grant or two. Moreover, among applicants from a discipline
who have never received a grant, the pre-doctoral applicant has as.much
chance of being funded as the post-doctoral one. (Fifty-four per cent
of these pre-doctoral applicants and 52 per cent of these post-doctoral
ones are funded.)

6. Applicants whose major field is psychology are more frequently
funded than those in any other field. Within psychology, it is the
applicant specializing in learning or development wio is most likely to
obtain funds (55 per cent).

7. A review of the proposals shows that 30 per cent have psychology
ac their subject matter; 27 per cent, education; and the remaining L3 per
cent include a number of subjects extending from art through zoology.

8. Taken together, the elementary and secondary levels are of
greatest interest; less than 10 per cent focus on pre-school. Students
are the most popular object of research, and outside of the few (14 per
cent) who study teachers, almost no one plans to study participants in
the educational process other than students.

9« Many applicants fail to specify adequately the research pro-
cedures of their proposed projects. For example, one-third who plan to
study students do not indicate even an approximate sample size; one-
fourth of the applicants neglect to state how they expect to analyze the
data; and one-third do not specify how they will process the data.

10. Applicants who intend their projects for doctoral dissertations
are less likely than other applicants to request the maximum amount of
federal support.

11, Professional salaries are the major budget expense.

12. When preparing proposals, most applicants have access to the
USOE Guidelines and to a resource person knowledgeable about seeking
research funds. However, less than one-half have other types of resources
available at their institutions such as: copies of previously submitted
proposals, sample application forms from funding agencies, or ERIC (Edu-
cational Resources Information Center) materials. The likelihood of being
funded appears to be related more to the type and number of such resources
available to the applicant than to which resources or how many he uses.
Whether an applicant uses a particular resource depends on a number of
factors, possibly his research training, his experience in writing pro-
posals, or the stage of his research plan. The important factor is the
availability of resources. The wider the range of choice, the greater
the opportunity for the researcher to select those appropriate to his
needse

13. Applicants who have well-defined research plans compatible
with the Program guidelines before they think of applying to the Program




are more likely to be funded than those who develop plans after they
decide to apply. This suggests that the Program provides support for
promising research ideas waiting to be tested., Without the Program's
support these ideas might remain in the mind of the researcher--and, in
a sense, become lost knowledge.

1), Typically, the applicant's source of information about the
Program is a colleague or superior.

15. Applicants are critical of the length of time it took to
process their proposals. The delay was due largely to understaffing and
budget freezes which plagued Fiscal 1968, the year of this study, and
which continue to hamper the operation of the Program. In fact, the
Program has yet to have a normal year,

16. The negative consequences of budget freezes go beyond pro-
tracted processing of applicant proposals. The freezes prevent the
Directors of Educational Research from traveling to institutions in
their regions and may alter proposal processing. Minimal staffing in the
regional offices impedes the general office work and communication
between the regional offices and applicantse

17. Not funded applicants in some regions criticize the perfunctory
way that they were informed of the granting decision, After spending
time preparing a proposal, they were sent only a short form letter. Not
funded applicants in other regions received an explanation of the decision
and commented on how helpful it had been.

18. An alternative way to explain the granting decision to appli-
cants is to transmit field reader comments directly to them. Five out
of six applicants, whether fundrd or not, favor this method of feedback,
as do four out of five field readers. Although the viewpoints of the
Directors diverge on this topic, those who have not adopted the practice
are willing to give it consideration.

19, The utilization and dissemination of research findings from
funded projects is considerable. Six out of seven researchers discuss
their projects in class; about half present their projects at departmentzl
seminars; 67 per cent prepare (or will prepare) papers for professional
meetings; and 72 per cent, manuscripts for publication,

20, Student researchers who intend their projects for dissertations
are a particularly interesting group. They are more likely than non-
students to recommend course or curriculum changes, to plan to publish
the results of their projects, and to report that their interest in
research on education has been strengthened as a result of their projects
--evidence that the Program's investment in the less experienced research-

er pays off,

2l. Funded applicants who are also advisors for doctoral disserta-
tions have student assistants on their projects. Four out of five of
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these (funded) applicants anticipate that these students will do further
research.

Bs Field Readers

22, Field readers and the Directors of the Program overwhelmingly
agree that the panel system for reviewing proposals is superior to obtain-
ing revieus by correspondence.

23. Field readers have suggestions for changing the Field Reader
Evaluation Form. A majority would separate the criterion "adequacy of
personnel and facilities into two criteria, "adequacy of personnel" and
"adequacy of facilities." An equally large mumber think a rating scale
should be provided for evaluating each of the flour criteria: educational
significance, soundness of research desig: . adequacy of personnel and
facilities, and economic efficiencys

2j, In their assessment of the Program, field readers indicate that
they value the exposure to new research ideas and the intellectual stimu-
lation that result from reviewing proposals. They are disappointed, how=
ever, with the limited contact they have with the Program; the lack of
feedback on proposals they evaluate; the amount of remuneration; and the
time lapse between review of a proposal and payment,

C. Opinions of Applicants, Field Readers and
Directors of BEducational Research

25, Most applicants and field readers agree that the present
$10,000 ceiling on individual projects should be raised. They favor a
ceiling closer to $15,000. The Directors have different points of view.
Cne advocates retaining the present ceiling; another thinks there should
be none; while several others favor a sliding scale with provision for
varying levels of support. In general, these Directors think it is ap-
propriate to support established researchers at a higher level than doc-
toral candidates,

26, Only the Directors of the Program have a clear impression of
the Program's policies and practices., Many applicants and field readers
do not know whether the Program supports a broad or a narrow range of
interests in education, whether it tends to be orthodox or venturesome in
its support of research, or whether it is fairly strict or lenient in
allowing departures from the research plans stated in proposals.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The major conclusion of this study is that the USOE Regional Research
Program, committed as it is to developing research on education, is
achieving one of its prime objectives. This does not mean, however, that
the Program is without fault. Indeed, having studisd the Program from
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several perspectives, we offer ten recommendations for improving it. More-
over, it is important for these recommendations to be implemented -in the
near future or a good program will be undermined.

These recommendations are:

1.

2

3

9

10.

The administrative budget for -the Directors of Educa-
tional Research should be stabilized.

The research budget for small;project grants should
be increased.

The $10,000 ceiling for individual projects should
be raised to $15,000 plus overhead.

The panel method of review should be continued.

Applicants should be notified of the status of their
proposals within sixty days of submission. .

Field reader comments should be sent to every appli-
cant,

The Directors of Educational Research should offer
direction to institutions in the selection of mate-
rials to expand their resources for developing
proposals.

The Directors of Educational Research should increase
their communication with both applicants and field
readers,

The Guidelines for preparing the proposal document
should be revised.

Periodic summaries of applicant and proposal data
should be compiled.

1k




INTRQDUCTION

The Regional Research Program is close to
the action ... geography is not irrelevant.
Investigators must have some place to turn
with their unsolicited, ... proposals.

Field Reader‘

The whole idea of regionalization is excit-
ing. Washington is frightening to so many
people., They [applicants] don't know which
door to knock on.

USCE Staff Member

The {Regional Research] Program gave me a
chance to get off the ground.

Funded Applicant

These three persons view the Regional Research Program of the
U.5, Office of Education as filling a research need. They all know
that seeking funds for research is no simple task. The prospective
researcher must find out which agencies support research in his field,
comprehend the eligibility requirements, obtain application forms and
instructions, and then prepare a proposal, budget, and time schedule
that can compete with an unknown mumber of others. The individual who
at one time believed that he had a researchable problem can easily lose
sight of that goal as the process of applying consumes his energy.

To facilitate contact between an applicant and a granting agency,
the U.S. Office of Education established the Regional Research Program
(RRP) in September, 1966. By September, 1967, an office had been opened
in each of the nine existing DHEW (U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare) regions® across the country to award contracts for small-
project researchs To participate, the researcher submits a proposal
for educational research to the regional office in his geographic area.
There are two fundamental requirements: (1) USOE support must not
exceed $10,000; and (2) the project must be completed within eighteen
months,

lA tenth office was opened September 15, 1970,
15




The specific goals of the Program are:

1. To support significant, small-scale educational
research rivvjects.,

2. To facilitate participation in educational re-
search by a broad range of college and uziver-
sity personnel.

3. To encourage small colleges to undertake re-
search programs so that students may benefit
from having professors who are engaged in
educational research activities,

e To provide for direct and expeditious handling
of proposals.

As one Director of Educational Research phrased it, the RRP is
committed to "building research resources." Regionalization itself
is intended to simplify application procedures, and to make it easier
for the promising researcher to compete for funds. As the regional
office facilities become known in each locale, it is hoped that in-
creasing numbers of researchers will seek the Program's support.

ing exclusively, but include dissemination and utilizatiocn of the
restlts of researche In fact, dissemination is so important that USCE
compiles abstracts, published monthly in RIE (Research in Education),
to provide an overview of research on education throughout the natione
The individual researcher can augment this type of dissemination by
utilizing his research to (1) improve classroom teaching; (2) to
stimulate thiuking about educational problems among his colleagues,
either through personal contact on campus or through professional meet-
ings or publications; and (3) to develop interest in research on edu-
cation among studentse These are secondary outcomes the Directors of
Educational Research anticipate from funded projects,

Objectives and Procedures of This Study

This study of the RRP has three objectives, all related to the
effects of the RRP, In particular, we have sought to examine the
Program with respect to: (1) the distribution of applicants for
small grants; (2) the consequences of being funded; and (3) the

Generally, the Program's goals are not directed to resource build-
processing of proposals,

2Regional Project Research Guidelines for Preparing a Proposal,
Bureau of Research, Regional Research Program of the Office of Education,
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (March, 1969), p. 1.
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To accomplish the objectives, the following data have been col-
lected:

1. Questionnaires from applicants, one version from
funded applicants and another from those not
funded

2+ Factual material from the proposals submitted by
applicants '

3. Questionnaires from field readers who reviewed
the proposals in the sample

li."Field reader ratings of proposals and funding
recommendations

5, Interviews with the Directors of Educational Re-
search at the nine regional officese

In consultation with the Directors of the Program, it was de-
cided to collect data from the July 1, 1967 through June 30, 1968
(Fiscal 1968) period in which all nine regional offices were opera-
tional. This is also the latest period that could be considered if
applicants were to have an opportunity to complete projects prior to
responding to the questionnaire., Although concentrating on Fiscal
1968 sacrifices the oppertunity to describe recent applicants, it
seems preferable to examine the effects of the research than to sur-
vey applicants whose research is still in the planning or data-col-
lection stage. The sample includes every applicant submitting a
proposal in Fiscal 1968.

The information obtained from these applicants about their edu-
cational backgrounds, positions, and institutional affiliations pro-
vides valuable baseline datae These data make it possible to compare
applicants ir later years with applicants in this study. Such cumu-
lative data will enable policy makers to evaluate the Program and plan
its development, taking into account statistical evidence about the
researchers attracted by the Programe

Plan of the Report

The report is organized according to the life-history of a re-
search project--from submission of the research plan through dissemi-
nation of the findings. Chapter One, by describing the characteris-
tics of applicants, answers the question: Who applies to the
Program? Chapter Two focuses on the funded applicant and shows to
what extent the Program succeeds in supporting the less experienced
researcher who has developed a small-scale project having educational
significance.
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Chapter Three introduces the proposal section. It reviews the pro-
posal itself, taking into acccunt the subject matter, research design,
modes of analysis, and budget. Chapter Four reports how the applicant
learns of the Program, the resources he has available and those he uses
while writing his proposal. The cost of preparing the document is also
examined. Chapter Five deals with processing the proposal and considers
the procedures for submission from three points of view: that of appli-
cants, field readers, and the Directors of Educational Research.

The outcomes of RRP-supported research are the topic of Chapter Six.
Here the impact of the researcher's work on classroom teaching, colleague
exchanges, and students iz presented. Chapter Seven completes the
analysis by providing an appraisal of the Program based on the opinions
of applicants, field readers, and the Directors of Educational Research.
It considers the process of review, the ceiling on grants, and the image
of the Program., )

Chapter Eight presents conclusions and recommendations of this
study of small-project educational research under the RRP:

The report contains four supplementary sections: (1) a summary of
the report; (2) a comparison of respondents and non-respondents to the
applicant questionnaire and to the field reader questionnaire; (3) tables
not included in the body of the report; and (L) the questionnaires and
the codebook containing the frequency distribution of responses to each
item of information.

18
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CHAPTER ONE
THE APPLICANT AND HIS INSTITUTION

Every proposal submitted to the USOE Regional Research Program (RRP)
is unsolicited, For this reason alone, it is of interest to know who
chooses to apply. Moreover, the eligibility requirements are few. First,
a prospective applicant must have the sponsorship of an institution or
organization within the United States or. its outlying territoriess
Second, he cannot be conducting another project funded by the Program;
and third, he must have fulfilled the terms »f any prior grant or contract
he may have received from the U.S. Office of Education. More positively,
the Program seeks to attract the individual interested in undertaking a
small-scale project of some educational significance for which he has
developed a suitable research design and procedurss.

This chapter describes the background of those who apply and, in
effect, answers the question: Who does the Program reach? We have
considerable data from the 665 applicants with which to build a statis-
tical profile of those who apply. In particular, we will consider the
institutional sponsorship of the applicant!s proposal, his employment
status, field of interest, professional activities, academic training,
and family background.

Cooperating Institution

Every‘applioant1 to the RRP as noted above, must have the sponsorship
of an institution or organization such as a college, university, sckool
system, or private firme? This sponsor is listed on the title page of the
proposal as the cooperating institution. Table 1.1 shows that the great
majority of proposals submitted to the RRP--8l per cent--nams a college or
university as the cooperating institution.

The fact that most applicants list a ccllege or university as the co-
operating institution suggests thabt institutions of higher education have the
resc.vces and facilities necessary Ior small-project research. They train
proféessionals for teaching and research and have at hand classroom, labora-
tory, and library facilities essential for pursuing research.

One might expect that propouals submitted to the RRP would origi-
nate in Schools of Education. In actuality over ona2~half ccme from

1The applicant is defined as the persoa who intends to carduct the
research and devote a considerable proportion of his time to ite. Typi-
cally, the applicant is the project director named on the proposal.

2Since this study was conducted, the regulations have been changed
so that projects of individuals not associated with an institution can

be funded.
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TABLE 1,1

A COLLWGE OR UNIVERSITY IS THE COOFERATING INSTITUTION
FOR FIVE OUT OF SIX PROPOSALS

———— e —— ——
Proportion
Cooperating Institution of proposals
submitted
College or university 8L
School system «10
Private agency (e.ge, a rehabilitation
agency) Ol
State department of education 01
Other (e.ge., individual firm, educa-
tional association) .01
TOTAL 1,00 (665)

other departments (Table 1.2), More often than not, this is a liberal
arts department such as psychology, but proposals can and do come from
such diverse subdivisions as a Department of Physical Education, a
College of Medicine, or a School of Engineering.

Both students and non-students are eligible for support from the
RRPe In fact, three out of every ten applicants are students working
either part-time or full-time toward an advanced degree (Table 1.3).

Employment Status

Of student applicants, the highest proportion are studying for
a PheDs rather than an Ed.D. degree. To be specific, Table l.li shows
that 60 per cent of the student applicants seek a Ph.D. degree; 35 per
cent, an EdeDe; and I per cent, a master's degree in education or a
discipline,

Later in this chapter vhen we discuss applicants who have already
earned doctorates, we will contrast those holding a doctorate in one
of the disciplines with those holding a doctorate in education., Here
we only direct attention to the fact that more studsnt applicants are
enrolled in Ph.D. programs.3

B\le know for some student applicants (113 of the 201) the kind of
doctoratie they earned in 1968 or expected to earn by 1969. Fifty
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TABLE 1.2

MCORE THAY ONE HALF OF COLLIGE OR UNIVIRSITY
SPONSORED PROPOSALS ORIGINATE OUTSIDE
OF EDUCATION DEPARTMENTS

Proportion
Sponsoring Department of proposals
submitted
School or department of
education L7
Liberal arts department 31
Professional school or
administrative office 15
Research bureau 07
TOTAL 1.00 (560)
NA = 1
Cases excluded™ 104
665

"ot from an institution of higher
education,

TABLE 13

THREE CUT OF TEN APPLICANTS ARE STUDENTS

— —

Proportion

Employment Status of applicanyf

Employed only W69
Both employed and a student «20
Student only o10
Other status (e.g., post-docioral
fellow, emeritus professor) .01
TOTAL 1,00 (665)
21
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TABLE 1.l

SIX OUT OF TEN STUD:NTS ARE
STUDYING ICR A PH.D.

Degree Sought Proportion of

applicants
PheDe .60
EdeD. 35
Master!s Neol
TOTAL .99 (201)
Cases excluded™ L6l
665

5%pp1icants not working toward a degree.

Moreover, not every doctoral or master's candidate who applies to
the RRP intends his research for meeting academic requirements., Of
the 201 student applicants, 159 said they intended their proposed
research for a doctoral dissertation. At the time they submitted
their pronosals to the RRP, 156 were working toward a doctorate and
only three were completing requirements for a master!s degree, but
these students were looking ahead to the time they would be using
their RRP-supported research for a doctoral dissertation. It should
be added that another 27 applicants are dissertation advisors who
anticipate that data from their pronosed ﬁesearch will be used by
one of their students for a dissertation,

A major problem confronting the nine Directors of Educational Re-
search is determining an equitable .support level for doctoral candi-
dates, 1if they should be supported at all., Each has his own point of
view and, at present, they diverge considerably. One, for example,
vants doctoral students to use the Program, but he advocates consulta-
tion with USOE during the planning stage of the dissertation so that
the student incorporates USOE standards in the prospectus, as well as
those of the department. From his experience too many students want
to "tap the Program for funds" after the department has approved the
project,

per cent of these indicated their degree would be a Ph.D. in educa-
tion; 37 per cent specified an Ed.D.; and 13 per cent, a Ph,D, in a
discipline. Sce Appendix B, Table 1l.l.

hAppendix B, Table 1.2
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Two Directors of Educational Research take the opposite view and
recommend discontinuing support of dissertations. They feel that fel-
lowships are available elsevhere; doctoral students come from univer-
sities which have a long-standing tradition of research. They prefer
utiliring the limited funds of the Program for building research re-
sources at institutions where they are now meageres Others suggest
that because the doctoral candidate's paramount interest is obtaining
his degree, he should be funded at a lower rate than a faculty member
vhose research is expected to be disseminated in the classroom. These
men agree that the Prosram should give students only "“seed" money for
facilities and a modest stipend rather than funding them at parity
with more expericaced researchers,

The analysis of the effects of the resgarch conducted by doctoral
candidates, a major interest of this study,” hopefully will aid the
Program's directors in resolving the dilemma of the place of the doc-
toral candidate in the Program. Of equal interest in assessing the
impact of the RRP is the employment status of applicants, beyond the
point of being students. Recall that Table l.3 showed that nine out
of ten applicants are employed at least part-time, The next table
(Table 1,5) reports the position of employed applicants at the time
proposals were submitted,

TABLE 1.5

TWO-THIRDS OF THE EMFLOYED APFLICANTS ARE FACULTY
MEMBERS AT A COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY

Proportion of

Position applicants

Faculty member 66
Research director <07
Administrative officer <07
Teacher «C6
Program director .05
Counselor or consultant Ol
Student assistant or fellow «OhL
School administrator 0L

TOTAL 1,00 (596)

NA = 2

Cases excluded®™ _éz

665

*pplicants not employeds

5~'See Chapter Six.
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Without a doubt, faculty members are the individuals most likely
to apply to the RRP. . Of the applicants, only a few are research direc-
tors, administrators, school teachers, or other specialists in educa-

tion,

These same data enable us to examine the extent to which the Pro-

gram is meeting one of the stated aims, namely:

To encowrage .+ research «.s so that students may benefit
from having professogs who are engaged in educational

research activities.

The number of applicants among the 392 college or university faculties

can be seen in Table 1.6.

TABLE 1.6

ALL FACULTY RANKS ARE REPRESENTED
AMONMG APPLICANTS

Proportion of

Faculty rank applicants

Assistant professor 36
Associate professor 29
Full professor 23
Other (e.g., adjunct, lecturer) 07

TOPAL 1.09 (392)

NA = 2

Cases excluded® 271

665

%Applicants whose principal position is not

that of a faculty member,

Clearly, applicants come from every professorial rank,

And, in light

of the Program's interest in attracting young researchers to educa-
tional research, it is encouraging to note that the highest proportion
of these applicants are assistant professors. As one Director of Edu-
cational Research put it, "The USOE small grants program seeks to give
a chance to the 'little guy' who might otherwise lose out to the

pros."

6Guidelines,-ibc. cits
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Major Field

Not unexpectedly, the majority of applicants state that their

major field is education (Table 1.7).

TABLE 1.7

A MAJORITY OF THE APPLICANTS SPECIALIZE
IN THE FIELD OF EDUCATION

—— —

Major field : Proportion of

applicants
Bducation .
v, . .
Teacher training 39 h
Administration «22
Curriculum o15
Research and statistics +09
p Special education $.5h
(e.g., ad‘ﬂ.t,
business) «08
A1l other subareas in
education 07
L 1.00 (361) )
Psychology 21
Social science (ee.ge, sociology,
economics) 11
Mathematics, physical or
biological sciences . W05
English and language arts .05
Other (eege, music, medicine) <03
TOTAL «99 (665)

Within education, those specializing in teacher training or in adminis-
tration have the highest. representation among the applicants. One=-
fifth of the applicants are in psychology, and most of these research-
ers pursue one of three sub-specialties, all of which have an educa-
tional focus: developmental, guidance and counseling, or learning.

sum, 75 per cent of the applicants are in one of these two major
fields,
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Highest Degree

Although the largest proportion of applicants specializes in edu-
cation, this does not mean that a doctorate in education is the preva-
lent degree. In fact, Table 1.8 shows that among applicants more have
a Ph.D. in a discipline than either an Ed.D. or a Ph.D. in educations
This table also shows that LO per cent of the applicants have no more
than a master's degree, and L per cent have only a bachelor's degree.
Thus, the RRP is attracting a group of applicants with relatively
heterogeneous academic training. Even though, as Table 1.7 showed,
the majority (5l per cent) of proposals are submitted by applicants
specializing in the field of education, the near equal number
(45 per cent) from persons in the disciplines is fairly strong
evidence that the problems of research are being attacked by a broad
range of perspectives.,

TABLE 1.8

VMORE APPLICANTS HAVE EARNCZD A PH.D. IN A
DISCIPLINE THAN EITHER AN ED.D. OR
A PH.D, IN EDUCATICN

e

Proportion of

D . .
egree specialty Highest degree applicants
Discipline Ph.D. o2
Education Ed.D, 17
Education Ph.D. 13
DiSCipline M.A‘ or I'I.S. 018
Education M,Ede, MeAs or MSe 022
DiSCipline B‘A‘ or B‘S‘ 002
Education Bvo or BoSo ) 002
Other degree or pro-

fessional diploma 02

TOTAL 1,00 (660)

NA = 5

665
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It should also be noted, as Table 1,9 shows, that two out of
every three degrees have been awarded since 1960=~-a finding which only
confirms the fact that,the Program is reaching young researchers at
the beginning of their careers. Of even more interest, is the finding
in Table 1,9 that L3 per cent.of these applicants have earned their
doctorate within the last four years.

TABLE 1.9

TWO OUT OF THREE DOCTORATES
HAVE BE"N EARNED SINCE 1960

Year of Proportion of
degree doctorates
Before 1960 .33
1960 -~ 1963 2L
196l - 1967 L3
TOTAL 1.00 (347)
Cases excluded™ 309
NA = 9
665

*Other degree or professional diploma.

We complete this brief description of the applicants studied by
reporting a few statistics about their personal and family back-
grounds, { All but nineteen applicants are white; more than four out
of five are married men with either two or three dependents. Typi~-
cally, they are 38 years old with a median income of $1L,000 in 1968
which they expect to reach $16,000 in 1969, Two out of three have
parents who did not attend college nor did one-third of these even
complete grade schoole

Summary

In sum, the Program is attracting men who are on the faculty of
an institution of higher education. They are more likely to be junior
than senior faculty members, and mors likely to have earned a Ph.D,

7See Appendix B, Tables 1.3-1.10 for the statdstics: summarized
here,
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in a discipline than either an Ed.D. or a PheDe in education. Finally,
the Program has succeeded in reaching young researchers whose primary
interest is education, be it degree specialty or current major field.
These individuals comprise the majority of the applicantse




CHAPTER TWO
THE SUCCESSFUL APPLICANT

The USOE Regional Research Program (RRP) is based on the princi-
ple that individuals with good ideas who are interested in undertaking
a small-scale project in educational researcii will find the Program
receptive. The applicant need not be affiliated with a prestigious
institution or have a long list of publications to his credit. He
must only have researchable ideas with educational significance and be
capable of carrying his project to completion. o

To anticipate the results of this chapter, to a surprising degree
the RRP is a place where the unknown educational researcher can market
his idea. Whatever faults the Program may have, the Directors of Edu-
cational Research in the nine USOE regions have succeeded in implement-
ing this Program goal. In fact, this goal may be the strongest feature of
the Program,

To our knowledge, until this study of the RRP was undertaken, no
systematic information about the funding patterns of granting agencies
existed.l To be sure, foundations and government agencies package
attractive annual reports describing their many grant programs. They
do not, however, report how many applicants applied for support or
what characteristics differentiate the successful from the unsuccessful
applicants.

For this reason alone, this study of the RRP should be of interest
to the research community. It provides considerable information about
the process of sorting applicants into those who are funded and those
who are not.

Cooperating Institution

This chapter focuses on the individual and institutional charac-
teristics that identify the funded applicant., Of the 665 applicants,
we look first at the institutional characteristics of the 251 who were

17wo descriptive articles have been published on why research
proposals are disapproved: Ernest M. Allen, ¥Why Are Research Grant
Applicants Disapproved?" Vol. 132, Scieuce (1960), 1532-153L, and
Gerald R. Smith, "A Critique of Proposals Submitted to the Cooperative
Research Program," in J. Culbertson and S. Hencley (eds.), Educational
Research: New Perspectives (Danville, Illinois: Interstate Printers
and Publishers, 1963), Ch. 17, 277-287.
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funded, (In proportions this comes to 0,38 of the applicantss) More-
over, the funding pattern reflects whether the sponsor is an institu-
tion of higher education or one of a variety of institutions or organi-
zations not in higher education such as an elementary or secondary
school system, a state department of education, or a private firme. As
Table 2,1 shows, the applicant whose cooperating institution is a
college or wiversity clearly is most likely to be funded.

TABLE 2.1

COLLEGES OR UNIVERSITIES SPONSOR THE HIGHEST
PROPORTION OF FUNDED AFPPLICANTS

——

. . . Propogtion Numher of
Cooperating Institution of applicants applicants
funded
College or university L0 (560)
School system o 27 (66)
Private agency (eego, a rehabilita-
tion agency) «29 (2h)
State department of education (L] (9)
Other (e.ge., private firm, educa-
tional association) (o] (6)
TOTAL .38 (665)

Note: Bracketed numbers refer to the actual number of funded
applicants where there are too few cases for determining proportions.

The finding that proposals submitted by school systems were least
likely to be funded (only 27 per cent) was suggested to us before the
results of the applicant survey were tabulatedes During our interviews
with the Directors of Educational Research, more than one pointed out
that the personnel of school systems lack expertise in proposal writ-
ing and need individualized assistance to prepare a satisfactory pro-
posale As one phrased the problem,

Itd like to have more time to go out there [to school systems],
sit down with the research director and his staff and help him,
I know they are capable of writing a proposal that could be
funded,

To this Director of Educational Research, the school system should be
a more important target of the Program because so many graduates of
Schools of Education go into the public school system and as staff
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members, plan curriculum development in a setting where the research
skills for evaluating the innovation are often lackinge

The Directors in two other regions remarked that they assign a
lower priority to working with school system personnel than with col=
lege or university admiriistrators and faculty who are just beginning
to develop a research orientation. They reason that more federal
money is channeled into elementary and secondary education for evalua-
tion research than into developing institutions of higher education.

Another Director of Educational Research takes a different posi-:
tion. He thinks that for the present it is unrealistic to expect
school districts to contribute to research in a major way, at least in
his repion,

Only the very largest school systems can afford any kind of
research staff, School Zistricts tell me point blank that they
just don't have any .esources for doing research, State legis-~
lation straps them in funds.

In this Director!s view, school districts should be utilizers of re-
search and identifiers of problems that need solution, but not re-
searchers, per se.

Finally, two others indicated that they do not have specific tar-
get populations in their regionse One said:

I go out after the idea, irrespective of where it comes from.
The other remarked:

I'm cut to identify the potentially good researcher anywheres.
I can't be expected to give him training in depth, but I can
be expected to open research opportunities to hime

Thus, there is a diversity of opinion among the Directors of Bdu-
cational Research about encouraging the persomel of school systems to
submit proposals to the RRP. At the same time, the structure of many
school systems, as well as their internal requirements, probably limit
the extent of their participation in a program such as the RRP. The
topic of school systems znd the RRP, of course, merits a study of its
own, Here we only call attention to the fact that for whatever
reasons--unofficial policy, preferences of the Directors, or obstacles
within school systems~~the fact is clear: school systems do not fare
as well as colleges and universities in Securing funds from the RRP.




Sponsoring Department

From Chapter Onc we learned that proposals sponsored by a college
or university originate most frequently in Schools or Departments of
Education. We also know, of course, that these proposals are submitted
to conduct research on education, With this information, one might
guess that proposals listing a School or Department of Education as the
university subdivision would be most likely to be fundeds Such is not
the case, however, as Table 2.2 shows.

TABLE &.2

APPLICANTS SPONSORED BY UNIVERSITY RESEARCH
BUREAUS ARE MOST LIKELY TO BE FUNDED

Proportion

Sponsoring Department of agﬁiégints ggggizagis
Research bureau 53 (38)
Liberal arts department L0 (176)
Professional school or

administrative office 39 (82)
School or department of

education .38 (26L)

TOTAL o110 (560)

Cases excluded” 105

(665)

"MNot at an institution of higher education.

As may be seen in Table 2.2, research bureaus submit the fewest propo-
sals to the RRP, but it is the applicants sponsored by research bureaus
who have tl.2 best chance of getting funded.

Perhaps the most important finding in Table 2.2, however, is that
the greatest number of applicants for RRP funds are associated with a
School or Dpepartment of Education, but these applicants are, if any-
thing, slightly less likely to be funded than *he smaller number from
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a liberal arts department or from a professional school. Exeept for
applicants from a research bureau, the difference in funding rate among
wiversity subdivisions is so small that it warrants explanation.

Highest Earned Degree

Knowing that the Ph.D. is usually perceived as a research degree
and the Ed.D. as oriented towurd professional practice, the next step
in finding out which applicants are more successful is to explore
their academic backgrounds. Because so many applicants had not earned
a doctorate when they applied for a grant from the RRP, Table 2.3 re-
poris the propgrticn of applicants funded by whether their highest
degree in 1967 was a bachelor!s, master's or doctorate.

The figures in Table 2.3 are quite revealing, They show that ap-
plicants trained in a discipline, whether holding a doctorate or only
a master's degree, are most likely to be fundeds To be specific, a
total of U3 per cent who have . doctor’s or a master's degree in a
field other than education submit successful proposals, but wnly 3L
per cent of vhose with a Ph.D. in education and 30 per cent with a
master's in education are funded.

To a leading spokesman for educational research,

Solid training in one or more of the behavioral, social
and humanistic disciplines is indispensable for thought-
ful educational research.

Judging by the funding pattern of the RRP, today's talented researcher
is recruited to the field of educational research rather than being
trained as a researcher while a graduate student specializing in educa-
tion,

Of particular significance is the ability of the RRP to attract
young researchers to eduncational research, that is, those who have no
more than a master's degree in another field. One can assume that
these individuals are in an institutional setting that provides con-
tact between the field of education and their own discipline or they
would not have thought of applying to the RRP for a small-projects
grant. Further analysis of our data will show how many of these 116
applicants intend their proposed research for a doctoral dissertation
and the eﬁﬁent to which they are committed to the field of educational
research,

21967 is used because this study focuses on applicants who sub-
mitted proposals to the RRP between July, 1967 and June, 1968,

3Lee J. Cronbach, "The Role of the University in Improving Educa-
tion," Phi Delta Kappan, Vol. 47 (June, 1966), Sul.

hSee Chapter Six.
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"TABLE 243

APPLICANTS VWITH THE DOCTéRATE OR A MASTER'S DEGREE
IN A DISCIPLINE ARE MOST LIKELY TO BE FUNDED

sy
———

» : Proportion
Degreglépecialty Highest'dégree of aggiégzéts g;gfigagis
Discipline Ph,D, o113 (161)

Master's L3 (116)
Education Ed.D. o (112)
Ph.D, 3k (83)
Master's 30 (1L7)
TOTAL .38 (619)
Cases excluded” 11
NA = 5
665

*Other degree or professional diploma.

One curious finding in Table 2.3 deserves comment: namely, appli-
cants with a Ph.D. in education are somewhat less likely to be funded
than those with an Ed.D. (3L per cent of the Ph.D.'s in education and
L0 per cent of the Ed:D.'s). We expected just the opposite because
Ed.D. graduate programs provide training for teaching and professional
service while the Ph.D. ggaduate programs in education are oriented
toward research training.” Table 2.4 in the next section of this
chapter will help explain this finding by showing that only certain
Ph.D.'s in education are less likely than Ed.D.'s to be funded.

5See Buswell and McConnell study of 195l and 196l Ed.D.'s and
Ph.D.'s in education for an analysis of the differential training and
career activities of these two groups of educational specialists. Guy
T. Buswell and T.R. McConnell, Training for Educational Research, Co-
operative Research Project No. 51074 (Berkeley, California: Center
for the Study of Higher Education, University of California, 1966).

3l
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Previous Research Grants

Research costs money and even the most modest inquiry requires a
researcher's time and available supplies, Moreover, most educational
research is not an operation that can be undertaken by one individual
equipped with no more than a typewriter, a ream of paper, and the
kitchen table., Under these circumstances, it is only natural that re-
searchers seek funds to carry out their work. o

We purposely asked applicants seeking funds from the RRP whether
they had obtained research grants in the past. The question was
worded:

[Prior to applying for a grant from the RRP] have you
ever received a research grant from any of the follow-
ing sources?

Sources ranged from a government agency to the applicant's own insti-
tution. Of the researchers funded by the RRP, 43 per cent had never

received a previous research granté--evidence that the RRP does give

the young researcher a chance to get started.

Does the RRP, however, fund the less experienced researcher re-
gardless of his level of training? In other words, is the Program
tqually likely to support pre- and post-doctoral applicants? Then tco,
how does the area of specialization influence the applicant's chances
of obtaining support? We know that applicants trained in a discipline
are more likely to receive RRP support than those trained in education,
but is this still the case when we relate degree specialty and research
grant experience to funding?

Table 2.L answers these questions and adds to ocur knowledge of who
is funded. First, there are differences among those who have previ-
ously received a grant and those who have not. In four out of five
comparisons, those who have not received a previous grant are more
likely to be funded by the RRP than those who have. This finding is
shown in the colum headed "Diff:rence.”

6Appendix B, Table 2,1




TABLE 2,l
APPLICANTS WHO HAVE NEVER RECEIVED A RESEARCH
GRANT ARF MORE LIKELY TO BE FUNDED
. Previous grants
Degree Highest Difference
specialty degree None | One or more
(Proportion funded)
Discipline Ph.D. 52 (23) ] JLo (136)]  +.12
Masterts ! 5L (65) 1} .29 (51) +q
Education Ph.D. A7 (15) | 30 (66)] +.17

Ed.Da 036 (25) .h2 (86) "'006

Master's | «36 (88) ] .21 (56) +,15

TOTAL | Wb (216) | .35 (395)

N = 611

Cases excluded™ L1
NA = 13

665

%bther degree or professional diploma.

Second, Table 2,L shows that more than one half the applicants
who have a degree in a discipline obtain their first research grant
from the RRP, To be specific, 52 per cent of the applicants with a
Ph.D. in a discipline (row 1), and 5l per cent of those with a master!'s
degree in a discipline submit research proposals that are funded. This
is an important finding, The Program supports not only unknown re-
searchers, but it also gives as much chance to the pre- as to the pcst-
doctoral applicant from a discipline.

Third, Table 2.l provides more information about the Ph.D. in edu-
cation that helps differentiate him from the Ed.D. It is the Ph.D. in
education with no other research grant to his credit who is more likely
to be a successful RRP applicant than the Ed.D. in the same circum-
stances. Note, however, that recipients of the research degree in edu-
cation who have been awarded other grants do not fare so well as RRP
applicants--only 30 per cent are funded.

36
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Finally, the funding pattern for the Ed.D., as shown in Tahle 2,k,
is perplexinge Of all the applicants, they are the only group nore
likely to be funded if they have received a previous grant. The eV~
planation, as we will see shortly, lies in the present field of
interest of these applicants.

Earlier, Table 242 showed that about the same proportion or appli-
cants from Schools of Education and from liberal arts_digartments are
funded by the RRP, Which applicants in these subdivisions is yet to
be explored. Knowing that type of degree distinguishes the funded ap-
plicant from the not funded one, we¢ want to consider this characteris-
tic jointly with departmental affiliation to further delineate the
recipient of RRP funds. Table 2,5 shows this relationship.

First, we want to mention that the numbers appearing in some of
the cells under the headings "Research bureau," "Other subdivision,"
and "Not in higher education" (the last three columns of Table 2.5) are
too small to show a clear pattern. We simply present these data to
assure the reader that these applicants have not been overlookeds

The key finding in Table 2,5 is that applicants trained in a dis=
cipline who subsequently cross over to Schools or departments of Edu-
cation are particularly likely to have submitted successful proposals.
This is the case for applicants who have either a Ph.D. or a master's
degree and especially so for those with only a master's degrees By
reading the second row of Table 2.5, we see that L8 per cent of the
applicants affiliated with Schools or departments of ‘Education in addi-
tion to holding a master's degree in a discipline are funded, whereas
only 38 per cent of those with the same type of degree but in liberal
arts departments are successful,.

Conversely, the few applicants with a PheD. in education who move
into liberal arts departments are more likely to be fundrd than their
more numarous peers with an identical degree who have remained in
Schiols or departments of Education,

From the figures in Table 2,5 one cannot draw the conclusion that
researchers trained in one area who then become affiliated with another
are necessarily better researchers., But the data do suggest that these
men are in departments free of traditional barriers or they wouldn't
have been recruited in the first place. For instance, the applicant
with a Ph,D. in a discipline attached to a School of Education is a
prime exaniple of how some Schools of Education develop communication
with relevant disciplines. Further research would be needed to learn
whether, in general, investigators trained in one field who are re~
cruited to another offer promise as researchers. However, we can say
that among the applicants, those trained in a discipline who are
attracted to Schools of Education merit study as a manpower resource
for developing educational research.
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Most Ed.D.'s, as one would expect, are affiliated with Schools or
departments of Education. Moreover, as applicants for RRP funds they
cre more successful than their colleagues with Fh.De's in education who
have the same type of affiliation. Forty-three per cent of the EdeD.'s
in contrast to 33 per cent of the Ph.D.'s who specialize in education
are funded. Why EdJD.'s are more likely to be successful leads
directly into the next, and last, section of this chapter which focuses
on the applicant's field of interest at the time he submitted his pro-
posal, ‘

Major Field

Bvery applicant who completed our questiommaire was asked to
designate his major field or specialty at the time he submitted his
proposal to the RRE  Not unexpectedly (as shown in Table 1.7) a
majority of applicants designated education. . The second most fre-
quently listed specialty was psychologye. Together thesa two fields in-
cluded 75 per cent of the applicants. The remaining 25 per cent were
in a variety of fields ranging from art to zoologye

The fact *that applicants more often than not are in some branch
of education does not necessarily mean that they are the mes who are
fundeds Oun the contrary, psychologists are most likely to submit
winning proposals, as may be seen in Table 2.6,

TABLE 2,6

PSYCHOLOGISTS ARE MORE LIKELY TO BE FUNDED
THAN SPECIALISTS IN ANY OTHER FIELD

]
———

Proportion

. . . Number of
Major field of a?gﬁégzﬁts agglicants
Psychology A5 (143)
Education 35 (361)
Social science (e.ge,
sociology,
economics) 35 (7h)
A1l other fields 38 (87)
TOTAL .38 (665)

Applicants in education specified the sub-area of interest within
their major field--for example, administration, teacher training, or
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research and statistics. Applicants in psychology did likewise, naming
developmental psychology, guidance and counseling, or another subspeci-
alty.

Now we want to consider the funding patterns of the RRP taking
into account the subspecialty of the many applicants in psychology or
educations Doing so will further differentiate the applicants and, as
we will see shortly, explain a seemingly paradoxical finding shown in
Tables 2.3 and 2.5: Ed.D.'s, the recipients of a doctorate oriented
toward professional practice, are more likely to be funded than PheDs's
in education, the recipients of the research oriented degree,

Within psychology, it is the applicant who specializes in learning
or developmental who is most likely to obtain RRP funds (Table 2.7 be=-
low)s Then, within the field of educations; the applicant who speci-
alizes in teacher training or administration is more likely to be
funded. Parenthetically, we might add that more applicants come from
these two subspecialties than any other, as can be seen from the
figures entered in the last column of Table 2.7

An applicant!s degree and his majur field of interest are, of
course, closely relateds One trained in education tends to work in
that field, and one trained in a discipline tends to stay within his
disciplines But the story is not so simple. We know from Table 25
that applicants with a Ph.D. in a discipline who switch to a School of
Education are especially likely to be funded for a small-projects
grante We then began to consider whether these Ph.D.'s name psychol~
ogy or a branch of education as their major field of interest.

Moreover, throughout this discussion of funding patterns we have
found the Ph.D. in education an enigma. In general, he is less likely
to secure BRP funds than the Ed,D, The exception is the very few (11
cases) who switch to liberal arts. These applicants have a high
fugding rate; all the others lag behind the EdsDe's, as shown in Table
2404

In an effort to explain why almost all Ph.D.'s in education do
poorly relative to Ed.,D.'s in education as competitors for RRP funds,
we decided to explore the field of interest of applicants with a
doctorates We have learned, for example, that applicants in some
areas of education, notably teacher training and administration, are
more likely to be funded than those in other educational sub-areass
We began to think we should find out who these applicants are--Ed.D.!'s
or FheDe's in education, or perhaps even Ph.D.'s trained in a disci-
plines

As it turns out, this exploration was rewardinge The results of

Jointly relating type of doctorate and sub-area of interest to the
probability of being funded are presented in Table 2.8, Admittedly,

Lo
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TABLE 247

FUNDING WITHIN PSYCHOLOGY AND WITHIN
EDUCATICN VARIES BY SUB-AREA

— —

Sub~area within . ofnggigzig%s Numbgr of
psychology or education funded applicants
Tsychorogy
TLearning ' 56 (23)
Developmental 55 (20)
Educational 50 (k)
Guidance and counseling 10 (L8)
Personality . [L] (9)
Testing and measurement (3] (7)
Clinical (3] (7)
A1l other subspecialties 033 (15)
TOTAL L5 (113)
Education
Teacher training iy (1&23
Administration L0 (78
Research and statistics 032 (34)
Curriculum o 27 (55)
Special education (e.g., .
adult, business) «25 (28)
A1l other subspecialties 25 (2k)
TOTAL 35 (361)
N= 504
Cases excluded™ 161

S —————

665

*Applicants in other fields,

Noﬁe: Bracketed numbers refer to the actual number of funded
f applicants where there are too few cases for determining propor-
tions Y
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TAHLE 2,8

FH.D.'S TRAINED IN EDUCATION ARE MOST LIKELY TO
BE FUNDED WHEN THEIR FIELD IS FSYCHOLOGY

s,

Type of doctorate

Major field Ph.,D, in Ph.D. in a
education ! discipline Ed.D,
{Proportion funded)
Psychology

Developmental, learning,
testing and measurement [5] (6) .58 (31) | [0) (3)
Guidance and counseling,
personality (31 (9) [2] (8) | L6 (13)
Educational (2] (L)} [ol (1) | [2] (3)
Other (ee7., clinical,
social) (11 (3) 38 (16) | [1] (u)

TOTAL 50 (22)]  LL6 (56) | L5 (20)

: N = 98
Education

Teacher training o2l (29) 59 (17) | 39 (36)
Administration o] (5 [o] (3) | U5 (22)
Research and statistics [2] (8) [3] (5) | «50 (10)
Curriculum L5 (1)) (o] (1) | .32 (19)

TOTAL 26 (53) .50 (26) | Lo (87)

N = 163

Cases excluded®™ Lol

665

*Applicants with another degree or a professional diploma who are
now in the field of edueation or psychology (N = 243) and applicants

in other fields (N = 161),

Note: Bracketed numbers refer to the actual number of funded ap-~

L2
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there are rel-“ively few cascs, but the findings are suggestive.

Comparing the total number of discipline trained Ph.,D,'s in the
fi=ld of education with the ones in psychology, we s<e that they are
about equally likely to be successful., Filty per cent of those
Ph.D.'s now working in education are funded as are LS per c'nt of
those in psychology. Making the same comparison for Ed.D.!'s, we see
that vhether they are interested in education or psychology, they are
also about equally 1i!-:ly to be funded--l0 per cent in education, and
Li5 per cent in psychology are successful, However, the percentages
for the PheDe!s trained in education diverge considerably, Most are
interested in education, but .nly 26 per cent of them are funded. By
contrast, the few now in psychology have a good chance of being
funded~-exactly 50 per cente

Studying the Jower part of Table 2.8, namely, the section headed
"Education," we can trace in more detail the funding trend of appli-
cants with the three types ol douctorates in the sub-areas within edu-
cations "The principal finding here is that in the sub-area teacher
training, the PL.D. in education is no match for the EdsD. or the
PhoDe trairned in s discipline. The Ph,D. from a discipline also
kncwledgeable in the area of teacher training gets funded with rela-
tive ease~~39 per cent, to be precise, The Ed.D. ranks second=-39
per cent are funded., Howsver, the Ph.D. in education who identifies
himself as specializing in teacher training appears to be a loser—-—
his funding rate is only 2l per cent.

e did not attempt to gather data on graduate experience; hence,
we caanot say if this contributes to the percentage differences we
see in Table 2,0 among funded applicants who spcciulize in teacher
training, We will keep this finding in mind as we proceed with the
analysis, but unfortunately, the questionnaire data do not provide a
ready answers.

For the few applicants in the field of educational administra-
tion, the figures point in the same direction as those discussed
above, Forty-five per cent of the Ed.D.'s in educational administra-
tion are funded; but none uf the Ph.D+!s~--whether from a discipline
or education. The field o educational auwnin’stration has been pre-
empted by the FdeD.'s applyinz to the RRP,

In brief, our data suggest that the applicant with a PheD. in a
discipline has the universal degree. He can switch to the field of
education or remain in a discipline (typically, psschology) and sub=-
mit a proposal for educational research that has the best chance of
being funded by the RRP, The Ed.D. 1s not as likely iLo be funded as
the Ph.D. from a discipline when both designate education as the
major field, The few Ed.De's who cross cver into psychology fare as
well a~ their colleagues from the disciplines as recipients of RRP
fundss The Ph.Ds in education, however. has an unsven rate of success,

L3
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Only those in psychology are likely to be funded,

Summary

Overall, this chapter has shown that the RRP invests considerably
in the less experienced researcher, a stated aim of the Program is to
support promising researchers who seek to undertake a small-scale
project in educational research, and the data show that to a consider-
able extent the Program succeeds in this aim.

In particwlar, our data indicate that the funded applicant can
have a master's degree or a doctorate and be in almost any field, al- .
though his chances of being funded are maxdimal if he is in psychology. "
Moreover, the funded applicant is usually a novice in obtaining
research grants, For c.ample, he is more likely never to have received
a research grant +than to have a grant or two to his credit,
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CHAPTER THREE

THE PROPOSAL

The one means the applicant has of communicating with the review=
ers who will evaluate his research plan is through the proposal. The
Guidelines caution "... if it [the proposal] does not convey the mes=-
sages staff and field readers will not assume meaning or intent."l As
the contents of the proposals are examined, it will become apparent
that all too often this caution has not been heeded, For the purpose
of this discussion, the contents of the proposals are divided into six
sections:

1. Subject matter

2+ BEducational level
3¢ Group to be studied
L. Research design

5. Modes of analysis
6. Budget

Subject Matter

An aim of the USOF Hegional Research Program (RRP) is to st .mu-
late research on educat.on, and vhe Program has elicited proposals
for studies which go far beyond the usual subjects of reading, writing,
and arithmetice. Virtually every iield is represented,< even those
with seemingly remote connections to education. The following ran-
domly selected titles suggest the range and richress of subject matters

"Biomechanics of Normal and Treadmill Running"
YPhotographic Study of Nonverbal Responses in Youth"

"Discrimination of Recency in Children'®:

WAssaultive Language Usage Reveals Level of Self-
Worth Among Chetto Negro Teen-Agers in Group Situa-
tions-~An Exploratory Study"

"Nonverbal Communication--Attitude Change and Hierar-
chical Roles."

lguidelines, ope cite, DPe 3e

2See Appendix B, Table 3.1 for detailed classification of suht.iect
mattar. .




As may be seen in Table 3.1, the distribution of subject matter falls
into three main groups: psychology (30 per cent), education (27 per cent)
and a conglomerate of less frequently chosen subjects (4Ll per cent). The
two major classifications~-~psychology and education-~have been used here
as a means of differentiating education as a psychological process of
learning from education as an institutione

TABLE 3.1
THE SUBJECT MATTER OF FROPOSALS

Proportion of

Subject of proposed research proposals
Psychology (education as a process) 30
Education (education as an institution) 0 27
Mathematics, physical, or biological

sciences W15
English and language arts 13
Social sciences other than psychology «10
Music or art .06
TOTAL 1.01 (651)

Subject not elsewhere classified

(6.g., aviation) ' 11
Not classifiable by subject

(eege, student activism) '_2
665

*Tables in this chapter compare the funded and the
not funded proposal only when vhe data show a difference
between these twe groups.

Within each field, the subspecialty provides a rio~e precise definition

of the subject matter to be examined in the study. For example, within
psychology it may be educational psychology, testing and measurement,
counseling, or guidance and placement. Within education, the specific

area may be administration, finance, or history, or philosophy of education,

Apart from the fact that the few proposals from the fields of
rmusic and art have a slightly higher funding rate thain proposals from

other fields, there is no apparent difference in the iunding pattern by
subject matter (Tahkle 3.2).

Lé
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TABLE 3.2

A VARIETY OF SUBJECT MATTERS ARE FUNDED

Proportion of Number of

Subject of proposed research proposals proposals
fnnded :
Music and art 16 (37)
Mathematics, physical or biological
scisnces Lo (97)
Social sciences other than psychology it (66)
Psychology .38 (193)
Zducation 36 (173)
English and language arts .35 (85)
TOTAL .38 (651)
Subject not elsewnere classified
(esg., aviation) 11
Not classifiable by subject
(esg+, student activism) 3
665

*Tables in this chapter compare the funded and the not
funded proposal only when the data show a difference between
these two groups., '

Ioposals in psychology and in education, which together total almost
sixty per cent of all submissions, are equally likely to be funded,
So too are the proposals in mathematics, English or one of the other
social sciences. In sum, for proporals with these different subject
matters, the difference between the minimum and maximum funding rate
is only 5 per cent,
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Educational Level

As Table 3,3 shows, the educational levels to be studied extend
from pre-school to higher education. The studies concentrate on the
elementary. and secondary schools, which.taken together are mentioned as
the level of interest in 56 per cent of the proposals, The post-
secondary levels are the anticipated focus of attention in over one-half
of the studies (51 per cent); but for this group of proposals, the four
year college is the level most frequently included in the research plan
(37 per cent). .

TABIE 343

LEVEL OF EDUCATION TO BE STUDIED

Educational level to be studied Proportion of

proposals
Pre-school 07
|
Lower levels
Elementary .28] .56
| Secondary 28]
‘ Higher levels
1 College 371
| Junior college 006} 51
Vocational .05 *
Graduate 03]
Entire school system .01
TOTAL 1.15% (517)
Educational level
not specified 59
Not applicable 89
665

*Potal exceeds 1,00 because more than one
educational level willi be studied.

s Group to Be Studied

Considering the fact that there is a $10,C00 ceiling on RRP
projects, it is not unexpected that students lead the list of groups
to be studied (Table 3.4).

L8
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TABLE 3.L

SEVEN OUT OF TEN PROPOSALS SPECIFY
THAT STUDENTS WILL BE STUDIED

ion of
Group to be studied Proportion o

proposals
Students 69
Teachers o1l
Schools .06
Principals .03
Community .02
School district .01
Parents .01
Guidance counselors .01

Other (e.ge., employers, citizens,

taxpayers) J5

TOTAL 1.12% (513)

Not applicable EEE

665

*Total exceeds 1.00 because more than one group
will be studied.

It is less expensive to administer, for example, standard tests to
captive classes of students than to research other groups.

As may be seen in Table 3.L, 69 per cent of RRP proposals focus
on students, Researchers seldom simultaneously include teachers, as
evidenced by the 55 point difference in the proportions. Of course,
not all 1L per cent of the teacher groups are paired with students.
Teachers themselves ar: studiec¢ separately. Other roles directly
connected with the educative process are almost completely over-
looked. The school as a whole has a better chance (6 per cent) of
being studied than principals (3 per cent), parents (1 per cent) and
guidance counselors (1 per cent).

Although the Guidelines state that applicants are "... to outline
the proposed research procedures carefully,"3 our efforts to classify

3Guidelines, loc. cit,
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the contents of proposals reveal that many do not. Of the 377 appli-
cants planning to study students, ﬁh per cent fail to specify even a
rough estimate of the sample size, Only 9 %er cent have anything to
say about the race or ethnicity of stugents, and only 10 per cent
define the economic level of students.

When teachers are subjects~-the one'reméining school group with
much probability of being studied~--the applicants are more negligent
of details, Approximate sample size is not given in 55 per cent of
the casese! These figures suggest the magnitude of the omissions of
basic lactual information in proposalse

Research Design

Applicants select a variety of designs to achieve the objectives
of their prnposed projects. As Table 3.5 shows, they most frequently

use:

1l. Experiments or quasi-experiments

2. Surveys

3« Standardized achievement or psychological tests
lie Tests developed for the studye

The subject matter of a study influences the choice of design.
Studies in psychology, English, mathematics, the physical sciences,
music, and art rely most on standardized tests or tests developed for
the research; studies in education or a social science other than psy-
chology are particularly likely to use surveys (Table 3.6).

Of greater interest, perhaps, is the absence of empty cells in
Table 3.6. Each research design is used by a fair share of the re-
searchers in every area., A comparison of the columns for psychology
and education illustrates both the influence of subject matter on
design choice and the variation of choice within a subject area. For
example, 88 per cent of the studies in psychology use standardized
tests; L5 per cent, experiments; 32 per cent, a survey; 18 per cent,
observational or developmental techniques; and 16 per cent another
designe In education, the survey is preferred (47 per cent); then
observational or developmental technicues (38 per cent); standardized
tests (3L per cent); another design (26 per cent); and last, experi-
ments (23 per cent).

LAppendix B, Table 3424
SAppendix B, Table 3.3
6Appendix B, Table 3.l

7Appendix B, Table 3.5,
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TABLE 3.5
THE STUDY DESIGNS OF PROPOSALS VARY CONSIDERABLY

Proportion of
Study design P

proposals
Experiment, quasi-experiment .36
Survey (questionnaires, interviews) .35

Standardized achievement or psychological
tests 32

Tests developed for the study (e.g.,
aptitude, personality, achievement,

etcs) .28
Developmental design (e.g., for a currric-

ulum innovation) W16
Documentary or secondary analysis 016
Observation ‘ Jal
Other (e.g., sociometry, case study) 06

TOTAL 1,837 (6L9)

Not specified or
not applicable _Eé

665

*Total exceeds 1.00 because more than one study design
was specified.

Modes of Analysis

The many ways that applicants intend to analyze their data are
detailed in Table 3.7. One~third of those who do specify the modes of
analysis plan to rely on tests of significarice; another 31 per ceut,
analysis of variance; and 28 per cent, correlation or regression
analysiss. For the remaining quantitative technigues the proportions
drop sharply, reflecting an inverse relationship between complexity of
technique and frequency of use.

The disquieting element in Table 3.7 is the number of omissions.
Twenty-~seven per cent do not state any plans for analyzing the data.
In this instance, the instructions in the Guidelines may be a factor.
Applicants are not explicitly instructed to describe the planned modes
of analysis in the study design section of their proposals. When the

Guidelines are revised, this oversight should be corrected. But the
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TABLE 3.7

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE OR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ARE
THE MOST FREQUENTLY NAMED MODES OF ANALYSIS

—

Proportion of

Modes of analysis

proposals
Tests of significance (e.ge., t tests,
chi~square) 33
Analysis of variance . 31
Correlation or regression analysis .28
Descriptive-nonanalytic analysis W19
Qualitative or historical analysis A7
Analysis of covariance 012
Factor analysis; cluster analysis .08
Discfggﬁgént function analysis .02
Other (e.g., item analysis, systems
analysis) .05
TOTAL 1.55% (1a7)
Not specified 169
Not applibable _ZZ
665

*Total exceeds 1,00 because more than one mode of
analysis was planned,

absence of a specific instruction, however, does not justify the high
proportion of gpplicants omitting a discussion of the analytical tech-
niques to be used.,

To some extent, one missing detail leads to another. Many appli-
cants fail to state how they intend to process their data. As Table
3.8 shows, this is the case for 2h6 of the 665 applicants (37 per cent).
Virtually all applicants who do specify the intended data processing
f technique will use a computer.

Budget

The present ceiling on USOE funds for RRP-supported research is
$10,000, and most applicants plan with this as the target. Table 3.9
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TABLE 3.8

PROPOSALS THAT SPECIFY THE MODES OF DATA
PROCESSING BUDGET FOR USE OF A COMPUTER

P

Modes of computation

Proportion of

and data processing proposals
Computer 98
Other (esge, McBee cards,
hand tabulating) .02
TOTAL 1,00 (340)
Not specified 2Li6
Not applicable 79
665

TABLE 3.9

THREE OUT OF FIVE APPLICANTS REQUEST
THE MAXTMUM IN FEDERAL FUNDS

Federal contributicn requested

Proportion of

applicants
$5,000 or less A1
$5,001 - $7,000 ki
$7,00L - $9,000 .19
$9,001 - $10,000 59
TOTAL 1.00 (66L)
No budget attached
to proposal 1
665
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shows that 59 per cent of the proposals specify a federal budget be-
tween $9,000 and $10,000. In contrast, only 11 per cent request
$5,000 or less. The fact that even this many researchers are able to
conduct a project on such a modest budget raises the question of who
they are.

It turns out that they are the applicants who intend vsing their
projects for dissertations. A majority of this group request the
lower levels of support (Table 3.10).

TABLE 3,10

LESS THAN C(NE-HALF OF THE PROPOSALS INTENDED FCR
DISSERTATIONS REQUEST MAXTMUM FEDERAL FUNDS

RRP proposal for a dissertation

Requested federal contribution

Yes No
$5,000 or less .16 .09
$5,001 ~ $7,000 .15 10
$7,00L -~ $9,000 22 .18
$9,00L -~ $10,000 A7 .63
TOTALS 1.00 (159) 1,00 (505)
N = 66l
No budget attached
to proposal 1
665

Only L7 per cent of the applicants who intend their RRP research for
dissertations request between $9,000 and $10,000 in federal funds,
whereas 63 per cent of those who do not intend their research for dis-
sertations request this amounte. Doctoral candidates seem to antici-
pate that the size of their requests may influence their chances of
being funded,

f Arriving at a total sum to request is just one aspect of prepar-
ing a budgete The utilization of research dollars for specific items
is also of interest. The budgets submitted in fiscal 1968 list the
portion of the anticipated cost for each item that will be covered by
either federal or local funds. However, there is no standard method
for distributing funds from the two sources; and in effect, applicants
are freec to divide the costs as they choose so long as the request
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for federal funds does not exceed $10,C00. For instance, the cooperat-
ing institution may assume the tctal cost of personnel, or computer
time, or even indirect costs. Such arrangements produce the illusion
that these items are cost-free if only the federal side of the ledger
is reviewed. Accordingly, total costs are the basis for the analysis.

Treating each budget item as a total results in the loss of

casess Only 571 of the 665 budgets contain the information necessary
for analysis. ULighty-one budgets have been eliminated because they do
10t state the local contribution,8 and another thirteen could not be in-
cluded because the budgets had become separated from the proposals. The
available data are reported in Table 3.11; first, as the median cost of
the item, followed by the proportion of the 571 budgets upon which the
calculation is based,

The magnitude of the median cost at the top of the list--that for
professional personnel--stresses its importance. All other direct costs
are mere fractions of this amount and none reaches $1,000. Furthermore,
it is the only project item appearing in every budget. Even items such
as services and supplies, expected to be common among all projects, have
not been reported by every applicant. But these variations reflect dif-
ferent accounting procedures at cooperating institutions.

The median total budget is $11,195, several hundred dollars over the
amount provided by a maximum federal grant combined with the minimum
local contribution. This is only the half-way point in the distribution,
50 per cent of the total costs exceed this amount with a few going as
high as $SO,OOOgLand even higher. An applicant receiving such strong
support can choose among a greater number of alternatives in planning
his project than- the applicant who has no more than a 5 per cent commit-
ment from his institution. Although this minimum standard for the local
contribution is generally enforced, a maximum is not. Setting a maximum
would tend to place more equal demands on the researchers.

81n Fiscal 1968 this information was a required part of the budget
and application form; however, the procedure has been modified since
that time. The local contribution is now being negotiated after a project
has been approved for funding. There is no indication of the anticipated
institutional commitment on either the title page or budget of each
proposal submitted. Without this information, the true costs of the
project are obscured; and in the present analysis, such omissions have
resulted in a heavy loss of cases--the federal budget alone dces not
represent the total cost of the project.

9During the coding of the budget data, it was observed that data
processing, including coding and key punching, is frequently under
services rather than non-professional personnel and services. Indirect
costs is another item applicants treat in different ways. Some do not
use the category at all and instead apportion such costs among other
categories,




TABLE 3.11

THE MEDIAN TOTAL COSTS OF BUDGET ITEMS

Median Proportion of

. 3 L -
Budget item amount cases reporting
item as a cost

Direct costs

Professional r-ersommel $5,578 1.00
Non—professional,pérsonnel 782 .80

Services and final report 609 .95 :
Equipment ‘ 590 29
Travel. L20 o T7
Employee benefits 374 .80
Supplies and material s 276 .95
Communiications 90 67
Indirect costs 2,152 91
MEDIAN TOTAL EUDGET $11,195 1.00

Source of funds 4
Local contribution $2,104L 1,00
Federal request 9,257 1.00

TOTAL (571)

*Cumulative proportions for each item appear in
Appendix B, Table 3.6.

LY

*Cases not listing the cost for an item have been
eliminated from the distribution.

If it is desirable to equalize the funds available for conducting
the research and to limit the Program to truly small projects, then
one other factor has to be taken into account. As Table 3.l1 shows, the
only other item in addition to professional personnel costs that absorbs
) a high proportion of the budget is indirect costs. This amount, $2,152
represents about 20 per cent of the median budget. Table 3.12 summarizes
the per cent of the total budget absorbed by this cost.10 For 18 per cent

10Indirect costs are not calculated in a uniform manner by all
institutions. To compensate for this variability, indirect cost propor-
tions have been recalculated using the total cost of the project as
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TABLE 3.12

FER CINT OF BUDGET FOR INDIRECT COSTS VARIES

Per cent of budget Proportion of

for indirect costs zzgﬁgi%iz
10 per cent or less .18
11 - 15 per cent .16
16 - 20 per cent « 20
21 - 25 per cent .19
26 - 30 per cent W17
31 per cent and over «10

———

TOTAL 1.00 (508)

None listed 63
No budget awvailable 13
No local amount stated 81

665

of the projects, indirect costs represent no more than 10 per cent of
the available funds, but for 10 per cent of the projects, indirect costs
amount to more than 30 per cent of the budget. The variations in the
rates may be 1 tly due to the %types of charges entered as indirect
costs, More important, they exaggerate differences in total project
costs and as a consequence, diminish the amount of the federal grant
available for conducting the research, In effect, not all researchers
receiving $10,000 grants obtain equal amounts of project support. Under
the circumstances, the Directors should consider providing a grant exclu-
sively for the research and then arrange to reimburse the institution
for furnishing essential services,

the bases This sum is the most reliable figure available; the defini-
tions of item categories have not been standardized and prohibit using
total professional costs or total salaries and wages as the denominator.
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Summary

This chapter has described the proposals submitted by RRP appli-
cants by presenting data concerning the subject matter, the educational
level to be studied, the group to be studied, the research design, the
modes of analysis, and the budget. In brief, these data show that the
subject matter of RRP proposals is varied, The elementary and secondary
levels are most frequently studied; students are the most popular object
of proposed research, Few projects center on the teacher, and virtually
none on policy~-makers, either chief administrators or members of the
board.

Every subject is explored in a number of ways., All recognized
design techniques are used. However, applicants who utilize the more
conventional quantitative modes of analysis far outweigh those relying
on qualitative methods. Even though most state that their data will be
processed by a computer, few depend upon compleix suatistical or mathe-
matical programs for the analysis.

The median total budget is $11,195. Only one-half of the projects
can be conducted for less than this amount, the assumed small-scale
ranges The other half exceed $11,195 and a few projects reach $50,000.

The primary finding, however, in this review of the proposals is
the consistent failure of applicants to provide sufficient details about
their proposed projectse C(ne-third of the applicants planning to study
students do not estimate sample size; one-fourth of the applicants do
not state plans for analyzing the data; one-third do not specify how they
will process the data; and one out of six do not prepare their budgets
as required, The omission of this wvital information negates efforts to
evaluate projects. Furthermore, if only the federal portion of the
budget is submitted, the actual costs of the proposed research can never
be known and in a sense, the projects cannot be compared on an equal
dollar basis,




CHAPTER FOUR

DEVELOPING THE PROPOSAL

Beyond the instruction booklet issued by a granting agency, an
applicant seeking funds for his research usually likes to sound out
his ideas and obtain some appraisal of his plan before he formally ap-
proaches an agency. He may do this, for example , by discussing his
proposed research with a colleague. The exchange can lead to other
sources, such as an overlooked article, a contact with someone who has
applied for a similar grant, or a substantive specialist who is will-
ing to go over a draft of the proposal. These examples suggest that
much can happen between the time a researcher first thinks of applying
for a grant and finally transmits his proposal,

How to write a research proposal is, of course, easier said than
donee The USOE Regional Research Program (RRP) Guidelines,_ urge the
applicant to be "clear, concise, forthright, and complete,'— an injunc-
tion which applies to 21l expository writinge. Bubt how one achieves
the desired degree of perfection is not explained., Hopefully, docu-
menting the experiences of applicants will be instructive for those
contemplating submitting a proposal, for the RRP, and for scientists
interested in the process of sorting the ideas that get researched
from those that are aborted.

In this section we will comsider how applicants hear of the RRP,
at what point in time their research plans are formulated, and the
type of resources they use in preparing the proposal. Lastly, we
will discuss the housekeeping aspects of proposal development: the
clerical costs, who bears the expense, and the number of man-hours
spent preparing the proposal,

Finding Out About the RRP

Since our sample is composed of educational researchers applying
to only one granting program and does not include researchers in
general, we camot gauge the number of potential applicants, We do
knew, however, how several hundred learned about the Program. Indeed,
as Table li1 shows, sources of knowledge about the Program are varied:
(1) word of mouth from a colleague or superior; (2) personal contact
vith a USOE official; (3) oral presentation or written materials pre=
pared by agency personnel; and (li) announcements in professional publi-
cations.

1C}uidel:'mes, Ope cites, Do e
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TABLE L.l

APPLICANTS LEARN ABOUT THE RRP FROM A COLLEAGUE OR SUPERICR

Proportion of

t AY
Source of knowledge about RRP applicants™

Colleague; superior; dean NI
Personal contact with USOE official 12
Oral presentation by USOE official or
USOE written materials «10
CORD (Consortium Research Development) 02
Other (e.ge., AFRA Newsletter) 07
Cannot recall «10
TOTAL 1,05

(658)

. - _T

665

*ables in this chapter compare the funded and the not
funded applicant, only when the data show a difference be-
tween these two groups.

S

*Total exceeds 1.00 because each applicant could name
more than one source.

As may be seen in Table L.l applicants are likely to hear about the
Program from a colleague or superior,

A chief reason for regionalizing the Small-Projects Program is to
enable direct contact between USOE persommel and potential applicants,
as well as between the Directors of Educational Research and the funded
researcher. All of the Directors of Educational Research agree that
"going into the field," as they put it, is one of “heir most importan?
functions; but as they told us, the scarcity of funds severely limits
this type of activity, For example, one remarked, "In this region ...
there has been a constant freeze on travel for the three years that I
have been here.," It is quite likely that only a limited number of appli-
cants learn about the RRP from a USOE official because of travel freezes.

61

Ly T T LR g i e T




Formulating a Research Plan end
Applying for Funds

News of available funds from a granting agency iy serve as a
stimulus to the potential applicant fo? :generating an idea into a re-
search plan, or it may prompt him to move ahead with the plan he has
been working on so that he can apply for support irmediately. Appli-
cants for RRP funds are in the latter category; that is, they state
that they had a well-defined research plan before they thought of
apnlying to the RRP,

To be precise, as can be seen in Table Ls2 below, 5Ll out of 658
applicants (83 per cent) had formulated research plans prior to
thinking of submitting a proposal to the RRP, Correlating the time
the research idea was formulated with the disposition of the proposal,
we find that the early formulators are the ones being funded (LO per
cent)s This finding suggests that the RRP provides support for
prouising research ideas waiting to be tested, Without RRP, these
ideas might remain in the mind of the researcher--and, in a sense,
become lost knowledge.

TABLE l.2

APPLICANTS WITH WELL-DEFINED RESEARCH PLANS BEFORE THEY THINK
OF APPLYING TO RRP ARE MORE LIKELY TO B% FUNDED

Stage of research plans and Propori:,lon Number of
timing of application of applicants applicants
© - funded
Well-defined before thinking of
applying Lo (5LL)
Only general idea before think-
ing of applying «30 (93)
Developed research plans after
thinking of applying o2l (1)
TOTAL . 38 ' (658)
NA = 7
665

Propos2ls, just as journal articles, can make the roundse. Thus,
it is plausible that many applicants submit their proposals to other
agencies before taking them to the RRP., However, we know that




relatively few applicants had, in fact, gone elseuvhere.
The applicant questionnaire contained the following item:
Had you previously submitted a similar proposal to a
funding agency?
(Ttem #12)

The figures in Table l,3 show that four out of five applicants
had not done so.

TABLE L43

FEWER THAN ONE IN FIVE AFPLICANTS SUBMITTED A
SIMILAR PROPOSAL TO ANOTHER FUNDING AGENCY

Similar proposal submitte&g_i ====h"FFSBS§€ESE_SE
to another agency? applicants
No «83
Yes : _:}Z_
TOTAT 1,00 (661)
NA = L

—————

665

Here we have another piece of evidence that the RRP provides support
for those interested in research on education, but who have not tried
to market their plans elsewhere.

Resources

No matter how ‘.ell-defined a research plan may be, when an appli-
cant prepares the proposal it is helpful to have supplementary mate-
rials at hand, As a minimum he needs printed materials from the
granting agency. This may seem too obvious to mention; but, as we
shall see, not every applicant has this essential information. Then,
if the applicant is inexperienced in proposal writing, he may find it
1 helpful to have copies of proposals submitted by other researchers to
which he can refer, Finally, even those with experience find it use-
ful to consult someone knowledgeable about granting agencies regarding
a time-schedule and budget.

Applicants were asked about both the resources available at their
‘ institutions and the resources they used while preparing their pro-
L posals. The answer options were presented as a check-list. Table Lol
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shows the items listed as well as the proportion of applicants who
have each rescurce available.

TABLE Y.

USOE “GUIDELINES® AND A "RESOURCE PERSON" ARE
AVATLABLE TO MOST APPLICANTS

—
Resources available Pr:ﬁ;{gizgtzf
l. USOE “"Guidelines for Small Project Ré;;éfgﬁﬁ»ﬂ ; !&f
2+ A "resource person" knowledgeable about apply-
- ing for research funds 72
3+« Copies of proposals submitted by others A5
lie Sample application forms of funding agencies Db
5. An "information bank" of agencies that fund
research o0
6. ERIC materials 33
7o USCE "™7inning a Research Bid: Tips on Proposal
Writing" .10
TOTAL 3431% (621) .
No resources available 31
NA = _Eé
665

*Total éxceeds 1.00 because each applicant could name more than
one resource.

Approximately three resources are available for each applicant.
The USOE "Guidelines for Small Project Research" is at the top of the
list, but it is worth noting that 13 per cent of the applicants do not
have this reference available, Next in line is a resource person
knowledgeable about research procedures: 72 per cent of the appli-
cants are at institutions which have such a person for ccnsultation
about application procedures, Notice too that at the bottom of Table L.l
there is a line reading "No resources available"; 5 per cent of the
applicants are in this resource-poor group--not one of the seven
resources is available to them.

‘When we consider which of the available resources are actually
used, we have a measure of their relative importance as an aid to the
researcher in the preparation of a proposal. Moreover, these same
dova sngpest which renonyces shonld be available at svery institution.
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Table L. showed that the USOE "Guidelines" and a “resource per-
son" are available to most applicants, and Table L5 below reveals
that almost every applicant having access to these resources puts them

to use,
TABLE L5
APPLICANTS SELECTIVELY UTILIZE RESOURCES
Proportion ol Number of
Resources utilized applicants applicants with
utilizing resource resource
1., USQOT “Guidelines for Small
Project Research" 95 (5hh4)
2« A “resource person' knowle
edgeable about applying for f
research funds o9 (Lh7)
3« Copies of proposals submitted
by others «82 (281)
Yle Sample application forms of ,
funding agencies $75 (272)
5, USOE Mlinning a Research Bid:
Tips on Proposal Writing" .67 (67)
6. An "information bank" of
agencies that fund research 56 : (249)
7« ERIC materials .18 (205)
3
Number of applicant responses (2065)
Number of applicants using at
least one resource 597
Number of applicants using no
resources 55
NA = 13
¢85

*Number of responses exceeds number of applicants because many
applicants used more than one resources,

More interesting, perhaps, is the finding also in Table Le5 that 82
per cent of the applicants review proposals uritten by someone else in
their search for help. Returning to the data in Tahle l.kh, we see
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that only L5 per cent of the applicants have access to such a resource.
The fact that this resource is heavily utilized by the limited number
having such a file available suggests that this is a valuable resource,
The Directors of Educational Research might encourago the institutions
with which they are in contact to incorporate such materials in their
reference collections, Sample application forms from funding agencies
are another source of information frequently useds Even though this
type of material is available to less than half the applicants, 75 per
cent take the time to review the file,

More generally, the data on resources--both those available and
those used--can serve as a guide for the Directors of the RRP as they
endeavor to help applicants and institutions develop their research
potential, Indeed, it is the availability of a resource at an appli-
cant's institution more than his use of any one resource that is re-
lJated to funding. This information may be seen in Table L«6 which shows
the proportion of applicants funded: first, according to their access
to a particular resource and second, according to their use of it,

For five of the seven resources listed, applicants who have the
resource available are more likcly to be funded than those who use it.
For example, 47 per cent of the applicants who merely have access to
ERIC materials are funded, whereas only 38 per cent who use these
materials are funded. One more point, L3 per cent who work at an
institution having an "information bank" available become successful
applicants, but this figure drops to 35 per cent for those who make
use of it

More dramatic perhaps are the data in Table L.6 for the applicant
without even one of the seven listed resources. dJust 10 per cent of
these applicants are subsequently funded--striking evidence that the
applicant workin< in a barren environment is left behind. In fact,
applicants who have resources available, but who choose to ignore
them, fare better: 18 per cent are funded.

At first glance, the findings in Table L6 seem anomalous. Uhy
should the availability of a resource count more in funding than the
applicant’s actual use of it? We suggest that whether an applicant
uses a particular resource can depend on a number of factors, for
example, his previous experience writing proposals, how well-defined
his research plan is, or how extencive his research training has been.,
But the availability of resources at the institution with which he is
affiliated is crucial., This measure is an indicator of the research
orientation of the institutional settinge

Our date support this reasminge An applicant's chances of being
Tunded cppear to be reclated to the number of resources available to
him,?2 Only 36 per cent of the applicants with a single resource at

2Appendix B, Table lele
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TABLE L.6

HAVING A RESOURCE AVAILABLE, 1:ONE THAW UTILIZING

IT, T!MCRBASLS THE CHANCE OF FUNDING

Resource

Available

Used

(Proportion of
applicants funded)

1.
2e

3e

ERIC materials

An "information bank" of agencies that
fund research

USCE "Guidelines fcr Small Project
Research"

A "research person" kmowledgeable about
applying for research funds

Copies of proposals submitted by others

USOE "Winning a Research Bid: Tips on
Proposal Writing"

Sample application forms of funding
agencies

No resources

Number of applicants who provided information
on available and used resources

A7 (205)
L3 (249)
1 (5hly)

o0 (Lh7)
L0 (281)

39 (67)

.35 (272)
«10 (31)

NA

38 (99)
035 (140)
oh—l (51'5)
L0 (397)
37 (228)
031 (I-LS)
| «30 (203)
.18 (55)
652

13

665

their disposal are funded, but the percentage incrcases to L5 per cent

for those with five resources at hand.

No such pattern, however,

exists between funding and utilization of resources (Table le7). For
example, 7 per cent of the applicants who use two.resources are
funded, but only 33 per cent of those using four are successful, In
fact, not one of the feiwr applicants using all seven resources is
funded,

before submitting it.

We want to consider one other resource utilized by some apnli=-
cants that is qualitatively different from those just described,
namely, informally discussing one's proposal with a USOE official

Typically, these applicants conbact the Direc-

tor of Educational Research in their regions, although a few turn to a
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TABLE L7

APPLICANTS WHO USE MANY RESOURCES HAVE NO MORE
CHANCE OF BEING FUNDED THAN THOSE UHO USE FEW

———

————

Proportion Number of
Number of resources used of a};pﬁz.gznts applicants
One oli2 (138)
Two U7 (150)
\ Three 35 (152)
i Four ‘ 33 (8L)
% Five L6 (46)
N six o 033 (21)
T Seven [o] __(_6_2
& TOTAL (597)
No resources used 55
NA = 13
665

Note: Bracketed mumber refers to the actual number
of funded applicants where there are too few cases for
determining proportions,

staff member in Washington,J Our-data indicate that two out of five

applicants have this kind of help, and that these applicants are more
likely to be funded than the mes who do not consult a USOE official

(Table LeB).

Not unexpectedly, funded applicants find the discussion helpfulj
applicants not funded think otherwise. Herein lies the difficulty of
having an official of USOE discuss an applicant!s proposal with him
prior to submissions In his desire to be funded, an applicant may
interpret suggestions offered by the Director of Bducational Research
in his region as an informal commitment to funding, If nis proposal

is subsequently not funded, such an applicant can feel bitter.
One said:

3Append:1'_7i: B, Table li42,

bpppendix B, Table lie3e




TABLE L8

APPLICANTS WHO DISCUSS THEIR PROPOSAL VITH
A USOT OFFICIAL BEFORE SUBHISSION ARE
MORZ LI'ELY TO BE FUNDED

]

Proportion

Jiseussd ool s of apliomts ol
funded
Yes L3 S (268)
e 2 (352)
TOTAL 38 (660)
NA = 5
665

I got nothingz hut encouragement followed by a brush-
off [when the proposal was rejected].

Another remarked:

After improving the format and doing more bibliographic
work, the proposal was returned rejected «.. This was
disheartening to say the least, If they hadn't told us
initially that it was a good idea we would have felt
less bitter about the ultimate rejection,

The Directors of Educational Research are aware of the tightrope
they walk when they talk with an applicant about his proposal before
submission. As one Director of Educational Research said:

You have to be mighty careful in the kind of help that
you give, It's easy to get into trouble. They [appli—
cants] can!'t be led to expect that just because you en=
couragad them, it will insure their getting funded,

At the same time, several consider helping applicants to be an impor-
tant part of their worke. They are particularly concerned about the
less experienced applicant who has no resource person at his institu-
tion. The help Directors of Educational Research offer such an appli-
cant includes talling with him about his research ideas, referring
him to a consultant nearby, and commenting on an ocutline or summary
of the proposal before it is formally submitted.
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An applicant who discusses his proposal with the Director of Edu-
cational Research in his region and is then turned dowm requires
special attention tvhen he is informed of the decision, A form letter
notifying him that his proposal is not going to be funded is apt to
leave him embittered. Although some applicants probably cannot be
mollified, it would seem that many could be, if only the Director of
Educational Research would take time to contact them on a more per-
sonal basis and give them constructive criticism of the proposal.5
In fact, two not Tunded applicants volunteered appreciation of just
this kind of help,

T think [a regional intern in this instance T'caught

my purpose! ... At no tire did he make me feel inade-
quate because of lack of experience or recognition in
research. He gave me outstanding guidance for improving
my research designe

The regional office offered useful suggestions {when my
proposal was turned downl}s I was more or less disgusted
with myself for not having taken more time to do a
respectable jobs

In offering the suggestion that Directors of Educational Research
give special attention to some applicants, we are not overlooking a
concomitant problem confronting the Directors every day, namely, the
1limited--or even complete lack of=-clerical and professional help in
the regional offices, This matter is being deferred until the next
chapter as we wish to conclude this chapter by reviewing briefly the
data collected on the time and clerical costs of developing a proposal
for small-project researche.

Time and Cost

We asked applicants about a few practical matters connected with
developing their proposals.s To the best of our knowledge no system-
atic information eixdsts on the number of hours an applicant spends

5"Constructive criticism of the proposal usually has meant that
the Director of Educational Research or an assistant selectively ex-
cerpts comments made by field readers, Doing so, however, places the
Director of Educational Research in the role of judge and can imply
that he is an unquestioned expert in every aspect of the research
processs An alternative is directly transmitting field reader com-
ments, making the field reader responsible for communicating his evalu-
ation rather than the Director of Educational Research, See Chapter 5
for a discuscion of this idea from three percspectives, that of appli-
cants, field readers themselves, and the Directors of Educational
Rescarch,
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‘preparing a proposal, whether he does the drafting on his own or on
working time, what the clerical costs are, or who underwrites this
eXpense.

We asked applicants:

Altogether, about how many hours did you actually spend
preparing the proposal?
(Item #23)

Their answers ranged from less than two gours to more than 200, The
median time was U8 hours, a week's work.

There is some relationship between the amount of time spent pre-
paring a proposal and its likelihood of being funded. Applicants
who spend less than 20 hours on their documents are least likely to
be funded (33 per cent); those who spend l1-60 hours are most likely
to be funded (Ll per cent). However, applicants who labor as long
as 100 hours, more than two weeks'! work, are less likely to be
funded (38 per cent).!

Typically applicants prepage proposals on their own time, Only 19
per cent do so on working time,° Thus, we know that applicants extend
themselves beyond their regular work day to develop the proposals they
submit to the RRP and that, by and large, they spend a considerable
amount of time on the documents.,

We also asked a question about the clerical costs of preparing
the proposal:

It is difficult to calculate a precise figure, but what
would you guess the clerical costs of your proposal
amounted to?

(Item #22)

The median cost is $L8, although applicants spend anywhere from
less than &25 to more than $JOO.9 As it turns out, however, the cost
of preparing the proposal document is not related to the probability
of being funded (Table L.9).

éAppendix B, Table lLelie
7Appendix B, Table h,S.
SAppendix B, Table L.6.

9Appendix B, Table Li«7,

71

74




TABLE L49

THE CLERICAL COSTS OF PREPARING THE
PROPOSAL ARE NOT RELATED TO FUNDING

Proportion

Clerical costs of £ 13 £ Number of
preparing the proposal ° a?ﬁnéSZé S applicants
$100 or more 38 B (121)
$50 - $99 e (169)
$25 - $hL9 37 (193)
Less than $25 .35 (136)
TOTAL .38 (619)
NA = L6
665

Table l;¢10 chows that few agglicants personally pay the clerical
costs of preparing the proposal. The applicant's department or
institution usuwally absorbs this expense, and this suggests depart-
mental support of the activity.

In addition, Table l;,10 shows that the clerical costs are seldom
met by another research project, indirect evidence that few applicants
are engaged in an on-going project. However, the few applicants whose
clerical costs are absorbed by another project have the highest fund-
ing rate (Table L.11). Conversely, applicants who personally pay all
clerical costs have the lowest funding rate. Here again, we have evi-
dence that the applicant on his own has less chance of getting started
than the one who can count on the support of his institution.

Summary

This chapter has considered the applicant!s experiences while
developing his proposal for submission to the RRP, In particular, it
has reported how applicants learn of the Program, whether they formu-
late their research plans before thinking of applying or not until
afterwards, the type of resources at hand, and those used in addition

lOThe ques*ion was worded:

Who paid the clerical costs of preparing the proposal?
(Item #21)

The answer options were: (1) department or institution;
(2) another research proJject; (3) personally; and (4) both institution
and personally.

e )
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TABLE L4110

THE APPLICANT'S DEPARTMuHT OR INSTITUTION
USUALLY PAYS THE CLERICAL COSTS

———
——

Proportion of

Who pays the clerical costs?

applicants
Department or institution o7l
~ Applicant 020
Both institution and applicant Mol
Another research project 02
1.00 (661)
NA = N
665
TABLE L,11

THE APPLICANT VHO PERSONALLY PAYS THE CLLRICAL
COSTS IS LEAST LIKELY TO BE FUNDID

—

Proportion

T . . Number of
ho pays the clerical costs? of a?giégzéts applicants
Another research project 50 (16)
Both institution and applicant olily (25)
Department or institution 39 (L488)
Applicant 33 (132)
TOTAL .38 (661)
NA = N
665
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to the time and clerical costs of preparing the document.

The data show that a colleague or superior rather than a USOE
official is the applicant's source of information about the Programe
It is also apparent that more often than not applicants have well-de-
fined research plans before they think of applying to the RRP, and it
is these individuals who are most likely to be funded.

In addition, when they prepare their proposals, most applicants
have copies of the USOE “Guidelines" available and access at their
institution to a resource person knowledgeable about seeking research
funds. Less tnan half the applicants, however, have the various other
resources such as copies of proposals previously submitted by others,
sample application forms of funding agencies, or ERIC materials. More
important, the likelihood of being funded appears to be related to the
type and number of resources available to applicants rather than to
which resources or how many were actually utilized. Finally, the
probability of being funded is greatest if another project absorbs the
clerical costs of preparing the RRP proposal.
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CHAPTER FIVE

PROCESSING THE PROFOSAL

Once the researcher has prepared the final draft of his proposal,
the next step is to submit the required number of copies to the grant-
ing agency. At this point the researcher becomes an applicant, his
proposal is assigned an identification number, and processing beginse

In our discussion of the applicant's experience, statistical data
will be sunnlemented by comments from applicants who voluntarily ex-
pressed their views. Sone were favorably impressed by ihe way the
regional offices processed their proposals; but many, as we shall sce,
were critical., Whether positive or negative, their statements empha-
sized first, the length of time from sutmission to notification of
final disposition and second, the explanation given for the granting
decisions

Length of Time

One reason for creatins regional offices was to streamline the
processing of proposals so that the time lapse between submission and
notification of the funding decision would be shortened., Unlike many
other granting agencies, the USOE Regional Research Program (RRP) has
no deadlines for submitting proposalse The Guidelines state:

Processing of proposals from receipt to notification of
action is usually completed within two months, except
when complications beyond the control of the Regional
Office arise.l [Emphasis added.]

The goal of rapid processing is without doubt laudable, but for
a variety of reasons, only a limited number of applicants profit from
ite In FY 168, the year of this study, two-thirds of them waited
longer than they had expected to learn the disposition of their pro-
posals (Table 5.1).

Although a sitple check-mark was all that was needed to answer
the questionnaire item about the length of time for processing, many
applicants wrote letters to present their experiences in greater

detail while others jotted notes in the nmargins of the questionnaires.2

1Guidelines, ops Cite, pPe Oe

2Some applicants did not complete the questionnaire but chose
instead to send notes berating us for asking them to f£ill it oute. Bach
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TABLE 5.1

THE MAJORITY OF APPLICANTS WAIT LONGER THAN
EYPECTED FOR THE FUNDING DECISION

Length of time for Proportion of
funding decision applicants
Considerably longer than

expected 10
Somewhat longer 027
About vhat expected 27
Less than expected _:-(:').‘f

TOTAL 1,01 (658)

i - _r

665

A few examples will illustrate the difficulty.

It took approximately 6-8 months to find out that my
proposal was not funded. Several calls were made by
my advisor to no avail, At one time no one knew the
whereabouts of my proposal,

I was told that the grant application would be pro-
cessed within 3 months, Instead, it took 11 monthe,

Inquiries were made and I was led to believe that
acticn was imminente For hand-to-mouth existers,
like academicians, this is especially importante

It was 5 months before I was told there would.be no
money. The constant granting and withdrawing of
funds from OE programs makes dealing with them like
Russian roulette.

expressed the feeling that alter taking time to write a proposal and
waiting endless wecks to learn that he had been turned doun, he had no
interest in answering questions about the rejected proposals.

A typical note came from a minister: "This adds injury to insult."
We telephoned this applicant, as well as the others who sent similar
notes, to suggest that it was better to register their complaints on
the questionnaire than to write off USCE, Almost every one of these
applicants "took our advice" and returned completod cuestionnaires,
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Regional offices can process proposals within a shorter period of
time except when “"complications beyond the control of the Regional
Office arise," as the Guidelines state. The word "complications" is
a euphemi=m covering problems such as budget freezes and understaffinge
Both plegued FY '68 and continue to handicap the Program.

In fact, the Program has yet to have a "typical' year. Budget
freezes vhich negate any attempts to plan even a few months ahead may
be imposed at any time during the fiscal year, This "elamping a lid
on funds," as one Director of Educational Research phrased it, "can
mean no travel, no convening of a panel [to review proposa.lsJ, even no
mailing of proposals for individual reviews"

. Good business practicc calls for informing the customer, in this
instance the applicant, of the budget freeze and the consequent delay

in processing his proposal. But a second major problem, namely, mini-

mal clerical and professional staff makes this all but impossible.

When the regional offices opened, the Directors of Educational Research
were promised staff assistants, but continuous cuts in appropriations have
never permitted filling these positions.

Visits to the regional offices and Washington, in additlon to
interriews with the Directers of the Program, revealed how acute
understaffing is for the RRPs The enormity of the problem is perhaps
best conveyed in the words of some Directors of Educational Research:

I've had to teg, borrow »nd steal clerical help. I've
had no one fl-tiue ... When someone is free, I grab
them and get chem to do some of my correspondence.

I hate to mzke the old cry of adequate helps My secre~
tarias heln is part-time, hit or miss,

It makes me mad tec even hear you [in'berviewer] raise
the topic of office help.

A lot of the time I don't have the opoortunity to do
anyrthing but stack the piles a little highers

It is only fair to add that three Directors of Educational Re-
search do have adequate clerical L.elpe

I've rot an efficient secretary, Shels half-time with
me, but she will pick up the phone all daye

" We get along fairly well with what we have, and, of
' . course, we're so much better off than they [Directors
of Educational Research] are in other regionss

I'm lucky, I've had a half-time éirl ever since I
started,

l m
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Adequate clerical help would relieve the Directors of Bducational
Research of the routine tasks that they now are forced to neglect.
But a clerk would only partially solve the problem. The Directors
also need professional assistance, as they readily point ocuts

I need someone at the intermediate level ... This would
permit me to go into the field to work with the insti-
tutions that don't have research potential nowe

I swely could use more help~--someone with competence
who can moke decisions, It is hard to be a one-man
operation and try to do the job that needs to be done,

It is not news to ahyone associated with the RRP that understaff-
ing and budget freezes severely hamper the functioning of the Program.
These two administrative problems have been discussed at some length
to underscore how adversely they can affect the processing of a pro-
posal and accordingly, the applicant's image of the Programe

Notification of the Grantine Decision

In addition to criticizing the RRP for the length of time it takes
to process proposals, many apnlicants included criticisms of the way
in which they were informed of the granting decision. Funded appli-
cants confined their remarks to delayed confirmation of funding, bat
not funded applicants were specific in their negative comments about
the treatment they received. Some of their difficulties can be attri-
buted to the minimal staffing and budget freczes just mentioned--in
other words, to circumstances beyond the control of the regional
of{7caes. Others may be interpreted as suggestions for improving the
contacs between regional offices and applicants without increasing the
workload of the Directors of Educational Research, Again, we have
both statisticzl data and voluntary commentse

Applicants who were not funded were asked whether they requested
an explanation of the granting decision and, if so, what they werse
tolde A total of 71 per cent responded “yes" to the question: "Did
you ask for an explanation of the [funding] decision"?? The applicants
then indicated what they had been told. Their answers may be seen in
Table 5e2.

The ansvers most frequently given were that the study was poorly
desizmed or that the proposed research lacked educational significance,
These *. » qualities, along with economic efficiency and adequacy of
pers..ncl and facilities, are uged for evaluating small-project pro-
posalse It is of interesi to note that neither one of the last two
criteria is often cited as a reason for not funding a proposals

3Appendix B, Table Sel.
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TABLE 5,2

ONE OUT OF FIVi NOT FUNDED APPLICANTS WHO
ASKED FOR AN EXPLANATIOW OF THE FUIDING
DECISION FAILED TO RECEIVE OUE

Why proposal was not funded Proportion of

applicants
Qualities criticized:
Soundness of design 39
Educational significance 32
Bconomic efficiency 07
Adequacy of personnel and
facilities «05
Other (e.ge, review of literature) o0l
Other explanation:
No explanation provided 21
No RRP funds 13
Conflicting priority (e.g., within
ERIC/CRIER) .05
1.26% (272)
NA = 21
Cases excluded™™ 121
=
665

*. . )
Proportions exceed 1,00 because some applicants
gave-more than one reason,

*ot funded applicants who did not ask for an ex-
planation (121), and funded applicants (251),

It is not the purpose of this study to evaluate the reasons for
not funding an applicant's proposal, We simply report them as part of
the data collected, and sometimes these data contain disturbing ele-
mentss In particular, we want to consider the finding in Table 5.2
that 21 per cent of the applicants received no explanation of the
granting decision, even after asking for one,

19
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The following are examples of the experiences these applicants
had when they tried to discover the reasons for their rejection.

A1l T got was a curt "this is not the type of thing
the small projects can fund" with no indication as
to why.

I wrote to sce why my proposal was turned down and
also wrote a follow-up letter, but I got no reply.

After I received the letter of rejection I wrote to
the regional office asking for comments and to this
day I have never heard one word from them,

I never was officially informed of action taken.
When I finally called long distance ... I was told
verbally that the proposal had been rejected. This
was the only information I ever received,

Two applicants who were not funded described quite different
treatment,

The reply [to the request for an explanation] vas
courteous, commented on strong points, and ex-
plained the reason for rejections

[The decision] was adequately explained by tele-
phone and letter. I was pleased with the pleasant
personal approach,

These applicants, unfortunately, are the exceptions Four out of
five not funded applicants who asked for an explanation of the grant-
ing decision were not satisfied with the one they receivedes* It can
be argued that it is difficult, if not impocsible in some cases, to
present a convincing argument to the applicant who must be told that
his proposal is not going to be funded. Yet the specific comments
made by dissatisiied applicants are sufficiently compelling to merit
attention,

In essence, eacn applicant complains abo% the quality of feed-
back, After-devoting a full week of his time” to the preparation of
his pronosal, he is given the "brush-off" by the regional office. As
one applicant remarked:

I franikly don't see how an investigator can improve
any future proposals without obtaining a critique,

hAppendix B, Table 5,2
5Appendix B, Table L.k,
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From our contact with the Directors of the Program, it is diffi-
cult to imagine that any would think an applicant is entitled to no
more than a perfunctory letter informing him that his proposal is not
funded, Pressures of time, lack of staff, and competing priorities
probably account for such’ treatment when it occurs., Yet, repeated
phone calls and follow-up letters from cuerulous applicants also fure
ther curtail already scarce office time. Horeover, the dissatisfied
group is not a mincrity; 71 per cent of the not funded applicants had
to ask for «n explanationé--a figure high enouzh to warrant consider=-
ing a basic changs in RRP management.

AnrAyailable Alternative

We suggest that the method of notifying unsuccessful applicants
be reviewed by the Directars of the Program in an effort to establish
a more uniform policy., Toward this end, we present data collected on
a feasible elternative which we hope the Directors of Educational Re-
search will take under advisement, This change involves sending the
field reader comments directly to the applicant when he is informed
of the funding decision. In order to adequately explore this idea,
e sought the viewpoints not just of applicants for RRP funds, but
also of field readers, and Directors of Educational Research,

Viewpoints of Applicants and Field Readers

In answer to the question:

Do you think that a copy of the comments made by
field readers should be sent routinely to each appli=-

cant?
(Item #26)

almost every applicant said "yes," Moreover, as can be seen in Table
5.3, applicants were equally likely to hold this opinion whether or
not their proposals had been funded,

This viewpoint is not restricted to the applicants; the field
readers themselves concur (Table 5.ly). To be specific, 59 per cent
indicate that they favor sending such comments routinely to each appli-
cante If the 20 per cent who say the comments should be sent only to
those who request them is added, a total of 79 per cent endorse this
policy. In addition, we call attention to another finding in Table
S5.i:  field readers make no distinction between funded and not funded
applicants as recipients of their comments. Only 1 per cent think
that comments should be sent only to applicants whose proposals have
been rejected and another 1 per cent hold the opposite view.

6Appendix B, Table 5.1,




TABLE 5.3

FIVE OUT OF SIX APPLICANTS THIWK FIELD
READER COMMENTS SHOULD BZ SENT TO THEM

Should field reader Proportion of Proportion of
comments be sent appliconts applicants
to applicants? funded not funded
Yes, to ecvery applicant .85 87
Yes, but only to not
funded 006 .08
Yes, but only to funded .02 .00
No, not to any applicant Ol .0l
Yes, but only if requested «00 0L
No opinion Ol «03
TOTAL 1,01 (248) 1,00 (113)
NA = 3 1
251 Tk (665)
TABLE 5.L

FOUR OUT OF FIVE FIELD ..EADERS THIWK THEIR
COr INTS SHOULD BE SENT TO APPLICAMNTS

Should field reader

couiients be sent
to applicantsg?

Proportion of
field readers

-~

Yes, to every applicant o59
Yes, but only if requested «20
No, not to any applicant o15
Yes, but only to funded 01
Yes, but only to not

funded 0l
No opinion 0L

TOTAL 1,00 (419)

NA = L
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Viewpoints of Directors of Iducational Research

We discussed with the Directors of Educaticnal Research the pos-
sibility of sending field reader comments to applicants before the
results of both the applicant and the field reader surveys were tabu-
lated, Thus, the points of view the Directors express cannot be said
to have been influenced by the opinions of either groupe

In general, the Directors of Educational Research favor sending
field reader comnents to applicants, but some have reservations about
sending them to every applicant, The reasons for their hesitancy vary,
but this is not unexpecteds Each Director of Educational Research is
an individual in his own right. However, as we shall see, their
opinions do not diverge to such an extent that agreement is out of the
question,

At present two Directors of Educational Research routinely send
field reader comments to applicants, As one said:

I xerox the field reader comments, cut off the name
of the investigator end any personal remarks he may
have made., If the proposal has been reviewed by a
panel, I send the investigator both the comments
made by the panelist prior to coming to the meeting
and then the consensus summation.

The other remarked:

A1l of these fellows [field readers] know that I'm
going to send their comments back to the proposal
writer ... There are very few instances when their
comaents shovld be tampered with., They might be a
little cryptic, but this type of feedback doesn't
hurt either,

Other Directors of Educational Research have reservations about
routinely sending field reader comments to applicants. They cite four
problems:

(1) Some applicants can identify the reviewer(s).

(2) Some field reader comments can be difficult to
interpret,

(3) Some evaluations can be unnecesscarily harshs

(4) Reviewers can have discrepant views., This, as
one Director of BEducational Research put it,
"can be particularly bad for the unsophisticated
researcher ... and can lower our field readers in
their estimate,”

We will discuss each of these problems,
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One Director of Educational Research anticipates that some appli-
cants would be able to identify the field reader. Another found that
this did occasionally occur when he sent out field reader comments a
couple of years ago, so he stoppeds Three others stated that they have
had no repercussions: no applicant has ever reported that he recog-
nized the handwriting or point of view of an evaluator. One of these
Directors did add that he has had two requests for the identity of
revievers, but as he seid, ''the law alone protects me from such a re-
queste" And finally, fears should be abated by the knowledge that
field readers, the individuvals central to the issue, are not at all
concerned about this matter: not one mentioned it as a pctential
threat, not even those voicing an objection to sending their comments

to applicantse

Ambiguity and lack of clarity in the comments of field readers
can also pose a problems To avoid this, some Directors of Educational
Research analyze the comments, delete those that are beside the point,
and sumnarize the salient ones. But this too can be difficult.

First, this is a time-consuming activity for a Director of Educational
Research already overburdened with clerical work. Second, as one
Director said:

The ideal time to furnish feedback to applicants is
immediatelvy after, say, the panel meets. But this is
not possible for proposals that go on the approved
lists The longer the time lapse, the more rusty you
get in what you remember and often there are points
that have to be elucidated a little bit more than the
notes you've kept.

Thus, to write a coherent summary of the evaluation, a Director of Edu-
cational Research may have to completely review the contents of the
applicant's file before cowposing the letter.

One Director of Educational Research who sends the applicant the
verbatim field reader comments has pointed out that the quality of the
remarks has improved now that the field rsader is aware that they are
intended for both the applicant and tie USOE,

Sending out field reader comments has nad a miracu-
lous effect on what the field reader says and how he
says ite Occasionally a field reader would make some
comiient on the evaluation form that the analysis pro-
posed !stinkse.! I don't get this anymore. Instead,
I get a reasoned explanation of whatever position the
evaluator has takens

This comment leads directly to the third problem anticipated by

soine Directors of Educational Research, namely: that field reader
couments can be too "harshly stated." Although this undoubtedly

8L
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happens f{rom tine to time, the last quotetion offers reassurance that
field readers are more compassionate if they lmow their comients are
going to be recad by the applicant,

It is possible, that upon occasion field readers would prefer to
address soine of their comments, harsh or not, to USOE exclusively.
Such an option could be provided by designing the evaluation form in
such a way that a copy of the comments recarded below a perforation
could be_sent to the applicant and those above would be kept confi-
dential .

To explore the suitability of a perforated evaluetion form for
the review of proposals, we asked field readers whether they would
recommend this change. A total of 36 per cent recommegded the format
not only for RRP proposals but for all USOE proposals.

We asked the Directors of Educational Research to express their
views about this possibilitye. Three indicated they are "all for it";
two are interested in testing itj one thinks it is preferzble, but he
would still be confronted with the problem of ambiguity ir. the com-
nents made by soue reviewers; and another thinks it would increase
Ythe burden placed on the reader as well as not mask the style or
handwriting of the reviewer." Unfortunately, this question was not
raised during the interviews with the two remaining Directors of Edu-
cational Reseorch,

The fourth and last problam discussed by some Directors of Edu-
cational Eesearch is that of conflicting evaluations vhich would
tend to confuse the applicant. But this problem, too, is manageable.
Two Directors have devised ways for coping with ite One said:

In the beginning I used to iron out the conflict if
it existed 4.. I'd try to be the judge and go-betieen,
But I found that wasn't a good idea ¢.. In fact, I
have learned Just the opposites I have letters in my
file commenting favorably on the fairness of sending
out all the comments.

The other remarked:

If a guy had four disapprovels and one approval,
those sweet comments don't necessarily have to go

TThis type of evaluation form is used by Science, the official

3 publication of the American Association for the Advancement of Science,
for reviewing articles. See Bulletin, American Association for the
Advancement of Science (March, 1959) and the "Instructions to Review=-
ers," prepared by the editars of Science.

i 80hapter Seven, Table 7.2
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backe HRather *han ee. falsely encowrage the guy I
Just send him the comments of the others along with
the' letter that tells him he wasn't funded. After
all, he is still hearing from more than one reviewers.

Bach of these Directors has a different style, but both provide the
applicant with information about the strengths and weaknesses of his
proposale. In effect, this [eedback is a minimum return on the effort
expended by the applicant.

Finally, none of the Directors of Educational Research who have
sent verbatim field reader comments to applicants have found that
they need to protect the "unsophisticated reseaicher.'" As one Direc-
tor said:

Sometimes the criticisms are pretty rough, but the
applicant can see where he went wrong and strengthen
his proposal beifore he gocs to anyone else for moneye
In the final analysis, is it kinder to turn down an
applicant without letting him know why?

Summggx

In brief, this chapter has examined the applicant!s experience
submitting a proposal to the RRP. Some applicants are pleased with
the way the regional offices processed their proposals, but many are
note Whether satisfied or not, their evaluations emphasize the length
of time from sabmission to notification of final disposition, and the
explanation offered for the granting decisione

Understaffing and budget freezes severely hamper the efficiency
with which regional offices can process proposals. These problems
plagued FY '68, the year of this study, and continue to handicap the
Program.

Some difficulties applicents encounter can be attributed to
understaffing and budget freezes, and others to the limited cantact
they have had with regional offices. In particular, applicants com-
plain about the quality of feedback when they are notified of the
granting decision, After spending time preparing the proposal, they
are given, as they put it, the "brush-off."

An alternative way to explain the granting decision to applicants
is to transmit field reader comme:ats directly to them. Both appli-
cants and field readers favor such a policy. The viewpoints of the
Directors of Educational Research diverge somewhat on this topic, but
they are willing to consider the possibility. Hopefully, the discus-
sion of the subject in this chapter will begin to answer their ques-
tions by providing information not previously available, More
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generaliy, we hope hhat the dats presented will be useful to the Pro-
gram's Directors in determining ways to improve the processing of pro-
posals Trom submission to final dispositione
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CHAPTER SIX

EFFECIS OF THY RESEARCH

In the proposal each applicant states the contribution he an-
ticipates making to education and outlines his plan for dissemination
and utilization of the results. This chapter examines the outcomes
of the projects funded and some of the ways they have had an impact
on education,

These projects are all small-scale efforts and no one expects
drametic short-run effects for the researcher or for the field of
education, As one Director of Educational Research remarked:

I don't expect phenomenal impact out of RRP-sup-
ported research., After all, the researchers only
have at the longest eighteen months to do their
works

To be sure, research that has "phenomenal impact” is hard to come by
whatever the size or duration of the project, and as this Lirector
added: "research that is less than phencmenal can be usefuvl." What
the individuals administering the Regional Research Program (RRP) aim
for is research that will be implemented, not research that "ends up
on the shelf," By implementation they mean dissemination and utili-
zation of research findings:

(1) in the classroom

(2) in colleague exchanges

(3) in work #ith individual students who ‘then may
do further research on education,

(L) through professional meetings, publications,
and the preparation of in-service teaching
materials,

The Directors of Educational Research are also concerned about
the impact of the research on the career of the researcher and his
institution. One of the purposes of the Program is to strengthen
research at developing institutions. Of concern is the ressarcher
who gets funded, gains recognition for the quality of his work and
then is recruited by another institution. As a result, the Directors
have to start re-building research resources at the institution which
has lost the promising researchers

We have collected considerable data on the outcomes of the re-

search in ordcr to explore its impact on education and on the career
of the researcher, At the time we surveyed researchers, nine out of
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ten had recently written their final reports or were completing the
research undertaken with RRP funds.® Thus, these data reflect the

short-run effects of the research. A follow-up study would be re-

quired to uncover long-range effects of the research.

Classroom Teaching

RRP research is utilized in the college classroom. A total of
8l; per cent of the funded applicants report that they discuss their
projects in class. Over forty per cent present project data as part
of their discussion; while another forty per cent keep the discussion
on a more general level (Table 6.1).

TABLE 6.1

SIX OUT OF SEVEN RESEARCHERS DISCUSS
THEIR FROJECT IN CLASS

Froportion of

Discussira of project in class funded applicants

Discussed together with data U3
Discussed, but no data presented WUl
Discussed both with and without

presenting data 01
Not discussed .15

TOTAL 1.00 (221)

Cases excluded® 29

NA = 1

———————

251

*Project just begune

One might expect that funde:l applicants who have formal teaching
responsibilities would be most likely to discuss th=ir projects in
class. However, as Table 6.2 shows, whether funded applicants did or
Jid not have formal teaching re_ponsibilitie:, they were equally
likely to discuss their projects in a class~-evidence that RRP
researchers are classroom~oriented.

Lappendix B, Table 6.1,
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TABLE 6.2

RES.ARCHERS WITH OR WITHOUT TEACHING RESPONSIBILITIES
DISCUSS THEIR PROJECTS 1IN CLASS

et r———

Teaching responsibilities

Discussion of project in class

Yes No
Discussed together with data A L0
Discussed, but no data presented 41 43
Not discussed .15 .18

TOTALS 1.00 (179) 1.01 (LO)

N = 219

Cases excluded” 29
NA = 3

251

*Project Jjust begun.

Even more interesting are the figures in Table 6.3+ They show
the relationship between the subdivision of a funded applicant and
discussion of his project in class.

Although most funded applicants within and outside higher edu~
cation discuss their research projects in class, those affiliated
with a university research bureau are most likely to do so. In fact,
every funded applicant at such a bureau engages in class discussion.
The old cleavage between teaching and research apparently does not
describe RRP-supported research.

Tables 61 to 6.3 should be encouraging to policy makers of the
RRP who are interested in the dissemination of research to the class—
room, If any fear that the results of research facilitated by a uni-
versity bureau are dentined solely for professional journals and
books, the data suggest their fears are growndless. Later in this
chapter we will explore the publication intentions of funded appli-
cants, but whatever they may be we already know that a major avenue
for disseminating the results of research is classroom discussion.

Besides discussion there are other ways whereby research may
enter the classroom. As a result of his work, a researcher may en-
courage students to take specific courses in allied disciplines, he
mzy re-organize a course that he has been teaching, or he may evolve
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an entirely new course.

Table 64l lists five kinds of curriculum changes reccmmended by
researchers, once again taking into account whethar they had teaching
responsibilities while conducting their projects.

The most likely recommendation of researchers, with or without
teaching responsibilities, is shifting emphasis within a particular
course, As one would expect, researchers with teaching responsibili-
ties are more likely to re-organize a course (38 per cent) than
researchers without such responsibilities (12 per cent).

Of the curriculum modifications listed, researchers are least
likely to suggest courses in allied disciplines to students. The data
for explaining this finding are not available, but the Directors of
Educational Research could suggest this type of cross-fertilization
to applicants as another way to utilize the results of research. We
know that researchers who change fields, namely, Ph.De's in a disci-
pline who switch to education and Ed.D.'s who switch to psychology are
likely to be funded (Table 2.8), This suggests that communication
among disciplines can be productive for education,

Not all researchers are led to introduce instructional changes,
as Table 6.l also showse Note that 75 (U3 per cent) of the ressarchers
with teaching responsibilities and 20 (5 per cent) of those without
teaching responsibilities state that their research has not led them
to a single course or curriculum change.

We did some further analysis of these researchers, It turns cut
that 75 per cent of those who were students at least part-time when
they completed the questionnaire recommend curriculum or course modi-
fications, whereas only L5 per cent of the non-student researchers do
so (Table 6,5)s In sum, RRP research tends to have a greater impact on
the curriculum if the project has been conducted by a student--the indi~-
vidual currently striving to adhere to a curriculum plan,

Colleague Exchanges

Collegial exchanges is a second way of implementing RRP research.
Typically, this exchange takes place in the seminar setting. To
learn whether researchers discuss their research at faculty or student
seminars, we asked them:

Have you been invited to discuss this research with a
faculty or student group?
(Ttem #49)
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TABLE 6.5

RRP RESEARCH COMPLETED BY STUDENTS IS MOST
LIKELY TO RESULT IN CURRICULUM CHANGES

Number of curriculum Status of researcher

changes recomnended Student  N&RZstudent
One or more .75 A5
None .25 .55
TOTALS 1.00 (57) 1,00 (161)
N = 218
Cases excluded™ 29
NA = |4

251

%Project Jjust begun.

The ansver options included:

—

Faculty seminar in my department
Interdepartmental faculty seminar
Faculty-student seminar in my department
-~ Interdepartmental faculty-student seminar
Student societys

1

The extent of seminar participation by RRP-funded researchers is shown
in Table 646 helow. RRP researchers are more likely to be invited to
discuss their research with members of their own department than with
members of interdepartmental groups. Recall that Table 6.l highlights
the small number of RRP researchers who suggest courses in allied
disciplines to students, and now we see that researchers are not
likely to be invited to present their work at interdepartmental semi-
Narss.

Individual Student Training

As-discussed earlier, a main goal of the RRP is resource building,
that is, providing promising researchers with an opportunity to carry
out small-scale research projects. Supporting research in institu-
tions without much of a tradition in research is assumed to have a
multiplier effect," as it were. An atmosphere of empirical inquiry
will develop in the classroom; students will become more research-
minded; and a few will be afforded the chance to become research ,
assistants on projects. The experience of working on projects, it is
hoped, will propel some of the abler ones into educational research.’
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TABLE 6.6

THE RRP-SUPPORTED RESEARCHER IS MOST FREQUENTLY INVITED TO
DISCUSS HIS PROJECT WITH A SEMINAR IN HIS OWN DEPARTMENT

Teaching responsibilities

Invited to discuss project with:

Yes No
Faculty seminar in own department 50 33
Faculty-student seminar in own
department 36 «70
Interdepartmental faculty seminar 26 o L7
Interdepartmental faculty-student
seminar JA8 «17
Student society meeting 1l 03
TOTALS  1.h4* (95) 1.40% (30)
N =125
Not invited to discuss project
with any of these groups (80) (10) 90
Cases excluded™* 29
NA = 7
251

*Proportions exceed 1.00 because researchers could participate
in more than one type of seminar.

*%Project just begun.

From the reports of RRP-supported researchers we know whether
students assisted on their projects and whether these students became
more interested in educational research. These results of being
funded are examined next,

In two out of three RRP projects, students assist researchers.2
More important for the future of educational research are the results
of Table 6.7. The researcher with teaching responsibilities who
advises on doctoral dissertations is most likely to have students
assist him in his research. A total of 8l per cent of these research-
ers state that students work on their projects, whereas only L2
per cent of those who neither teach nor advise on dissertations involve

2pppendix B, Table 6.2.
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students in their research. In effect, an RRP grant to a dissertation
advisor who is.teaching is more likely to result in underwriting a
student research assistant than a grant to a researcher with neithenr
of these responsibilities,

TABLE 6.7

TEACHERS WHO ADVISE ON DISSERTATIONS ARE MOST LIKELY
TO HAVE STUDENT ASSISTANTS ON RRP PROJECTS

Doctoral

dissertation Teacher Proportion with Number of
advisor student assistants researchers

Yes Yes N (62)

Yes No [5] (6)

No Tes .68 (113)

No No 42 (33)

TOTAL .69 21h

Cases excluded™ 29

NA = 8

251

*Project just begun,

Note: Bracketed number refers to the actual number of
funded applicants where there are too few cases for determining
proportionss,

Still more important, four out of five funded researchers who are
both dissertations advisors and teachers report that students who as-
sist them on RRP projects intend to do further work in research, an
indication perhaps that experience on a project increases commitment
to research (Table 6.8).

Earlier in this chapter we saw that projects conducted by studsnts
and by researchers at university bureaus are particularly likely to
have an impact at the classroom level (Tables 6.3 and 6.,5)., Now in
Tables 6.7 and 648 we see that projects conducted by dissertation ad-
visors provide students with research training which, in turn, stimu-
lates an interest in doing further work in research. In other words,
the researcher!s stage of professional development, his position, and
the nature of his institutional affiliation may influence the
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TABLE 6.8

FOUR OUT OF FIVE DISSERTATION ADVISORS WHO ALSO TEACH
EXPECT STUDZNT ASSISTANTS TO DO MORE RESEARCH

digggggziion Teacher Wiggzozzigggt Number of
. assistants will researchers
advisor do more research
Yes Yes 79 (52)
Yes | No (o] (5)
No Yes i1 (76)
No No 9 E}El'
TOTAL 52 1L7
No student assistants
or. RRP project 66
Cases excluded™ 29
NA = 9
251

*Project just begun.

Note: Bracketed number refers to the actual number
of funded applicants where there are too few cases for de-
termining proportionse

dissemination of his research findings. Given the interest of the
RRP in supporting research that will contribute to a climate of re-
search on the campus, these data suggest thatv the Program shoculd con-
tinue to support both student and non-student researchers.

Disseminating the results of research beyond the campus is also
of interest. Two active means are presenting a paper at a professional
meeting and preparing a manuscript for publication. In addition, as
a researcher's work becomes known, he may be asked by a professional
journal to evaluate an article on a related topic, or approached by
a publisher about a book on his research, or invited by a funding
agency to evaluate a proposal. The applicants were asked about each
of these ocutcomes and their plans and experiences are discussed here.,
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Professional Meetings and Publications

Presenting a paper at a professional meeting is an early stage
in the dissemination of research findings beyond the campus. A
recent study of information exchange in educational research finds
that a meeting presentation is typically the first public announce-
ment,

At the time of the survey, 67 per cent of the RRP-supported re-
searchers intended to ﬁresent or had already presented papers at
professional meetings, Most papers are presented at national meet-
ings, although about 15 per cent are presented at stgte, regional,
or international meetings of professional societies.

Students using their projects for doctoral dissertations are
less likely to present papers at professional meetings. As Table
6.9 shows, 58 per cent of the doctoral students report their research
at professional meetings in contrast to 70 per cent of those who are
not using project data for dissertations.

TABLE 6.9

RESEARCHERS NOT WRITING DISSERTATIONS ARE MORE LIKELY
TO PRESENT PAPERS AT PROFESSIONAL MEETINGS

Present a paper at a RRP project for dissertation
professional meeting? Yes Yo
Yes 58 .70
No oi2 «30
TOTALS 1.00 (59) 1.00 (163)
N = 222
Cases excluded’® 29
251

*Project just begun.

3william D. Garvey, Carnot Nelson and Nan Lin, "A Preliminary
Description of Scientific Information Exchange in Educational Re-
1 search" (Baltimore, Maryland: The Center for Research in Scientific
Communicetion, The Johns Hopkins University, unpublished mimeo, 1968),
Pe 24 .

i uAppendix B, Table 6430
| Sappendix B, Table 6.l
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One might expect that findings about presentations at meetings
would be parallel to that about publications. Though this is true
in general, there are differences among ERP-supported researchers.
Some attach greater priority to Jdisseminating their research in
written form.

First, a higher proportion of researchers write for publication.
As noted above, 67 per cent present a paper based on this RRP re-
search at a professional meeting whereas 72 per cent are writing or
have written their research results for publication.6 As a rule,
researchers write journal articles, although about ten per cent plan
to write a book or part of a boolc.7

Second, not all researchers are equally likely to publishe. The
researcher with a Ph.D. in a discipline is most likely to prepare a
mammscript for publication; the Bd.D. is least likely (Table 6610).

TABLE 6.10

THE PH.D, IN A DISCIPLINE IS MOST LIKELY TO PUBLISH
THE RESULTS OF HIS RRP-SUPPORTED RESEARCH

Plan to publish Type of doctorate
the results of . .
- Ph.,D. in a Ph.D. in
l)
this research? discipline education Ed.D.
Yes .75 .70 .68
No 25 «30 32
TOTALS 1.00 (65) 1.00 (27) 1.00 (38)
N = 130
Cases excluded® 121
251
ehRP-supported researchers who did not have a doc~
torate when they applied for funds (N = 109), and re-
searchers with a doctorate whose project had just begun
(N =12),
The Ph.,D, in a discipline is expected o be more research-minded while
the Ed.D., more practice-minded. And the publication plans of the
} -

6Appendix B, Table 6.5.
TAppendix B, Table 6.6,
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Ph.D. in a discipline and the Ed.D. recipients of RRP funds appear
to suggest these different objectives. Whereas 75 per cent of the
Ph.D.'s in a discipline intend to publish the results of their ERP
research, this figure is 68 per cent for the Ed.D.'s,

Moreover, the publication history of RRP recipients with doc-
torates parallels the pattern of the publication intentions just out-
lined. As may be seen in Table 6.11, 92 per cent of the applicants
with PheD.'s in a discipline have published at least one research
study before applying for a RRP small-projects grant, then comes ap-
plicants with Ph.D.'s in education, and only then the Ed.D.'s.

TABLE 6,11

AIMOST EVERY PH.D. IN A DISCIPLINE HAS FUBLISHED
A RESEARCH STUDY BEFORE APPLYINC FOR RRP FUNDS

—

Number of research Type of doctorate
studies published '

prior to applying Ph.D, in a Ph.D. in
for RRP funds discipline education Ed.D.
One or more 92 : .85 -9
None .08 15 el

o ——

TOTALS 1.00 (159) 1.00 (81) 1,00 (106)

N = 346

Cases excluded® 309
NA = 10

665

*RRP applicants who do not have a doctorate.

Although students who intend their RRP projects for doctoral dis-
sertations are less likely than non-students to present papers at pro-
fessional meetings (Table 6.9), this does not mean that they do not
publish the results of their research. As Table 6.12 shows, 75 per
cent of the students have publication plans for their research, a figure
which surpasses 71 per cent for the non-student group.

Finally, the publication plans of doctoral students who subse-
quently received their degrees® are worth noting, even though they

8Thirty--seven of the 65 doctoral students (57 per cent) reported
that they received the doctorate after completing the RRP project.
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TABLE 6,12

THREE OUT OF FOUR DOCTORAL ST DINTS WHO INTEND
THEIR RRP PROJECT FOR A DISSERTATION ALSO PLAN
TO PUBLISH THE RESULTS OF THEIR RESEARCH

Plan to publish RRP project for a dissertation
the results of

this research? Yes No
Yes .75 Rl
No .25 .29
1.00 (59) 1,00 (163)
N = 222
Cases excluded”™ 29

251

*Project just begun.

represent only 57 per cent of the funded doctoral students. Fcr this
group of researchers, a total of 85 per cent who earned an Ed.D. plan
to publish the resulte of their RRP research (Table 6,13). Even the
young Ph.D. in education will be more active in publishing than those
holding Ph.D.'s in education granted before 1968 (79 per cent, Table
6.13 to 70 per cent, Table 6.10, respectively). These data suggest
that the ycunger generation of doctoraties have a greater interest than
the older generation in disseminating the results of their research
through publication.

Invitations and”Requests

To learn che extent to which the dissemination of research con-
ducted by RRP reseerchers leads to varicus invitations and requests,
we asked the following question:

As a result of this research, have you received any
of the following requests or invitations?

(Ttem #53)
Thesc options were listed:

~- Asked by a colleague to critically read a paper.

-~ Asked by a journal to evaluate an article on a
related topic.

~- Asked by a journal to rev eir a book on a related
topic,
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TABLE 6,13

RRP-SUPPCRIED DOCTORAL STUDENTS WHO EARN AN
ED.D. ARE MOST LIKELY TO PLAN TO PUBLISH
THE RESULTS OF THEIR RESEARCH

Plan to publish Type of doctorate earned
the results of Ph.D. in ‘PhiD. in a
this research? Ed.D. education discipline
Yes 085 079 [3]
No .15 .21 (2]
TOTALS 1.00 (13) 1.00 (19) (5]
N = 37
Cases excluded® 21l

251

*Non-students (186) and students (28) who did not re-
port they had received their doctorate when they completed
the questionnaire.

Note: Bracketed numbers refer to the actual number of
funded applicants where there are too few cases for deter-
mining percentages.

-~ Approached by a publisher about writing a book on
this subject.

-~ Asked by a funding agency to evaluate a proposal
in this or a related area of research.

-~ Invited by a funding agency to submit a proposal
for further research in the area.

Table 6.1l shows the proportion of funded applicants receiving each of
these invitations and requests,

Two out of five researchers, as a result of their RRP project,
are "asked by a colleague to critically read a paper." This is the
principal rcruest. Very few researchers receive arv of the other

4 requests., For example, only 11 per cent are Y“asked by a journal to
3 evaluate an article on a related topic," and fewer still--6 per cent
i --are asked by a journal to do a book review on a related topice
invitations such as these are probably forthcoming after a research-
er's work becomes known and accordingly, a follow-up study would be
o, required to uncover these effects,
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Proportion Number
Requests or invitations of funded of funded
applicants applicants

1. Asked by a colleague to critically

TABLE 6.1l
FEW RRP RESEARCHERS ARE ASKED TO TAKE ON
ASSIGNMENTS RELATED TO THEIR RESEARCH

read a paper .38 (206)
NA = 16
00o¥
2+ Approached by a publisher about
writing a book on a related topic .15 (206)
NA. = 16
220
3. Asked by a journcl to evaluate an
article on a related topic W11 (205)
NA = 17
222%

submit a proposal for further
research .07 (205)

NA = 17

|

|

o Invited by a funding agency to
! 222%
|

5. Asked by a funding agency to
s evaluate a proposal in this or
a related area .06 (205)

NA = 17
200%

6. Asked by a journal to review a
book on a related topic .06 (207)

NA = 15
p22%

*Twenty-nine cases excluded because project just begun.




Career of the Researcher

We conclude this chapter on the short-range effects of RRP re-
search by discussing first, the funded applicant's interest in doing
further research on education and second, his professional mobility.
As we shall see, being a recipient of RRP funds has considerable
effect on interest in doing further research on education and little
ef’'ect on mobiiitye.

We asked applicants:

What effect has this research experience had on your
interest in doing research on education?
(Ttem #57)

We then presented the following answer options:

-~ It has strengthened my interest in doing research
on education,

-~ It has not appreciably affected my interesta

-~ It has diminished my interest in doing research
on education.

Seven out of ten funded applicants report that their interest in
doing research on education has been strengthened as a result of
their RRP project. Only three per cent indicate their RRP experience
diminished their interest in research on education.

As Table 6,15 shows, the funded applicants who are most likely
to state that their interest in research on education has been
strengthened, are the students who undertake projects for their doc-
toral dissertations. 4 total of 81 per cent indicate that their
interest in the field has increased, This finding does not detract
from the 68 per cent of the non-students experiencing greater inter-
este Resource building, that is recruiting researchers to the field
of education is the focal point of the RRP, and every Director of
Educational Research seeks to find such.peorle. Without a.doubt,
their work has been productive, as Table 6,15 shows.

As a rroup, funded applicants do. not change institutional af-
filiations, Three out of four have remained at the same institu-
tion.

Jf the funded applicants, only those who intend their projects
for dissertations are more likely to have moved. As may be seen in
Table 6416, 57 per cent re-located, in contrast to 1l per cent of the
s remaining funded applicants.

9Appendix B, Table 6.7,

10Appendix B, Table 6,8,
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TABLE 6,15

FOUR OUT OF FIVE DOCTORAL STUDENTS REPORT
THAT THEIR INTEREST IN RESEARCH ON
EDUCATION HAS BEEN STRENGTHENED
AS A RESULT OF THEIR PROJECTE

RRP project for a dissertation

Effect of funding on
research interest Yes No

Strengthened interest in
doing research on
education .81 68

No appreciable effect Al .30

Diminished interest .05 .02

TOTALS 1.00 (6L) 1.00 (18l)
X _N=
NA

il

21,8

251

TABLE 6.16

ONLY RRP-SUPPORTED DOCTORAL STUDENTS
CHANGE INSTITUTTONAL AFFILIATION
ATFTER STARTING THEIR RRESEARCH

Institutional RRP project for a dissertation
affiliation Yes No

Different .57 : o1l
Same 13 ‘ .86

gt —————

TOTALS 1.00 (56). 1,00 (176)
' N = 232

NA or not employed = 19 -

251
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The fact that more than one half of the doctoral students re-
locate is not particularly surprising. From the perspective of the
RRP the importar.t point is that they develop a keen interest in re-
search on education, which they carrv to their new location.

Summary

This chapter has examined the results of RRP-supported research
as they affect classroom teaching, colleague exchanges, training of
individual students, publication plans, and the career of researchers.
The data show that almost every researcher discusses his project in
the classroom, about half participate in departmental seminars, and
dissertation advisors who also have teaching responsibilities offer
students the opportunity to work on their projects. In addition, most
researchers plan to publish a manuscript based on their RRP research.

The students who are funded and intend using their RRP projects
for dissertations are particularly interestings. As a result of their
RRP research, they are more likely than non-students to recommend
course or curriculum changes, to plan publishing the results of the
research, and to have developed a strong interest in research on edu-
cation.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
APFRAISAL OF THE PRCGRAU

This chapter provides an appraisal of the USOE Regional Research
Program (RRP) by all respondents, It covers the prncess of revieiry
the ceiling on grants, and the image of the Programe

The Review FProcess

Chapter 5 examined the review process from the perspective of ap-
plicant for amall project grantse Now we want to consider the review
process from the perspective of two other key participants, the field
readers and the Directors of the Program, In particular, we will dis=
cuss their viewpoints of the two systems for reviewing proposals (by
panel or by correspondence), and of the USOE Field Reader Evaluation
Form. We will also report what field readers see as the advantages of
being a reviewer and their comments about the Program,

As may be recalled, we surveyed field readers who had reviewed
at least one proposal for the RRP in FY !'68., In this discussion of the
field reader data, however, we are not only interested in their ex~
periences in FY '68, but in their cumulative experiences. And, most
field readers who served in FY '68 have continued with the Program, 82
per cent to be precise.

All but two of the field readers surveyed heve reviewed RRP pro-
posals by correspondence- and 27 per cent have also revieued them at a
panel session.3 We asked field readers to evaluate these two systems
for reviewing proposals by answering the following question:

On balance, which system of review do you think
yields better evaluations of Regional Research Pro-~
gram proposals: (a) proposals reviewed at a panel
csession? (b) those reviewed by correspondence?
(Item #19)

A total of 33 per cent said they prefer the panel system, 7 per cent
revisw bz correspondence, and 60 per cent said they could not compare
the twoe.

lappendix B, Table 7ol
2Appendix B, Table 7.2
3Appendix B, Table 7.3
happendix B, Table 7.l
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Cross-tabulating the field reader's cxperience with his appraisal
of the two systems of review produced the results presented in Table
7.1.

TABLE 7.1

THREZ OUT OF FOUR FIELD R:EADiRS WHO HAVE
REVIEWED RRP FROPOSALGC AT A PANEL
SESSION PRE...R THE PANEL SYSTEM

Experience
Preferred system for  Reviewed proposals Reviewed proposals
reviewing proposals by correspondence by correspondence
and by panel only
At a panel session o 76 W17
By correspondence only 09 .06
Cannot compare the two
systems .15 77
TOTALS 1,00 (111) , 1.00 (286)
' N = 397
HA = 26
423

As may be seen in the table, 76 per cent of the field readers who have
participated in panel sessions prefer this system of review. By and
large, field readers who have been only individual reviewers report
they cannot compare the two systemse

Some field readers jotted notes in the margins of their question-
naires explaining their preferences. A few examples are cited.

I feel strongly that the panel process gives the pro-
posal writer a better evaluation of his document than
a review just by mail.

The panel affords an opportunity to thrash out differ-
ences in reviewer evaluations, '

I have found the panels stimulating and without a
doubt, the best in-service education I experience.,
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Not cvery field reader favors the panel. Two who preier to review
by mail saids

Reviewing by mail, one must get down to business. I
have found that some panel members don't "do their
homework," and the others have to do all the works

T can spend wmore time reviewing a single proposal by
mail than reviewing a batch of proposals far a panel
session,

Of the nine Directors of IEducational Resecrch, eight were asked
their opinions of the two review systemss All of the eight Directors
rated the ponel as the better methode Their reasons are perhaps best
stated in their ¢ :.n vords. One Director said:

First and foremost, the panel provides an opjortunity

for the opinions of several individuals to converge

on a particular topic. One of these may point up some- .
thing all the others have not seen. And, itls an inter- -
disciplinary effort and profits from the give-and-take
that goes on in the ccarse of arriving at a decisione.

Another added:

The panel is the best way to keep subjectivity to a
minimum, Some of these reviewers really get emotion=-
ally involved and the others bring “im back in line,

A third summed up his preference by saying:

The panel is the superior system. The proposals get
reviewed three times: (1) by the readers at home;
(2) here as they are discussed; end (3) as they think
then over in-reaching consensis,

In addition, two Directors of Educational Research think it is a
good icd~a for observers to attend panel sessions. They reason that
the manel then becomes an additional resource~building tool in their
regions. One described his recent experience in these words:

T got in touch with the directors of vegional training
programs in my region and invited cach of them to send
one of their research trainees at their own expense to
a panel meceting, The directors agreed enthusiastically.
I then sent a copy of every proposal that was to be
considered at the panel to the research trainees, and
asked them to read the proposals before coming to the
session, I also told them they could comment on the
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proposals at the panel session, but they were not to
dominate the discussion.

I then insisted on their [invited guests] taking one
responsibilitys they were to report their experi- J
ences at the panel, without identifing any individu-
al vhen they got back to their colloge. I must say
I got very good reports on thiss

Meld Reader Evaluation Form

Both field readers and the Directors of Educational Research com-
mented on the suitability of the Field Reader Evaluation Form for re-
viewing proposuls submitted to the RRP, As we shall see, some recom-
mend changes. Table 7.2 lists six changes in the form that field
readers considered, and shows the proportion who recommend each one.
We will discuss each change, adding the viewpoints of the Directors of
Bducational Research wherever available. Since the questionnaire %o
field readers was developed after interviewing the Directors of Ldu-
cational Research, we do not have their opinions on every change con-
sidered by field readers.

(1) A total of 69 per cent of the field readers recommend that
the criterion "adequacy of personnel and facilities" be separated into
two parts: Madequacy of personnel® and "adequacy of facilities."
They reason that these are in fact two distinct qualities which they
would prefer not to evaluate jointly. For example, they may question
the researcher!s ability to carry out the project, but not the organi-
zational facilities available to him, They would like the form to
provide separate sections for such a camtingency.

~
Six Proposed Changes I

(2) The second change most field readers would like to have
initiated is a rating scale for each criterion. After evaluating,
say, the educational significance of a proposal, the fiel.d reader
would then rate this criterion on a scale graded from O vo 10. He
would follow a similar procedure for the other criteria, One Director
of Edusational Research favors quantifying evaluations of a moposal
in this way. The other Directors expressed no preferences.

(3) The recommendation:

Perforate the form so that [field reader ] comments
recorded below a perforation could be sent to the ap-
plicant, while those above would be for USOE exclu-
sively

was considered in Chapter 5 as one way the field reader comments could
be transmitted directly to the applicant. As may be recalled,




TABLE TR

CHANGES IN THE USOE EVALUATION FORM

RECOMMENDED BY FIELD READERS

Suggested changes

Proportion of
field readers
recommending change

Separate the criterion "adegauacy of
personnel and facilities" into two
criteria, "adequacy of personnel
and "adequacy of facilities!

Provide a rating scale for each of
the four criteria

Perforate the form so that comments
recorded below a perfaration could
be sent to the applicant, while
those above would be for USOE
exclusively

Eliminate paze 2 which asks the re=-
viewer to discuss the proposal as
it relates to his area of speci-
alization

Standardize the form by using check-
lists instead of essay-type
ansvers

Eliminate the criterion:
(1) economic efficiency
(2) adequacy of persomnel and facilities
(3) educational significance

(L) soundness of research design

TOTAL

No changes recommended

36

33

029

13
«03
«03
01

D e

2,197

(33L)
89

e

Le3

*Proportion exceeds 1,00 because each 1ield reader could
recomnend more than one change in the evaluation form,
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apnlicants, field recaders, and several Directors of “ducational Re-
search favor sending a copy of the field reader comments to the appli-
cant.,

(}}) One-third of the field readers think that page 2 of the
evaluation form, which asks the reviewer to discusg the proposal as it
rolates to his area of spacialization, should be eliminated. Three
Directors of Educational Research also are of this opinion. As one
saids '

I'd cut out that second page. We already know the
field reasder is qualified before we send liim any pro-
posals to read,

(5) Vhether to standardize the form by using check-lists instead
of essay-type answers evoked the most comment from the Directors of
Educational Research. Two completely cpposed the idea, The first eix-
plained his opposition in these words:

I wouldn't want a check-list .., concepts like "educa-
tional significance" defy a pat definition .., We
shouldn't furnish them [field readers] with the lan-

guage uecessary to make the evaluation,

The second remarked:

The field renader picks @t what he counsiders the
most salienl aspects [of the proposal] deserving
comment. This is one way to evaluate his [ field
readerts] perforuance. You'd miss this opportunity
with any kind of check-list, and there may be a ten-
dency to just clieck without adequate thought,

Four Directors are interested in exploring the feasibility of de-
veloping some form of check-listy but not one of these favors only
check-lists. Each wants space for essay-type responses, as do eighteen
field readers who jotted corments in the margins of their question-
naires next to the item,

The criterion, soundness of research design, would be in the view
of one Director, the best criterion for check-listse For example, a
check-list micht specify the group to be studied, the sample size, the
research methods, and the planned modes of analysise The field reader

would rate the.extent to which these items were spelled out in the pro-
posed researchs

SWé recently learned from one Director of Educational Research
that {.eld readers are no longer asked to complecte this page.
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(6) 3By and lzge, field readers would retain the four criteria
not; used to evaluate p:oposalse The only criterion some question is
economic efficiency: 13 per cent would elirinate its. This is also
the orly criterion questioned by the Directors of Educational Research.
Two think i+ does not belong on the form. In their view, it s not
within the proviuce of field readers, but of the pre¢ject ofticer, who
revicws the budget after a prorosal is approved for [unding. They
point out that the local contisibution, or cust sharing, is negotiated
later, if the proposal is approved for fundinge

Two others look at the criterion economic efficiency from another
perspective, One said:

Economic efficiency is an impertant factor ece [field]
rezders can generally tell whether an applicant is try-
inz to do too much for tco little or not enough for too
much,

The other expressed essentially the rame opinion but added that the
"zood" field reader suggests budget alternatives when he disagrees with
what the applicant propcsess If computer time in a proposal is under=-
estimated, for examrle, he should offer a more realistic estimate. In
other words; these Directors «f Educational Research want the field
reader to review tne specific buuget entries,

Finally, some field readers6 reccamend adding other criteria to
the four now usasd to evaluate proposals. In particular, they would
approve incluting the following criteria:

-~ significance heyond educacion

-- creativity of the researcher

-~ suitability [of the proposed research] for repli-
catione

These criteria seem suggestive enough to warrant further thinking.
To be applicable, hcwever, they would have to be defined and this is a
difficult task. For example, the criterion "significance beyond educa-
tion" is defined by one respondent as "“overal: theoretical and scien~
tific signilizance." To another, it means "immediaie societal vseful-
ness," Obviously, both respondents; have Jifferen . idsas about the
definition of this criterion and neither definitior. sitisfectorily ex~
plains it. 1MNoreover, adding a criterion as sweeping as “significance
beyond education" sesi:s to place unrealistic expectations .a a small-
scale precject to bs completed within a maxdmum of eighteen monthse We
did, however, want to mention this suggested criterion alcag with the
other two [or the Directors of th. Prcgram to take into account should
they revise the Field Reader svaluation Ferm,

6A.ppendix B, Table 7+5.
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Advantages and Disadvantazes of Being

a RRP Field Reader

Feld readers assessed their experience with the RRP in two ways.
First, they checked a list of advantages which might be associated with
being = {ield reader; and second, they gave their reactions to the
overall Program.

To learn something of the motivation of field readers, we inciuded
the following item in the questiomnaire:

Listed below are some possible advantages of being a
field reader for the Regional Research Program. In-

dicate those that apply to you personally.
(Item #39)

The eisht answer options were:

—-- Acquisition of tintelligence'! about USOE
granting practices
—-- Contact with educational researchers from other

institutions

=~~ Contact with USOE officials

-- Exposure to new research ideas

-~ Imtellectual stimilation

-~ Opportunity to contribute ideas to young
researchers

-~ Opnortuaity to influence rescarch on education

-~ Professional prestiges

The responses are summarized in Table 7.3 >elow,

As may be seen in the table, field readers value most the intel-
lectual experience of reviewing proposals. A total of 79 per cent
checked "exposure to new research ideas"; next, 68 per cent checked
"intellectual stimulatione" In contrast, only 23 per cent see "pro-
fessional prestime" as a reward from hzing a f{ield reader.

At the very end of the Questionnaire space was provided for field
readers to comment on any aspect of the Program they wished. Thirty
per ceant of the field readers expressed their views, and the comments
are summarized in Table 7elie

Four out of ten field readers who volunteered corments about the
RRP consider it to he basically sound, Many field readers are enthusi-
astic about the Program, and the following excerpts from their remarks
illustrate this point of viei.

I have a strong positive bias toward the RRP. It is
closer to its clients than the central agency and the
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TABLE 7.3

FIELD READERS VALUL MOST THE EXPOSURE TO NiW RESEARCH
IDZAS THAT RUSULIS TRC REVIEVING RRP PROPOSALS

——
—_—

Proportion of field
Advantages of being a field reader readers who say advantage
‘ applies to them

1. Exposurc to new research ideas o719
2¢ Intcllectuel stimulation .68
3¢ Opportunity to influence research on
education 61
e Acquisition of 'intelligence! about
USOE granting policies L6
5. Opportunity to contribute ideas to '
young researchers : oli2 ¥
6+ Contact with educational researchers :
from other institutions v
7« Contact with USOE officials 35
8o Profescional prestige 23 ‘
9. Other (eege, opportunity to perform
a public service) 06
TOTAS, L. 02%
N = 393
Perceives no professional advantage 7
NA = 23

123 5

*Proportion exceads 1,00 because fiecld readers could name more
than one advantage.

people that I know feel it is much more open and ac-~
cessible,

g The RRP is effective ..o It endourages some reasone-
: ahly good and a few excellent reszarch project: . All
in all, a good batting average,

I strongly support the RRP, In camarison with re-
secarch programs in or out of education, large or
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TABLE 7.k

FOUR OUT OF TEN FIELD READRS COIUTENTING
ON THE RRP SEE IT AS A SOUND PROGRAM

Proportion of field

Volunteered comments about the RRP readers who made
each comment

— ——

Positive comment:

Program is basically sound «39

Nerative comments:

Remuneration is inadecuate for fiecld
readers o2l

Program is poorly administered «10

Recommnendations:

Contact between field readers and

regional office should be improved «20
Practical imnlications of research
should be emphasized more .15
Funds for the Program should be in-
creased 13
Promising young researchers should
get more support .10
1.28%
N = 128
Too little knowledge of
Program to comment 2l
NA = 271
L23

*Proportion gxceeds 1,00 because some f'e’d readers com-
mented on more than onec aspect of the Program.

small, it is goods Some fine work has been done in
projects that cost a pittance.

The small grant program in my estimation has reen

most successful in stimulating a wide range of
research in a variety of settingse I would count it
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the most nroductive and the highest cost/benefit
ratio of all USOE programs,

Apart from general reaction to the Program, Table 7.4 also shows
that one in five field readers criticize the remuneration they receive.
In particular, they criticize the low remuneration and the excessive
length of time it takes to receive it. With respect to the modest
amount received for evaluating proposals, one field rerder said:

The remuneration is so low that it hardly warrants
the expense of processing, plus it demeans the

vaiuve of the service in the eyes of those performing
ite The fee should be raised or eliminated and, if
the latter, some other means of recognition for the
service should be considered,

Another remarked:

I think field re~ders should be paid more, It is
difficult and time consuming work. I enjoy it but
my time neceds to be compensated or other ventures
encroach.

In addition, some field readers complain about the long interval be-
tween revicw of a proposal and payment. As one phrased it:

Remuneration, is scandalously slow, I have not been
paid for proposals I evaluated seven or eight months
agoe

Twenty-four field readers said they had so little knowledge of
the Program that they could not comment on ite Others offered recom-
mendations for improving the Program; the major one being better com-
munication between field readers and the Program. The need is conveyed
by thes. statements from field readsrs who feel out of touch with the

Program:

Cne of the RRP's limitations is that field readers
have never really been oriented.

Another remarked:

The evaluation of & proposal meets a dead end of
silences It is somewhat frustrating to review a
proposal and then have nc clue as to the consequence
of my comments, helpful or otherwise. For that
matter, I am not even told whether the proposal gets
funded,

Tifith the increasing use of panels, such a sense of isolation is
likely to be reduced.
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Improved' communication can take several forms. For some of the
field readers, it is feedback, One expressed it this way:

There should be more feedback to reviewers., I mean
about what happens to the proposals I evaluate ... At
present I work in isolation, reacting to proposals on
an absolute basis with virtually no knowledge of the
Program's goals,

The theme of Program goals and fate of proposals was voiced over and
over againe Another idea comes from a field reader who suggests that
it world be helpful to arrange for field readers to mect as a group
with the Directors of the Program at the AERA (American Fducational
Research Association) anmual convention. Field rcaders would then have
an opportunity to ask questions about the Program and to keep abreast
of its development.

Finally, 13 per cent of the field readers urge that the RRP be
better financed znd even expanded. A few of their comments arc ex-
cerpted here,

The RRP should be more soundly financed. It puts
the DER's [Directors of Bducational Research] in a
damned embarrassing position when they must drum up
proposals and have good proposals rejected because
of inadequate funds.

Uncertainty over the availability of funds has
served to delay the review of proposals.

I hope the USOE will put more of its resources in
the RRP, It should be expandeda

The Present Ceiling

At present, the ceiling for funding an RRP project is $10,000.
Beceause ~f rising costs and overhead, some Directors of Educational Re-
search question the adequacy of the present ceiling. Therefore, we
asked applicants, field readers, and Directors what the ceiling should
be.

Table 7.5 below shows what applicants and field readers recommend
as the ceiling for small-project research. A large proportion would
retain the $10,000 ceiling (Ll per cent of thc not funded; 30 per cent
of the funded; and LO per cent of the iield readers). A small propor-
tion would lower it (7 per cent of the not furided; 1 per cent or the
funded; and 2 per cent of the field readers), But as the figures in
Table 7.5 show, a considerable proportion of applicants and field
readers recommend a highor ceiling,

Opinions among the threec groups differ. The not funded applicants
are the most conservative and less likely than funded applicants to
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TABLE 7.5

A CONSIDSRABLE FROFORTION OF APPLICANTS AND
FIELD READARS THINK THE $10,000 CEILING FOR
SHALL-PROJECT RESEARCA SHOULD BE RAISED

gy

e e

Cumulative proportior

Recommended .
ceiling Applicants Field
Not funded Funded readers
%2,000 Nl +00 00
3,000 .02 .00 .00
5,000 .06 0L 0L
7,000 .07 Noil 0L
7,500 07 .02 01
8,000 07 .02 .02
10,000 51 31 L2
12,000 .53 39 il
12,500 55 1O L5
13,500 .55 ) A1 U5
15,000 72 71 60
17,500 N 75 60
20,000 .89 91 ' .78
22,500 .89 92 .78
25,000 .98 97 296
30,000 .99 97 97
50,000 1.00 1,00 1,00
TOTALS (3Ll) (23L) (3L7)
No ceiling
recomaended 1 1 7
NA = 69 16 69
Lk 251 123
MEDIANS $1.0,000 $1L, 000 $1.1,000




rccomiiend a higher ceiling, Forty-nine per cent of the not funded
would roise the ceiling; 69 per cent of the funded recommend raising
it; and 58 per cent of the field roaders would raise it. The funded
applicants arc confronted with the reality of their budgets: more
than 50 per cent think that the ceiling should be $15,000 or higher

and 25 per cent think it should be $20,000 or higher,
Essentially tliree reasons are given for higher ceilings:

(1) It would cover inflationary increases in pro-
ject costs;

(2) It would permit greater flexibility in research
design}

(3) It would provide higher salaries for research
and clerical staff and permit acquisition of
necessary equipment.,

Those who resard the present ceiling as adequate also told us why
they hold this opinion. A few of their comments follow:

$10,000 is enough to 'get off the ground.’

The amount [$10,000] is about risht to promote
quickly realized objectives, "

Keeping the ceiling low tends to discourage
'grantsmonship.,!

A few funded applicants noted that the $10,000 ceiling would be
adequate were it not for the big overhead bite., Two described their
experionce in this way. The first rcmarked:

The $10,000 Jimit is reasonable, if I could use it

all for research, but the overhead requirements of
my institution reduce the figure too much,

And ths second:

$10,000 turned out to be too small to fit every-
thing in after the university got its 20 per
cent overhead,

The Directors of Educational Research also commented on the pres-
ent ceiling. One favors the present ceiling, summarizing his viewpoint
in these words:

The ceiling doesn't seem to interfere with the prod-
ucts Some fine research has been done for less than
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$10,000. I don't %now that I could buy any higher
quality research with more money.

Another thinks the prosent ceiling is appropriate, but is bothercd by
the indirect costs. In essence, he thinks the bas: for funds should

be $10,00C plus indirect costs.

The remaining Directors who discussed the present ceiling favor
raising it, but not giving the maximum to every funded applicante To
be specific, they favor a lower ceiling for the doctoral candidate.
The amount they sugzest ranges from a low of $;,000 to a limit of
$10,000., Although the Directors differ on the exact ceiling for sup~
porting a doctoral candidate, their reasoning is essentially the same,
They want the funds to cover needed facilities, possibly a modest
remuncration for the sponsor, and a stipend between $3,000 and $5,000
for the doctoral candidate himself.

These Direcctors of Educational Research want the ceiling raised
for other spplicantse. One said:

1 think an established researcher (one who has a
reputation for good work) ought 70t to be limited

to $10,000. Depending on the project he proposes,
he ought to be eligible for $30,000, $40,000, maybe
even $50,000.

Another summarized his point of view in these words:

I'd like to see the ceiling raised along with the
unsolicited nature of the program preserved.
$50,000 or under is my prefsrence and the exact
amount should be worked out in the regional office
with the applicant.

And, finally, one Director thinks no ceiling should be imposed,
The ceiling is completoly uncalled fore We should

handle all unsolicited proposals, for $1,000 or
4100, 000,

Overall Image of the RRP

Applicants, field readers, and the nine Directors of Educational
Research gave us their impressions of the RRP by answering four ques-
tions about the Program's interests or procedures., These questions
will be discussed separately sc¢ that the Directors can learn the
opinions of those having contact with the Program.

The first question reads
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Table 7.6 below shows the proportion of applicants, field readers,
and Directors who checked each of the answer-options.

-- A broad range of interests
-~ I have no impression

TABLE 746
TWG OUT OF FIVE APPLICANTS AND FIELD READURS LACK A
CLEAR TMAGE OF THE RESEARCH INTERESTS OF THE RRP

Image of RRP ____________Propar'tion
research Directors of
interests Funded Not funded Field Educational
applicants applicants readers Research
Broad range of s
interests «57 .18 13 [9]
Few areas of
special
interest .09 .38 17 [o]
No impression o3l JAb L0 (o]
TOTALS  1.00 (248)  1.00 (LO9) 1.00 (L13) 9
NA = 3 5 10 0
251 lah 423 9

*he number of DFR's who gave each response appears in brackets.

Every Director stated that the RRP has a "broad range of inter-
ests," but only 57 per cent of the funded applicants, )3 per cent of
the field recaders, and 18 per cent of the not funded applicants share
this imprescion. The fact that only 18 per cent of the not funded
applicants see the Program as having a "broad range of interests" is

Through a varicty of sources, researchers get an
overall impression of funding agencies. Is it your
current impression that the Regional Research Program
is limited to a few areas of special interest, or does
it cover a broad range of interests in education?
Three answer options were provided:

-- A few arecas of special interest
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probably an unintendesd consequence of having their proposals turned
dovm. This study points up one aspect of research support which
rarely is discusscd: an egency's image depends not only on how many
researchers it funds, but also on how many it turns doum.

The most interesting aspect of. Table 7.6 is the large number of
both applicants and ficld readers who have no impression about the
research interests of the RRPs One out of threc funded applicants
have no impression and two out of five field rcaders also have no im-
pression., These figures suggest that many participants in the Program
have virtually no !mowledse of the Program's rcsearch interests.

The second question asked about the image of the RRP was:

Do you think the USOE Regional Research Program tends
to be orthodox or venturesome in its support of
research?

The answer ortions were:

-- Orthodox; more likely to support established lines
of research.

-~ Venturesome; willing to take risks in developing
new lines of research on education.

~- No opinion.

Table 7.7 shows how the three groups of respondentc answer this
question, Eight out of nine Directors characterize the Program as
venituresomes The one Director who checked "orthodox," added:

I would like to support more venturesome research,
but I find that field readers are more likely to
approve 'orthodox' research plans,

Moreover, one-third of the applicants, whether funded or not, and 39
per cent of the field readers have no opinion regarding the tendency
of the RRP to be orthodox or venturesome in its support of research.
Here again, there is a sharp contriast between the funded and not funded
applicants.s Only 5 per cent of those not funded view the Program as
venturesome, but the number reaches ll per cent for the funded appli-
cantss It would seem that being denied support hcs repercussions

other then loss of funds,

Even fewer apwlicants and field readers know whether the RRP is
strict or lenient in pemitting departurszs from the original proposal.
This question was asked:

As far as departures from the original proposal are
concerned, is it your opinion that the Regional
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TABLE 7.7

MORS FUNDED APPLICANTS VIEW THE RRP AS V:NTURESCME
THAIl EITHER FIELD READURS OR 1OT FUNDED APPLICANTS

Proportion
RRP image Dircctors of
. Funded Not funded Ficld Educational
appli.cants applicants readers Research
Venture some il .05 21 (87*
Orthodox 25 W63 - Wlo (1]
No opinion o3l 32 ¢39 (o]
TOTALS 1,00 (250) 1,00 (L409) 1.00 (L12) 9
NA = 1 5 11 G
251 1ah . L23 9

*The number of DER!'s who gave each response appears in brackets.

Research Program tends to be fairly strict or some-
what nermissive?

Table 7.8 shows the proportion of respondents checking cach of the
answer optionu. Seven of the nine Dircctors are strict about expecting
rescarchers to adhere to plans stated in their proposals, but appli-
cants and field rcaders have a different impression, Almost half of
the funded applicants consider the RRP fairly permissive in allowing
recsearchers to depart from their original plans, Note too the rela-
tively high proportion of applicants and field readers who have no
opinion about this policy. It is not surprising that so many not
funded applicants (69 per cent) did not express opinions., Since their
proposals did not become RRP projects, thcy lack the experience upon
which to base a judement. In addition, 37 per cent of the funded ap-
plicants and 58 per cent of the field readers are unsure about the Pro-
gram's policy for handling departures from the proposal. This finding
suggests, as well as those in Tables 7.6 and 7.7, that many applicants
and field readers have had too little exposure to the RRP!s policies
to formulate opinions about its practices and intercsts.

3 N The fourch quastion regarding the image of the Program was:
In comparing the procedures that an applicant must

follow when submitting a proposal to the Regional
Research Program with those required by other

12l
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TABLE 7.8

A MAJORITY OF THE DIRECTORS OF THE RRP ARE FAIRLY
STRICT ABOUT ALLOVWING DEPARTURES FROM FROPOSALS

¥ith respect to Proportion
departures from Directors of
gggp?sals, the Funded  Not funded  Field Educational
183 applicants applicants readers Research
Fairly strict 17 .20 .18 [77*
Fairly permissive L6 «10 o2l (2]
No opinion «37 69 .58 (o]
TOTALS 1.00 (249) .99 (LO7) 1.00 (l12) 9
NA = 2 7 11 0
251 i, 1423 9

*The number of DIR's who gave each response appears in brackets.

agencies, would you say the Regional Research Program
involves more, about the same, or somewhat less "red
tape!?

An aim of the RRP, as stated in the Guidelines, is:

seo to provide for direct and expeditious handling of
proposals.8

We can look to Table 7.9 to lemarn the success of the Program in achiev-
ing this goal. Six of the nine Directors think the Program does welle.
They say the RRP requires less "red tape" than other agencies. This
opinion is not shared by applicants and field readers who are more
likely to think of the RRP as requiring as much "red tape'" as other
agencies. The figures in Table 7.9 reveal that 37 per cent of the
funded applicants, 36 per cent of those not funded, and 37 per cent of
the field rcaders hold this opinione.

As discussed earlier in this report,9 applicants, field readers,

and the Directors all have suggestions for speeding up the processing
of proposalss If these suggestions are implemented, we would expect

8Guidelines, Op. Ccitey, Po 1

9Chapt er Five,
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TABLE 7.9

ONE OUT OF THREE APPLICANTS AND FIELD READIRS
SAY THE RRP REQUIRES THE SAME AMOUNT OF
URED TAPE" AS OTHER GRANTIMG AGRUNCIES

Proportion
Impression of "red Directors of
tane" in RRP Munded Not funded Field Educational
applicants applicants - readers Research
More "red tape"
than other 3
agencies W12 23 10 [o]
About the same
amount 37 36 .37 (3]
Somewhat less 23 12 «20 ' (6]
No opinion, _ .28 .29 32 [o0]
TOTALS  1.00 (250) 1.00 (408) .99 (Li2) 9
NA = 1 6 11 0
251 Lk 23 9

*The number of DER's who gave each response appears in brackets.

a follow-up study of participants in the Program to show a higher pro-

portion having the impression that the RRP requires "less 'red tape'"

than other agencies.

Sumnary

This chapter has provided an overail appraisal of the USOE
Regional Research Program from the perspective of applicants, field

readers, and Directors of Educational Researche.
review process, the present ceiling on individual grants, and the image

It has considered the

of the Program!s research interests and policies.

Both field readers and the Directors of the Program overwhelm-
ingly favor the panel system for reviening proposalse In addition,
they recommend some changes in the present Field Reader Evaluation
Form., In particular, a majority of the field readers would separate

the criterion "adequacy of personnel and facilities" into two criteria,
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"adequacy of personnel" aond "adequacy of facilities." An equally large
mumber think 2 rating scale should be provided for each criterion. In
general, field readers value the exposure to new research ideas that

is an inherent aspect of evaluating RRP proposals; and additionally,
they value the intellectual stimulation of the experience. But they
are critical of the Program too. They are disturbed about the limited
contact they have with the regional »ffices and the remuneration they
receive,

Most applicants, field readers, and Directors agree that the
present ceiling of $70,000 per grant should be raised. Applicants and
field readers favor ceiling closer to $15,000. The Directors have
different points of view on the issue. One advocates retaining the
present ceiling; another thinks there should be none; while several
others favor raising the ceiling, but with a provision for varying
levels of support, They think it is generally appropriate to support
established researchers at a higher level than doctoral candidates for
comparable projects.

Only the Directors have a clear image of the RRP!s research poli-
cieses At least one-third of the spplicants and field readers do not
know whether the Program supports a broad or narrow range of interests
in education, or whether the Program tends to be orthodox or venture-
some in its support of researche. These findings suggest that the
Directors should not declay implementing the recommendations for better
communication between the participants on the outside and the Directors
in the regional offices, if the Program is to build a uniform identity.




CHAPTER EIGHT

CONCLUSIONS AND RECCMMENDATIONS

The preceding chapters have examined data on the experiences and
opinions of key participants in the USOE Regional Research Program
(RRP). Those chapters have reported how the Program operates by answer-
ing questions such as: Who applies for funds? Who receives support?
What projects are proposed? What are the outcomes of the projects? How
do the Directors of Educational Research, field readers, and applicants
appraise the Program? In these final pages we present the strengths and
weaknesses of the Program and suggest steps which can be taken by the
RRP and USOE to rectify the weaknesses.

Like many other granting programs, the RRP is multi~goaled. Cer-
tainly, a central goal is "resource building." . Primarily this means
identifying and supporting less established researchers who seek to
carry out educationally significant, small-project research. A major
conclusion of the analysis is that the Program successfully achieves
this objective. Whether pre~ or post-doctoral, applicants who have
never received a research grant are more likely than previous grant
recipients to be funded. Were it not for the RRP, many of these indi-
viduals may never have proceeded with their research planse

In various ways, the research of these beginners contributes to
resource building. It enters the classroom, leads to professional
publications, and strengthens interest in doing further research on
education., The last effect of the research is fostered by the Program
in another way. When doctoral dissertation advisors are funded, almost
all of them involve students in their projects. As a result of this
expsrience, they report that their students plan to continue in research
once the project has been completede Thus, funding dissertation ad-
visors serves the dual function of supporting research by a professor
while simultaneously attracting students to research.

In addition to resource building, the Program advances the state
of educational research by attracting researchers trained in various
disciplines. In this way educational problems are explored from dif-
ferent theoretical perspectives and by different techniques. Although
a majority of applicants specialize in education, almost as many speci-
alize in disciplines ranging from art to zoology.

These findings offer strong evidence for concluding that the Pro-

gram is what it purports to be and merits continued funding. As for
improvement of the Program, the following recommendations are offered:
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1, The administrative budget for the Directors of Bdu—
cational Research should be stabilized.

2. The research budget for small-project grants should
be increased.

3. The $10,000 ceiling for individual projects should
be raised to $15,000 plus overhead.

Lis The panel method of review should be continued.

S Applicants should be notified of the status of ‘their
proposals within sixty days of submission.

6. Field Reader comments should be sent to every appli-
Cant °

7. The Directors of Educational Research should offer
direction to institutions in the selection of
materials to expand their resources for developing
proposals,

8. The Directors of Educational Research should in-
crease their communication with both applicants and
field readers,

9. The Guidelines for preparing the proposal document
should be revised.

10 Periodic summaries of applicant and proposal data
should be compiled.

Recommendation 1l: The administrative budget for the Directors of Educa=-
tional Research should be stabilized,

The most serious shortcoming of the Program is its precarious ad-
ministrative budget. Unpredictable budget freezes in addition to
chronic understaffing have plagued the Program since its inception and
continue to diminish its effectiveness. Anyone associated with the
Program knows well that although it has been in existence nearly five
years, it has yet to have a normal year, that is, one free of budgetary
CI'1SEeS,

The budget freezes and inadequate staffing in the regional offices
have only negative consequences, Travel ceases, Directors cannot
visit institutions in their regions to develop the research potential of
institutions and individuals. Processing of proposals is suspended.
Paperwork in the regional offices continues to mount. These circum-
stances evoke negative reactions to educational research in general and
to USOE in particular. When Directors cannot circulate among institu-
tions in their regions, what justification is there for regionalization?




In brief, unstable and insufficient administrative financing nullifies
the prime advantage of regionalization--contact between RRP staff and

researchers.

Despitz the frustrating budgetary constraints facing the regional
offices, ve have been impressed by the dedicution of the Program's
Directors. To a considerable extent, they deserve credit for the accom-
plishments of the Program. However, the regional offices tend to be
one-man operations. Over time, this short~sighted economy undermines
the Program. To build stability into the administration of the Program,
funds must be provided for clerical help, a professional assistant, and
travel. 1t is essential that these funds be exempt from freezes. Only
then can the Directors do the job for which they have been hired and for
which the Program has been created.

The RRP, it appears, is not unlike many other programs at USOE
which are launched and then must operate on erratic and inadequate
budcets.1 Hopefully, the Program w111 not be "phased out" before it has
been given an opportunity to demonstrate its effectiveness.

Recommendation 2: The research budget for small-project grants should
be increased,

Having studied the Program from several perspectives, we think that
in addition to stebilizing the administrative budget, the funds for sup-
porting research should be increased. Generally, if one agrees with the
claim of many educators, researchers, government officials, and informed
1aymen that the educational system in the United States suffers from
serious shortcomings, then it would seem prudent to allocate more funds
to the RRP for continuing its program of resource development. Moreover,
as the Program becomes known the volume of applications for research sup-
port will increase. In the final amalysis, the image of the Program (and

1A report in Science makes the following observations about USOE:

[It 15] difficult to determine which programs [at the
U.S. Office of Education] are working and which are
not, since many of the new programs are operating on
a relative pittance.

Neither Congress nor OE has done much about seriously
evaluating the multitude of programs on the books and
making improvements where necessary. Drafting and
passing a law to create a new program is in many ways
easier and politically more profitable than finding
out how a program actually works and correcting flaws
or abuses,

Walsh, John, "Education: Nixon Nominates a Schoolman as Commissioner,"
Science, 163 (February 28, 1969), 912-915.
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its parent organization, USOE) depends not only on how much productive
research is funded but also on how much is turned away.

Recommendation 3: The $10,000 ceiling for individual projects should
be raised to {15,000 plus overhead.

The recommendation for increasing the research budget of the RRP has
already been stated, but this increase should be large enough to provide
for raising the ceiling on individual grants to $15,000 plus overheade.
This increment would help compensate for inflated project costs. How-
ever, the major benefit would be greater flexibility in the choice of
problems to be studied and research designe

A higher ceiling would permit the collection of data not otherwise
possible. At present many RRP projects use students as subjects, but
few study the context of the learning environment--the classroom as a
whole, the school, the home, or the comunity. Studies of this scope
typically require a larger expenditure than the $10,000 now awarded.

The recommendation to raise the ceiling on individual projects
should not jeopardize the Program's commitment to unsolicited, small-
project research. By keeping the individual awards at a modest level,
more researchers can be supported, and the RRP is one of the few federal
programs providing the researcher on education with an opportunity to
explore the idea hz has developed.

Recommendation L: The panel method of review should be continued.,

Chapter Seven provided considerable data on two systems for review-
- ing proposals (by panel or by correspondence). The majority of field
readers and Directors consider the panel to be superior. Occasionally,
technical proposals are best reviewed by specialists. When necessary,
such reviews can be obtained by mail and then submitted to a panel to
permit evaluating the merit of these proposals relative to the others
being considered.

Recommendation 5: Applicants should be notified of the status of their
proposals within sixty days of submissione.

One aim of the Program is:

" Processing of proposals from receipt to notification
of action is usually completed within two months,
except when complicatigns beyond the control of the
Regional Office arise.

2Guidelines, op. cites pe Ge
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This statement leads to unrealistic expectations. Two-thirds of the_ ap-
plicants state that notification took longer than they had expected,
Marginal comments in their questionnaires dramatize the irritation pro-
duced by the delay. Ve recommend that within sixty days of submitting
his proposal the applicant be informed of the funding decision, or the
expected date of that decision. The dividends from this procedure would
be substantial,

Recommendation 6: Field reader comments should be sent to every appli-
carnt. T J

Vhen the applicant is notified of the disposition of his proposal,
the notification should be accompanied by a copy of the field reader
comments. Applicants are eager for constructive criticism and field
readers themselves endorse the idea, Although the opinions of the Direc-
tors diverge on this point, those who have not adopted the practice
are willing to give it consideration,

In sending commeﬁﬁs to applicants, the identity of field readers
need not be revealed.,* His interests can be protected by revising the
Field Reader Evaluation Form and informing him that his comments will be
sent to the applicants. A form could be designed that would providg
space below a perforation for comments addressed to applicants and

space above for those intended for USOE exclusively.

Recommendation 7: The Directors of Educational Research should offer
direction to institutions in the selection of materials to expand their
resources for developing proposals.

Although the Directors conduct seminars, clinics, and individual
conferences with prospective applicants, we suggest that they also en-
deavor to assist these applicants by providing guidance to institutions
in the acquisition of resource materials. To be specific, one of the
findings reported in Chapter Four was that the probability of being
funded appears to be related to the number of resources available to
applicants--not the number they use in developing their proposals.
Whether an applicant uses a particular resource depends on a number of
factors, possibly his research training, his experience in writing pro-
posals, or the stage of his research plan., The important factor is the
availability of resources at ths institution. The wider the range of
choice, the greater the opportunity for the researcher to select those
appropriate to his needs,

3Ta.ble S.lo

hIt should be noted that the issue of concealed identity is not
salient to field readers, Not one commented on it in the questionraire.
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By way of a reminder, these are the resources vwhich are listed in
the applicant questionnaire:

1. An "information bank" of agencies that fund
research

2. Sample application forms of funding agencies

3. A "resource person" knowledgeable about applying
for research funds

. Copies of proposals submitted by others

N
5. ERIC materials
6., USOE!'s "Guidelines for Small Project Research"

7. USOE's "Winning a Research Bid: Tips on Proposal
Writing."

We recommend that the Directors guide institutional efforts to secure
these resources--most of which are not costly or difficult to obtain.
With such materials available, applicangs have a greater chance of suc-
cessfully competing for research fundsa

Recommendation 8: The Directors of Educational Research should increase
their communication with both applicants and field readers.

The Directors seem to have a uniform image of the Program's research
policies and ﬁractices, but a great many applicants and field readers do
not know whether the Program is narrow or broad in its interests, whether
it is orthodox or venturesome, or whether it is strict or lenient in
allowing departures from the research plans stated in proposals. These
findings point up a gap in communications. If the Program is to build
an identity, the Directors must bridge the gap by providing better and
more frequent information to field readers and applicants.

The value that can be derived from improving the relationship of
field readers to thr Program should not be overlooked. Their specialized
knowledge and skills could help the Directors further Program aims. How~
ever, field readers cannot be helpful unless they are kept up-to-date on
the Program's activities, Informal discussions could be held when panels
are convened, or at periodic regional meetings, or even at the annual
AFRA (American Educational Research Association) convention which is
probably attended by a large proportion of field readers.

SA summary of some material from this report might also be useful to
prospective applicants,
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Finally, field readers ought to be notified of the nutcomes of the

. proposals they review. Many admit to a certain frustration in spending
time evaluating a proposal 'and never hearing the granting decision. We
recommend thuit field readers be sent an annual summary of awards listing
the project director, the institution, and the title of =ach study. This
would not only inform them of the outcomes of the proposals they had re-
viewed, but it would also acquaint them with the Program's overall ac-
tivitiess In addition, such a summary would be a convenient way to
maintain contact with past and present grantees.

Recommendation 9: The "“Guidelines" for preparing the proposai document
should be revised,

The section of the Guidelines entitled "The Proposal Document"
states that applicants should "outline the proposed research procedures
carefully." As it turns out, many do not. Typical of this lack of
specificity is the fact that one-third of the researchers who plan to
study students do not state an approximate sample size., Murther, the
Guidelines do not explicitly request a statement about the planned modes
of analysis, and one-fourth of the applicants fail to provide this
information. In conjunction with this, applicants neglect to state the
data processing techniques they intend to use.

These omissions point up the need to revise thelggigelines.7 The
simple inJunction to "outline carefully" is an empty instruction unless
applicants (particularly those who have never previously sought a grant)
are told what facts to present in the outline.

Recommendation 10: Periodic summaries of applicant and proposal data
should be compiled,

To provide an overview of each fiscal year, we suggest a periodic
ccmpilation of data from applicants. This need be neither expensive nor
elaborate. With slight modification, the application ferm could se.ve
as the colleciion instrument. These items would be useful: educational
background, present position, type of institutional affiliation, major
field of interest. In addition, there should be a fact sheet for the
proposed research which covers subject matter, study design, expected
outcome (other than the finzl report) and, where applicable, sample

6

Guidelines, op. cit., p. 3.

7A1though the Guidelines have been revised and reissued as recently
as October, 1970, the section entitled, “The Proposal Document," has not
been materiaily altered since July, 1968,
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characteristics and total costs by item.8 Some of the questions and
codes developed for this study could be adapted for this purpose. By
summarizing these facts, the Directors would be informec of the conse-
quences of their decisions. They would learn who is being attracted,
and the nature of the problems being studied. They may discover areas
that are underrepresented or not represented at all and, as a result,
they may wish to devote attention to arousing interest in these areas
among researchers, In sum, the profile of the Program that is being‘
suggested here would facilitate planning and provide a nasis for policy
revisiorns.

One further comment about the recommendations. We have presented
only those we consider most important, but all of the research reported
here offers possibilities for re-examining and improving “he Program.

It is our hope that the Directors will use these materials for just this
PUrpose.

8Subsequent to this study, a taxonomy for proposal data has been
developed., See Richard V, McCann, "A Data Base and Data Flow Model
for the Regional Research Program," NCERD, USOE, mimeo, November, 1970.
Perhaps a similar one will be developed for applicant data.
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APPENDIX A

BAMPLE

The data for this study of the USOE Regional Research Program
(RRP) were obtained from two primary sources. Both the applicants
submitting proposals to the RRP in Fiscal 1968 and the field readers
reviewing these proposals were surveyed by mail questionnaire between
July, 1969 and May, 1970,

Applicant sample.s In July, 1969 a 23-page printed questionnaire
consisting of nearly 100 items was mailed to researchers who had ap-
plied to the RRP for a grant during Fiscal 1968. Since everyone had
not received support, a different version of the questionnaire was
sent to funded applicants (N = 289) than to not funded applicants
(N = 585). The total sample size was 87l.

On September 1, the return rate was only 36 per cent. Follow-up
postcards were then mailed to all applicants who had not returned
completed questionnaires, By September 23, the return rate had
reached L6 per cent, somewhat of an improvement, but still not accept-
able,

Thereafter, efforts to persuade applicants to complete their
questionnaires were individualized. In most cases, a personally-
typed letter was air mailed to the remaining applicants. The letter
stressed the importance of the applicant's.participation in the sur-
vey and invited him to return an enclosed postcard requesting another
questionnaire, if somehow the original one had gone actray. These
letters were effective: close to 50 per cent of these appllcants
either completed the questionnaire or returned the postcard.

In addition to letter-writing, contacts by telephone were
starteds Applicants in the New York City area served as test cases,
and soon thereafter applicants in every region were telephoned. In
all, some fifty applicants were contacted in this way. Telephoning
was, of course, more costly and time consuming than letter-writing,
but it was also more effectives In the end, 85 per cent of the appli-
cants who were telephoned completed their questionnaires,

About fifteen applicants who had not been funded belong in a
special groupe. Instead of completing their questionnaires, they sent
indignant letters. They had no interest in arswering questions about
their proposals which had been so rudely turned down., BEach of these
applicants was telephoned to urge him to use the questionnaire for
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registering his complaints., Only one of these applicants refused to
take advantage of this opportunity.

In all, 665 questionnaires were returned. The return rate for
funded applicants was 89 per cent and for the not funded, 73 per cente
Table A.1 below accounts for the 87l nuestionnaires which were mailed.,

TABLE A.l
| APPLICANT SAMPLE
11 Questiommaires mailed Number of
- ma applicants
Returned and processed ' 665
Not returned 177
Dropped from sample: 32
ithdrawals and transf‘ers1 12
Multiple proposals2 11
Deaths 5
Unlocatables L
32
TOTAL MAILED 87l

lafter mailing questionnaires it was learned
that the proposals submitted by these applicants
had been withdrawn or transferred to another bureau
within USOE,

2Fleven individuals had submitted two proposals
in Fiscal 1968, but alternate respondents could not
be secured,

Data from non-respondents has not been completely lost. FPartial
profiles have been obtzined from the proposals they submitced. Com-
parison of the non-respondent data with that provided by respondents
A (Table A+2) shows that respondents and non-respondents are alike in
three respects:

1. Cooperating institution. A total of 8} per cent
of the respondents and 85 per cent of the non~
respondents listed a college or university as the
cooperating institutionj

A2
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TABLE A.2

COIPARISON BETWEEN RESPONDENTS AND NON-
RESPONDENTS IN APPLICANT SURVEY

Information available Proportions
for both groups Respondents Non-respondents
l. Cooperating institution
College or university 8L .85
School system .10 .08
Other (e.g., private agency) W06 07
TOTALS 1.00 (665) 1.00 (156)
NA = 9 A
665 177
2. Employment status
Employed at least part-time .89 .89
Student full-time «10 o1l
Other (e.g., post-doctoral
fellow) Noil -—
TOTALS 1.00 (665) 1.00 (168)
NA = _0 2
665 177
3. Highest degree :
Ph.D. 37 i
Ed.D, W17 .14
O'ther (S.g.;, D’i.Aa, I"IcEd.) .l‘..l.é 1,4.5
TOTALS 1.00 (660) 1.00 (16L)
A = _2 13
665 177
lj« Position
Full professor v18 .25
Associate professor 19 .15
Assistant professor 2l .18
Other faculty (e.g.,
lecturer) .05 .08
Pesearch director .07 07
Administrative officer .07 .09
Other (e.g., lower school
¢ teacher) «20 17
’ TOTALS 1.C0 (596) .99 (1L9)
NA = 2 9
Not employed _67 19
' 665 1
,g, 77
A-3
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2. Employment. At the time the proposal was sub-
mitted, 89 per cent of both the respondents and
the non-respondents were employed at least part-
time;

3. Highest degree. In Fiscal 1968, 37 per cent of
the respondents held Ph.D.'s; 17 per cent, Ed.D.!'s;
and L6 per cent, other degrees (e.g., M.A., Bold).
The percentage figures are similar for non-respon-
dents: L1 per cent held Ph.D.'s; 1L per cent,
Ed.D.'s; and L5 per cent, other degrees.

Faculty status is the one item which shows a difference between respon-
dents and non-respondents.. A higher proportion of junior than senior
faculty memhers cooperated in the survey, suggesting that the Program
is of more interest to junior faculty members. Among respondents, 2L
per ceilt vere assistant professors, but only 18 per cent were full
professors. For the non-respondents, the figures are reversed: 18

per cent were assistant professors, and 25 per cent, full professorse

Field Reader sample. Late in March, 1970, an ll-page mimeographed
questionnaire was mailed to 512 field readers, the evaluators of the
proposals submitted to the RRP during Fiscal 1968. The response to
this questionnaire was prompt and gratifying. By the end of April,

73 per cent of the field readers had completed questionnaires. Early
in May a personally-typed follow-up letter was sent by air mail to
those who had not returned questionnaires. As with the letter to the
applicants, this letter urged field readers to take part in the study;
it also added that if the questionnaire had gone astray, the field
reader could return the enclosed postcard requesting another. This
single follow-up effort increased the return rate to 85 per cent

(L23 questionnaires).

Data abstracted from USOE Field Reader Catalogs permit comparison
of the present position, highest degree, degree specialty, and year
degree awarded for respcndents and non-respondents. As Table A.3
shows, there is no difference in the types of positions helde Ed,D.!s
are slightly over-represented among the respondents and Ph.D.'s
slightly under-represented. This 5 per cent difference carries over
to degree specialty. A higher proportion of respondents than non-
respondents specialize in education and a lower proportion in psychol-
ogy and surprisingly, in English as well. Finally, both groups of
field readers tend to be young, having received their highest degrees
within the last ten to fifteen years. The median year for respondents
is 1955 and ‘for non-respondents, 1954. The Program's ability to
attract young people is not limited to applicants; it extends te field

1the corrected sample size is 1j98. Seven field readers could not
be located and another seven were erroneously sent questionnaires.
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TABLE A3

COMPARISON BETWEEN RESPONDINTS AND NON-
RESPONDENTS IN-FIELD READER SURVEY

Proportion:
Background data EALJER LI
Respondents Non~respondents

1. Position

Full professor .51 ’ 53
Associate professor 11 .10
Assistant professor Ol .03
Other faculty (e.g., lecturer) .03 .02
Research director .07 .08
Administrative officer .18 W16
Other (e.g., counselor) 07 .09

TOTALS 1.01 (396) 1.01 (61)

NA = 26 1L

Retired 1 0

l23 75

2. Highest degree

Ph.D. .6,4. .69
Ed.D, , .26 21
Other (e.g., M.A.) 11 .10

TOTALS 1.01 (393) 1.00 (62)

NA = 429 13

123 75

3. Degree specialty
Education Ll 2
Psychology 26 .38
Sociology .07 02
Other social science «06 .07
Mathematics, physical and

biological sciences .07 .05
English and language arts 206 o2l
Music and art Ol —

TOTALS 1.00 (259) 1.00 (42)

NA = 16} 33

L23 75

( continued]
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Table A.3 [continued]

Comparison Between Respondents and Non-
Respondents in Field Reader Survey

Cumulative proporticn:

Background data

Respondents Non-respondents
i« Year of degree
1921-1939 .10 .05
1940-19)9 .26 26
1950-195) . U7 53
1955-1959 W72 .79
1960-196); .93 .95
1965-1968 1.00 1.00
TOTALS (358) (58)

NA = __6_5_ 17

1123 75

MEDIANS 1955 195

readers. Thus, if there is any bias in the analysis, it is in favor
of youth, the hallmark of the Program.




APPENDIX B

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES

TABLE Bl,1 =

FIVE OUT OF SIX DOCTORAL STUDENTS ARE
WORKING TOWARD DEGREES IN EDUCATION

Expected Proportion of students

Education Ph.D. .50
Ed.D. 37
Discipline Ph.D, 13
1.00 (113)
Cases excluded® |6l
NA = 88

665

*Table restricted to applicants listing the doc-
torate earned in 1968 or 1969 as the highest degree.

“Not working toward advanced degree.

B-1




TABLE Bl.2

FOUR OUT OF FIVE DOCTORAL STUDENTS INTEND THE
RRP RESEARCH FOR THEIR DISSERTATIONS

P;oportion of applicants

a - Number of
Status intending RRP research applicants
for dissertation
Student
Working toward Ed.D. .83 (71)
Working toward Ph.D, .80 (121)
Working touard Master's
degree «33 (9)
Not a student <06 (L59)
TOTAL .28 (660)
NA = 5
665

TABLE Bl.3

NINETY-SEVEN PER CENT OF THE APPLICANTS ARE WHITE

Race of applicant

Proportion of

applicants
White 097
Negro 02
Other (e.ge, Indian, Oriental) <01

TOTAL 1.00 (&Lh)

NA = 21

665




TABLE Bl.l

FIVE OUT OF SIX APPLICANTS ARE MALE

tion
Sex of applicant _ Proportion of

applicants.
Male 083
Female 017
TOTAL 1.00 (665)
TABLE Bl.5

NINE OUT OF TEN APPLICANTS ARE MARRIED

Marital status Froportion of

of applicant applicants
Married 92
Not married .08

TOTAL 1,00 (638)
NA = 27
665

B-3
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TABLE Bl.10

THE PARTNTS OF TWO-THIRDS OF THE APPLICANTS
HAD NO MORT THAN A HIGH SCHOOL EDUCATION

Parents of applicant

Formal education [Cumulative proportion]
Father Mother

Lighth grade or less 29 023
Sorie high school Alb 37
Completed high school 63 66
Some college .78 .83
Graduated from college <86 ISl
Some graduate school .88 96
First professional degree 093 98
Master!s degree 97 99
Ph.D. or Ed.D, 1,00 1.00

' TOTAL (6L5) (6L7)

NA = 20 18

665 665

B-6
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TABLE B2.1

PROPORTION OF APPLICANTS FUNDED BY PREVIOUS
RESEARCH GRANTS

. Proportion
Number of previous of applicants Numbgr of
research grant(s) funded app}icants
None b3 (2L9)
One or more 3L (LoT)
TOTAL .38 (656)
NA = __2
665




TABLE B3.1l

THE SUBJLCT HMATTER OF PROPOSALS VARIES

Detailed classification _ Number of
of subject matter - proposals
Agriculture + o v o v 4 s o o o o e v o s e s e e 0 s e e s e 6
Art (graphics, palntlng, Sculpture ) o « + o v 0 v e 0w 0 e 10
Building desighn o « o o 4+ o o o o 0 6 o o s o 8 s 0 s 0 2 o s 1
BUSINESS & & « o o o o o 8 s e o o 0 o 4+ 4 0 o s 8 0 04 7
Education (administration, finance, history
of, teacher training) « « « « « o o o o o s ¢ o o o o o o o 166 J
English (cinema, literature, speech, theatre) « « « « « o o 37
Foreign languages and 1inguisStiCs o« o « o o o o o o s o o o o 12
Home €CONOMICS & o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o s o o o o o 5
Industrial arts o o o o o o ¢ 4 o 4 4 4 6 4 b e e e e e 6
Information processing (data retrieval .
systems, 1ibTary) o o o o o e o o o o o o o o s 0 0 o 0 o o 20
Mathematics and statistics « o « o o o « o o+ o o ¢ o o o o o 37
MISIC o o o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o a o s o s s o s 1 8 o o o o 28

Physical education, health, and recreation
(dancCing) o o o o o o o o o o & o0 o o s e o 0 o e s e e . 2l
Physiological measurementsS « o o o s o o o ¢ o o o o o o & o
Psychology (including testing and measurement, )
counseling, guidance and placement) + « o & o o« o ¢ ¢ o« « o 193
Reading o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o e o o o s o« o oa e 30
Science (blologlcal environmental, or

phySlCal) * e 8 o ® o e 6 e ® o o & & e & 8 ¢ e o e o o 35
Social science (including area studies, and

international relationS) « « o ¢ 4 o o o o 8 o 6 o o o o o 38
Speech pathology and audiology « « « o o o « o ¢ ¢ o o « « @ 8
Behavioral science research, environmental

FOCUS ¢ o 6 ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 o 4 o o o o e o oo o o s o ¢ o o o o 28
Subject not elsewhere classified (e.g., Head-

start, aviation) .+ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ e 0 o 0 0 e b o 0 o o 0 0 o 11
Not cla551f1ab1e by subject (e.g., student

ACLAVASI) 4 4 4 ¢ v e 6 o b o s e e e e e e e e e e 3

TOTAL 710%

*Potal exceeds 665 because more than one subject was indicated
in some proposalse




TABLE B3,2

THE SAMPLE SIZE FOR STUDENT GROUPS VARIES

Sample size Proportion of

proposals
50 or less 20
51 - 100 20
10l - 200 21
201 - 500 .21
501 or more .18
TOTAL 1.00 (2L9)

Not specified 128
Not applicable 288

665

TABLE B3.3

WHEN STUDENTS ARE STUDIED, RACE OR
ETHNICITY IS SELDOM SPECIFIED

—

Race orvgihnicity Proportion d;
of students proposals

Caucasian .50
Negro .18
Criental 1h
American Indian .09
Mexican~-American 05
Other-foreign 16

TOTAL 1.L42%  (56)

Not specified 321
Not applicable g§§

665

*Total exceeds 1.00 because more
than one racial or ethnic group
indicated,




TABLE B3..L

FEW PROPOSALS FOCUSING ON STUDENTS SPECIFY
THE STUDENT'S ECONOMIC LEVEL

Economic level Proportion of

proposals
Welfare or poverty oli5
Low-income L8
Middle-income L5
Upper-income .09
TOTAL 1.7% (58)

Not specified 319
Not applicable 288

———rt.

665

*Total‘exceeds 1.C0 because
more than one economic group indi-
cated,

TABLE B3.5

LESS THAN ONE-HALF OF THE PROPOSALS FOCUSING
ON TEACHERS SPECIFY THE SAMPLE SIZE

Proportion of

Sample gize proposals
50 or less 37
51 - 150 31
200 or more 31
TOTAL .99 (35)

Not specified L2
Not applicable 588
665




TABIE B3.6

TOTAL COST FCR BUDGET ITEMS

Budget Item

Total cost

for budget Ttem™ Non-professional Services and

personnel final report Equipment
[cumulative proportions]

$105 or less .02 «C6 JA1
106 - 205 : .09 17 21
206 - 305 . 17 25 31
306 - LOS \ Y 36 «38
1406 - 505 , .35 L5 L6
506 - 605 A3 50 51
606 -~ 705 L6 .58 5k
706 - 805 51 .63 56
806 - 905 57 67 .58
9C6 - 994 59 69 59
995 - 1,994 .8l .89 .80
1,995 - 2,991 .95 93 87
2,995 - 3,991 .98 .96 92
3,995 and over 1.00 1.00 1.00
Number of proposals (L59) (5L5) (165)
No cost listed «20 112 05 26 71 L06
TOTAL (571) (571) (571)
MEDIAN $782 $609 $590
No budget available 13 13 13
No local amount stated _§} _§} _§}
665 665 665
[ continued]

*Budget item costs recorded to the nearest ten dollars.
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Table B3.5 [continued]

Total Cost for Budget Items

Budget Item

Total cost Empl Suppli
: " ployee uppLlies
for budget item Travel Benefits  and materials

[cumulative proportions]

$105 or less o1l .15 © .20

106 - 205 29 .31 1i0
206 - 305 L0 39 5L
306 - L05 L9 .55 .62
L06 - 505 .56 .65 .68
506 - 605 .63 .75 .7k
606 - 705 67 .83 .78
706 - 805 .73 .88 .82
806 - 905 ' 7 .91 .85
906 - 994 .80 .92 87
995 - 1,994 92 .98 Sl
1,995 - 2,99 .96 .99 97
2,995 - 3,994 .98 99 .98
3,995 and over 1.00 1.00 1.00

Number of proposals (LL3) (L57) (543)

No cost listed .22 128 .20 11k .05 28

TOTAL (571) (571) (571)
MEDIAN $h20 $374 $276

No budget available 13 13 13

No local amount stated 81 81 81

665 665 665

[continued]

*Budget itém costs recorded to the nearest ten dollars.,




Table B3.6 [ continued]

Total Cost for Budget Items

Total cost Budget Item
for budget item™ Communication
[ cumulative proportions]

$25 or less Jb
26 - L5 19
46 - 65 39
66 - 85 7
86 - 105 - 262
106 - 205 .83
206 - 305 90
306 - LO5 92
406 - 605 097
606 - 805 98
806 -~ 994 99
995 ~ 2,994 1.00

Number of proposals (381)

No cost listed 33 150

TOTAL (571)
MEDIAN $90

No budget available 13
No local amount stated 81
665
[ continued]

*Budget item costs recorded to nearest ten dol-
lars.
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Table B3.6 [cpntinued]

Total Cost for Budget Items

—
=

Budget Item

Total anoqnt
for item®

Professional

personnel

Indirect
costs

Local
contribution

[cumilztive p:oportions]

$990, or less 02
995 = 1,994 .06
1,995 - 2,99 «13
2,995 - 3,994 .25
3,995 - 4,99 Ul
1,995 - 5,994 57
5,995 - 6,994 69
6,995 - 7,994 79
7,995 ~ 8,99 .85
8,995 - 9,99 «90
9,995 and over 1.00

Nunber of proposals

No cost listed

TOTAL

MEDIAN ‘ $5,578

No budget available

No local amount stated

(571)

- - —

(571)

13
81

t—t—

665

17
45
77
91
96
.98
.98
99
.99
99

1.00°

12

$2,152

(508)
63
(571)

13
81

———

665

25
L8
6l
.70
o7
.86
.86
.88
.90
92
1.00
(571)
(571)
$2,10L
13
81
665
[continued]

*Budget amounts recorded to the nearest ten dollars,

154
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Table B3.6 [continued]

Total Cost for Budget ILtems

Federal funds Budget Item
requested™ Comparable All
budgets proposals
[ cumulative proportions)
$99L or less .00 .00
1995 - 1,994 Noil Noil
1,995 = 2,994 .03 0L
2,995 - 3,994 - 407 07
3,995 ~ 1,994 J1 J1
L5995 - 5,994 015 .16
5,995 - 6,99 .22 .22
6,995 - 7,994 .28 .29
7,995 - 8,994 10 U1
8,995 - 9,994 .80 .81
9,995 and over 1,00 1.00
Number of proposals (571) (66L)
MEDTIAN $9,257 $9,230
No amount available 1
No budget available 13
No local amount stated _§E
665 665
[continued]

*Amount recorded to nearest ten dollars,
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Table B3.6 [continued]

Total Cost for Budget Items

s Funded Not Funded
Total budget

Total

[cumulative proportions]

$5,005 or less 07 .05
5,006 - 7,505 .16 SRR
7,506 -~ 10,005 .32 .30

10,006 - 11,005 - WL7 L7

11,006 - 12,005 .59 .63

12,006 - 13,C05 67 73

13,006 - 14,005 .72 76

11,006 - 15,005 77 .82

15,006 - 17,505 .86 91

17,506 - 20,005 «90 93

20,006 - 22,505 9L .95

22,506 - 25,005 .96 97

$25,006 and over 1.00 1.00
Number of proposals (221) (350)
MEDIAN $11,256 $11,166
No budget available 2 11
No local amount stated ~3§ _EE
665 665

(571
$11,194
13
81

Mo . .
“Amounts upon which total is based are recorded to riearest

ten dollars,
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TABLE Bliel

APPLICANTS “JLTH MORE THAN THREE RESOURCES AVAILABLE
HAVE A BETTER CHANCE OF BEING FUNDID

B Number of Propor.'tion Number of
resources available of applicants applicants
funded
One 36 (113)
Two .38 (10L)
Threa 3h (1L3)
Four Lé (99) 1

Five 15 (78)
Six or seven J1 (84)
TOTAL 38 (621)

No resources available 31

Na = 13

665

TABLE BlLi42

THE DIRECTOR OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH IS
USUALLY THE USCE OFFICIAL WITH WHOM
APPLICANTS DISCUSS THEIR PROPOSALS

USOE official contacted Proportion of

applicants

Director of Educational Research <68

Staff member, Washington, D.C, 21

Director of Educational Resw:arch and a

staff member in Washinjton, D.C, 07

Other (eeze, regional irtern) Ol
TCTHL 1,00 (266)
Not discussed with USOE 392
. NA = 7
B 665

B~17




TABLE Bl.3

ALIOST ALL FUNDED APPLICANTS FIND DISCUSSING
THEIR PROPOSALS WITH A USOE OFFICIAL HELPFUL

Proportion of gpplicants

Fincd discussion with

USOE official helpful? Funded Not funded
Yes 9% .6l
No Ol 36
TOTAL .~ 1,00 (107)  1.00 (103)
No discussion
with USOE | 134 258
NA = 10 23
251 Wil (665)
TABLE Bli.L

APPLICANTS TYPICALLY SPEND ABOUT FORTY~
EIGHT HOURS PREPARING THEIR FROPOSALS

Number of hours spent Cumulative
preparing proposal proportion
20 or less 017
21 - 40 Al
41 - 60 61
61 - 80 «70
81 - 100 «83
101 or more 1.00
TOTAL (628)
_ NA = ._ZZ
* 665

MEDIAN 7.5 hours

; © B-18
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TABLE Bl.5

APPLICANTS THO SPEND LESS THAN TWENTY
HOURS FREPARING THEIR PROPOSALS
ARE LEAST LIKELY TO BLE FUNDED

Number of hours spent Pr oportion Number of
preparing proposal of a?ﬁié;iﬁts applicants
20 or less «33 (106)
21 - L0 . 35 : (169) .
1 - 60 Jao (108)
61 - 80 .38 (55)
81 - 100 - .38 (82)
101 or more 039 (108)
TOTAL .38 (628)
NA = 37
665
TABLE BL.6

A MAJORITY OF THE APPLICANTS FPREPARE
PROPOSALS ON THEIR CWN TIME

Time used to preparz proposal Proportion of

applicants
wn time .53
Both own and working time .28
Working time 19

TOTAL 1.00 (658)

NA = 7

665

B-19




TABLE Bli.7

THE MEDIAN CLERICAL COST FCR PRE~-
PARING A PROPOSAL IS $L8

Clerical costs Cmuldt:!.Ve .
proportion
Less than $25 .22
$25 - $L9 .53
$50 - $99 .80
$100 or more 1.00
Cannot guess the cost L1
NA = 5
665
MEDIAN 51,8
B-20
169




TABLE B5.1

SEVEN OUT OF TEN NOT FUNDED APPLICANTS ASK FOR

AN EXPLANATION OF THE GRANTING DECISION

e peetnt—.
beamr—men)

Did you ask for Proportion of not
an explanation? funded applicants
| Yes o 71
No .29
TOTAL 1.00 (L09)
NA= 5
Cases excluded™ 251
665

®Funded applicants.

TABLE B5.2

FOUR OUT OF FIVE NOT FUNDED APPLICANTS ARE
DISSATISFIED WITH THE XPLANATION
OF THE GRANTING DECISION

gétisfaction with
explanation of
decision

Proportion of not
funded applicants

Not satisfied .81
Fairly satisfied 17
Very satisfied .02

—m————

TOTAL 1.00 (26l)
NA = 29

Did not ask for an
explanation 121

Cases excluded™ 251

665

*Funded applicants.

R-21
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TABLE B6.1

MOST RRP PROJECTS VERE NEARLY CCMPLETED OR
CCHPLETED AT THE TLiS OF THE SURVEY

Proportion of

Stage of research project funded applicants

Grant just received .02
One-fourth completed 01
One-half completed .08
Three-fourths.cbmpleted .13 1
Nearly completed .28
Completed _:Eﬁ
TOTAL 1.00 (2L9)
NA = 2
Cases excluded™ EEE

665

*Not funded applicantse

TABLE B6.2

TWO OUT OF THREE RRP PROJECTS
HAVE STUDENT ASSISTANTS

Student assistance Proportion of

on project? funded applicants
Yes 66
No 03h
TOTAL 1.00 (250)
NA = 1
Cases excluded™ M1l
665

~*Not funded applicantse

B-22

167/




TABLE B6.3

TWO-THIRDS OF THE FUNDED APPLICANTS FRESENT PAPERS
BASED ON THEIR PROJECTS AT PROFESSIONAL MEETINGS

Present a paper at a Proportion of
professional meeting? funded applicants
Yes 67
No 233
TOTAL 1.00 (222)

Cases excluded™ EEE
665

*Not funded applicants (N = L1l);
funded applicants whose project has just
begun (N = 29),

B-23

3




TABLE B6.UL

SIX OUT OF TEN FUNDED APPLICANTS FRESENT PAPERS BASED ON THEIR

PROJECTS AT NATIONAL MESTINGS OF PROFESSIONAL SOCIETIES

Proportion of

... Type of meeting  ”, N funded applicants
National meeting U5
Regional meeting 13
Tnvited lecture 11
State meeting .09
National, regional, and state meeting <07
Regional and state meeting - - 06
National and state meeting . .05
National and regional meeting | Ol
International meeting .03

TOTAL 1.03% (155)

No paper presented 67
Cases excluded™ L3

665

*Potal exceeds 1,00 because some funded applicants also
present papers at international meetings.

“Not funded applicants (N = L41l); funded applicants
whose project has just begun (N = 29),

B2}
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TABLE B6.5

SEVEN OUT OF TYN FUNDED APPLICANTS PREPARE MANUSCRIPTS

FOR PUBLICATION BASED ON THEIR PROJEGCTS

Prepare a manuscript Proportion of
for publication? funded applicants
Yes .72
No .28
TOTAL 1.00 (222)
Cases excluded™ L3
665

2t

Not funded applicants (N = L1l);
funded applicants whose project has just
begun (N = 29).

B-25
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TABLE B6.6

FUNDED APPLICANTS MOST FREQUENTLY WRITE JOURNAL
ARTICLES BASED ON THEIR PROJECTS

= ——

Proportion of

e of ma ipt
Typ fo) nuscrip ( S) fundad applicants

Journal article 72
Journal article and book or part

of a book o1l
Book or part of a book .06

Other (e.g., limited circulation
report, musical score, test

manual) .08
Journal article and other o 01
Book or part of a book and other | 01
Journal article, book or part of
a book, and other .01
TOTAL 1.00 (171)

No plans to publish 51
Cases excluded” L3

665

*Not funded applicants (N = L1l); funded applicants
whose project has just begun (N = 29),

e~
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TABLE B6.7

SEVEN OUT OF TEN FUNDED AF/LICANTS REPCRT THAT
RRP EXPERIENCE I’AS STRENGTHENED THEIR
INTEREST IN RESEARCH ON EDUCATION

Effect of funding Proportion of
_on research interest funded applicants

Strengthened interest in doing

research on education o7l
No appreciable effect .26
Diminished interest .03
TOTAL 1.00 (2L8)
NA = 3
Cases excluded” Lk

665

*Not funded applicants.

TABLE B6.8

THREE OUT OF FOUR FUNDED APPLICANTS REMAIN
AT THE SAME INSTITUTION AFTER
- STARTING THEIR RESEARCH

————

Institutional Proportion of
affiliation funded applicants
Same W75
Different _:35
TOTAL 1.00 (232)
NA= 5

Not employed 1k
Cases excluded” U1l

665

*Not funded applicants.

B-27
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TABLE BY7.1l

FOUR OUT OF FIVE FIELD READERS WHO REVIEWED
PROPOSALS DURING FISCAL YEAR 1968
ARE STILL FIELD READERS¥

Currently under contract Proportion of
to USOE as a field reader? field readers
Yes .82
No __iié
TOTAL 1.00 (L16)
NA = __z
L23

*June, 1970,

TABLE B7.2

VIRTUALLY EVERY FIELD READER HAS
SERVED AS AN INDIVIDUAL REVIEWER

Reviewed RRP proposals as Proportion of
an individual field reader? field readers
Yes 099
No .01
TOTAL 1.00 (375)
NA = L8
L23
B-28




TABLE B?.s

ONLY ONE OUT OF FOUR FIELD READMRS HAS
PARTICIPATED IN A PANEL MEETING

Participation in Proportion of
panel meeting? field readers
Yes 27
No 73
TOTAL 1.00 (L19)
NA = L
423
TABLE B7.L

ONE OUT OF THREE FIELD READIRS PREFER THE
PANEL SYSTFM FOR REVIEWING PROPOSALS

13

——

Aﬁfreferred system for Proportion of
reviewing RRP proposals field readers
At 3 panel session 33
By correspondence 07
Cannot compare the two systems _:ég
TOTAL 1.00 (398)
NA = 25
L23
B-29
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TABLE B7.5

SCME FIELD READFRS APPROVE ADDING CRITERIA
TO THE FOUR NOW USED TO EVALUATE PROPOSALS

Al
' Proportion of
Additional criteria field readers
approving
Suitability for replication 56
S*gnificance beyond education L7
Creativity of researcher o1s2

TOTAL 1.457% (161)
NA = 262

o

L23

*Total exceeds 1,00 because field readers
could recommend more than one criterion.
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STUDY OF SMALL-PROJECTS PROGE.AM

This questionnaire is directed to the grant you received from the U.S. Office of Education for the project entitled:

POSTLON ON Project Lo o0 e

Name (Please prilt) .. o oo

First. we wou!:l fike to learn about your professional activities.

1-6/
b In the last five years have you been engaged in any other research projects?
Please check for each of the years listed below
Engaged in Engaged in
Research on Research Other Not Engaged
Education Than Education in Research
(1) (2) (0)
1968 7/ O O O
1967 g/ O O O
1900 9/ O O (]
1965 10/ O O (]
1964 11/ O O (]

19

Have you ever received another research grant from any of the following sources?

Check all that apply
12/ 1 O USOE
O Another government agency
A private foundation
Your own institution

Other (Plense specifv) .. ... ... ... ... ... .

o © &~ W N
[ T A T R

No grant received




3.V oaat cooperating institution was listed on the title page of your proposal? ‘

22/ 1 0O College or University . . . . o o
Name City and State

(a)  To what subdivision did you betong?

Check as many as apply

24/ 1 0O Schoot or Department of Education
2 O Liberal Arts Department . ... ... ... L
3 0O Rescarch Institute or Burcau
9 [ Other(Please specifv) . . . . . o o e

(b) If an instructional unit: Was the enroliment of the division undergraduate or graduate students, or
was it both?

25/ 1 0 Undergraduate
2 0O Graduate
3 [0 Joint undergraduate/graduate

2 0O State Department of Education .. . . . . .

3 [0 School System . . . e e e

4 [ Privatc AVCNCY . . o e e

9 (O Other (Please specifV) . . . . o e

4. At the time you submitted this proposal, what was your employment status?

Check as many as apply
26/ 1 O Employed full-time
2 O Employed part-time
3 0 Graduate student full-time
4 O Graduate student part-time
9 O Other(Please specify) ... ...............

If Employed If Graduate Student
(a) 1 O At cooperating institution (a) 1 O At cooperating institution
27/ Or 32/ Or
2 O Elsewhere . .. .............. 2 OO Elsewhere . . . ..............
Name of Institution Name of Institution

(b) Beginning date of employment . . . . . ...

28-29/ (b) Date of matriculation

ERIC 178




5. (a) At the time you submitted your proposal, what was your major field or specialty?

Please check only one
Education
37/ 1 O Administration
2 O Curriculum
3 [J Research and Statistics
a4 O Teacher Training
9

O Other(Please specify) . .. .. ... . . ...

Psychiology

Developmental

Guidance and Counseling

[earning

Personality

Testing and Measurement

Other (Please specifv) .. ... ... ... ... ..

38/

© bW N
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Social Science
39/ 1 O llistory
2 O Political Science
3 O Sociology
9 O Other(Please specifv) .. .. .. ... ... .. ....

x

[0 Other field or specialty (Please specify) . . .. ..............

(b)  Within your major field, were you specializing in one or more ol the sub-areas listed below?

Check all that ap»'y
40/ 1 Pre-school

Elementary

Secondary

College

Graduate

Adolescent

Adult

Vocational

Distributive

None

Other (Please specifv) .. . ... ... .. ... ..

O ©® M N oo h W N
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6. In what activities were you engaged when you submitted the proposal to USOE?

Please give your best estimate of the time you spe:it on each activity

Per cent
of time Activity
A 41-42/ ... ... Curriculum or educational program development
3 43-44/ ... ... Research (other than for a course or degree requirement)
45-46/ ... ... Services (school surveys, consultation, test administration or scoring, workshops, etc.)
47-48/ . ... .. Working toward an advanced degree:
49/ 1 0O M.A. 2 O Ed.D. 3 O Ph.D.
50-51/ . ..... Teaching
5253/ ... ... Other (Please specify, e.g., administration) .. ..... ... ... ..
1007
3-
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7.

DEVELOPMENT OF PROPOSAL

How did you first learn of the USOE Regional Research Program?

54/ 1 [ Oral presentation of the program by a USOE official

2 [ Personal contact with a USOE official

O Through CORD, the program for developing research cap.cities at institutions of higher education
O From a colleague. supervisor. dean, or research coordinator

O Cannot recall

O Other (Please specify) ... ... ... ... ..

O O b W

How did you plan to conduct the research described in the proposai?

Check one

55/ 1 O As a staff member of a research organization (e.g., a Center, Bureau, Institute, or similar unit that

10.

11.

59/

conducts more than one study at a time)

Name of research unit Supporting institution City and State

2 O As a non-staff member of a research organization who would use the facilities or equipment (e.g.,
computer, library, clerical staff)

Name of research unit Supporting institution City and State

3 O Asanindependent study director not connected with a research organization

Was this project the first one you directed or co-directed?

56/ 1 O Yes 2 O No

Did you intend the proposed research for a doctoral dissertation?
57/ 1 0O Yes 2 O No

If Yes, please check one: 58/ 2 O Ed.D. 3 O Ph.D.

Thinking back, would you say you had some well-defined research plans before you thought of applying to the
Regional Research Program?

1 O Yes, research plans were well-defined before applying to the program.
2 O No, had general idea for research but did not think out details until after dec. 1 .g to apply to USOE.
3 O No, did not develop the idea: for this research until I knew about the program.
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12 Had you previously submitted a similar proposal to a funding agency?
60/ 1 O Yes 2 O No

If Yes: (a) What was theagency? .. .. .. e

(h) Did you have to rewrite the proposal before submitting it to the Regional Research
Program?

64/ 1 O Yes 2 O No
If Yes: What modifications did you make?

Check all that apply

65/ 1 O Restricted the scope of the project to stay within the $10,000 ceiling.
2 [ Expanded the research plans to take advantage of the $10.000 ceiling.
3 3 Focused the project more towards educational problems.
9 O Other (Please specify) . .. ... ... . ......

13.  Was the proposal written to extend research in the same specialty in which you had been working, or to begin
research in another specialty?

66/ 1 O Tao extend research in a specialty in which I had beer working
2 O T begin research in another specialty

14. (a) When you were preparing the proposal, did you have access to any of the following resources at your
institution?
(b)  And, which did you use?
Check all that apply

(a) (b)
Available Resources
Resources Used
An “information bank” of agencies that fund research 67/ 1 68/ 1

Sample application forms of funding agencies

A “resource person” knowledgeable about applying for research funds
Copies of proposals submitted by others

ERIC materials

USOE’s “Guidelines for Small Project Research™

USOE’s “Winning a Research Bid: Tips on Proposal Writing”

N oo oo b W N
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79-80/05
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15. When you submitted this proposal, did you personally know anyone at your institution who was engaged in
research that was being funded by an outside agency?

7/ 1 O Yes 2 00 No
If Yes: Was any of this research supported by USOE?

8/ 1 O Yes 2 O No 3 O Don’t know




16.  Does your institution have a policy that requires one or more staff members to critically review a proposal
prior to submission?

9/ 1 1] Yes 2 O No 3 O Don't know

17.  Apart from institutional requirements. did you ask anyone to critically read your proposal”?

10/ 1 O3 Yes 2 [J No

18. If anyone critically read your proposal:
(a)  What was his position?

Check all that apply

Within your Outside your

institution institution
Research specialist on education 11/ 10 12/ 1 0
Researcher in a behavioral science 2 [0 2 0
Rescarcher in another discipline 3 0 3
Dissertation advisor 4 ] 4 [
Colleague or peer 5 [ 5 O
Administrator 6 [J 6 OJ
Research coordinator 7 O 7 0O
Bureau director 8 O 8 O
Other (Please specify) . .. ... ... .. g O 9 O

(b) As aresult of these reviews, did you make any of the following changes?

Check all that apply

13/ 1 O Modified the research design

2 O Incorporated more detailed review of previous research

3 O Pointed up the educational significance of the project

4 [J Emphasized the potential application of the results

5 O Arranged for more extensive consultation

6 [J Included a more complete description of the qualifications of the project personnel
14/ 1 O Des-ribed the research facilities more explicitly

2 O Extended the bib"-graphy

3 [J Corrected editorial or stylistic weaknesses {e.g., sentence structure, wording, or organization

of material)

4 [J Revised the budget

5 O Changed the time schedule

0 O None of these changes

9 O Other changes (Please specify) .. ... ........

Q -6-
182

N - - o




19.  Before vou officially submitted the proposal, did you informally discuss it with anyone
Regional Office or from Washington?

15/ 1 O Yes 2 O No

If Yes: (a) With whom did you discuss the proposal?

16/ 1 O Regional Director of Educational Rescarch
2 O Staff member from Washington
9 O Other(Please specify) . ... .. .. ... ..., ..

(b)  Was the discussion helpful?

17/ 1 O Yes 2 O No

20.  As far as preparing the proposal, how wuld you characterize the USOE’s help?

Check one

18/ 1 O They provided all the help [ needed.
2 O 1 wish that they had been more helpful.
3 O 1didn’t seck any help from USOE.

21. Who paid the clerical costs of preparing the proposal?

Check one
19/ 1 O My department or institution
2 O The costs came out of another research project.
3 OO [ paid for them personally.
g O Other (Please specify) . . ... .. ... ... .. ...

|08
(89

It is wifficult to calculate a precise figure, but what would you guess the clerical costs
amounted to?

Check one
20/ 1 O Less than $25
2 00 $25-5%49
3 0O $50-399
4 1 $100 or more
0 1 Cannot guess the coct.

23.  Altogether, about how many hours did you actually. spend preparing the proposal?

A ppro&ci;n'at;’ ;tu.)nbér of h'm}ré S
21-23/

24.  Did you prepare the proposal on your own time or on working time?

24/ 1 O On my own time
2 O On my salaried working time
9" O Other(Please specify) . ... ....... .. .....

from the USOF

of your proposal
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PROCESSING THE PROPOSAL
25 Lield readers evaluate cach proposal according to four criteria: (1) educational significance. (2) soundness of
research design: (3} adequacy of personnel and facilities; and (4) economic efficiency.
(a) Do you think it is appropriate for cach proposal to be judged hy all of these criteria?
25/ 1 0 Yes 2 O No
If No: Which one(s) should be eliminated?

26/ 1 O Lducational significance
2 O Soundness of research design

w

0 Adequacy of personnel and facilities
4 [ tconomic efficiency

(b) Do vou think that any other criteria should be added?

27/ 1 0O Yes 2 0O No
If Yes: Please specify the criteria

26. Do you think that a copy of the comments made by field readers should be sent routinely to each applicant?

Please check only one
30/ 1 O Yes, these comments should be sent routinely to every applicant.
2 O Yes. but only to an applicant whose proposal has been rejected.
3 O Yes, but only to an applicant whose proposal has been funded.
4 O No. I don't think the field reader comments should be sent to any applicant.
0 O 1 have no opinion.

27. It is not unnatural for field readers to be influenced by their own professional interests and experiences. For
each of the groups listed below, please indicate the kind of reviewer who would be most likely to recognize the
distinctive aspects of your proposal.

Check one under each heading
Discipline of reviewers
31/ 1 O Education
2 O Psychology
3 O Sociology
0 O No preference
9 O Other(Please specify) ... ... ...........

Research interest of reviewers
32/ 1 O Basic research
2 O Applied research
0 O No preference
g O Other(Please specify) . ... .. ... ... .....

Locale of reviewers
33/ 1 [J Major university
2 O Small college
3 O Non-academic setting. such as a state department of education or school system
0 O No preference
g9 O Other(Please specify) . .. .. .. ... . ... ...

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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28, Did you have to wait less time or a longer time than you expected to learn that the proposal was funded?

34/ 1 [O Less than | expected.
2 O About what | expected.
3 O Somewhat longer than [ expected.
4 0O Considerably longer than I expected.

38/
39-40/

29, Before contracting for this research, did the USOE Regional Office require changes in the proposed research?

Check all that apply
72/ 1 O Research design

Data collection instruments
Sample

Planned modes of analysis
Budget

No changes required

© @ U s W N
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Other (Please specify) . .. .. .. ... ... .....

If changes required: How did you feel about making these changes?

Check one
73/ 1 O They probably strengthened the research.
2 O They were of small consequence.
3 O They prob-bly detracted from the research.

30. Did you begin the research on the proposed starting date?

74/ 1 [0 Yes 2 O No

If No: What problems did the change of starting date create, if any?

Check all problems that apply
75/ 1 Data collection
Own work schedule
Recruiting staff for the project
Paying project costs
Contracting for equipment
No problems

Other (Please specify) . . .. . . ... .. ...

O o Ui b W N
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31. Was there anything else especially noteworthy, either positive or negative, about the way the USOE Regional
Office processed the praposal?

0 Yes O No

If Yes: Please jot down your comments here.
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CONDUCTING THE RESEARCH

16/
32.

2. Were vou required to obtain clearance from the USOE for any data-collection instruments used in this
rescarch?

7/ 1 10 Yes 2 0O No

If Yes: (a) [lHowlongdid iake to getclearance? . ... . o o . s
Approximate number of weeks
8-9/

(b)  Dbid the time required for clearance create any problems?

Check one
10/ 1 O H created major obstacles.
2 O It created minor obstacles.
3 O It created no particuls  obstacles.

(¢)  Did the USOF clearance require changes in aav instruments?

Check all that apply
11/ 1 Deletion of items
Addition of items
Lditing of items
Entire instrument(s) discarded
No changes
Other (Please specify) ... ... ... .. ... ...

O O b w v
I R

(d)  Was this USOF clearance helpful. or was it a hindrance?

Check one
12/ 1 O Yes. heipful.
2 O No. a hindrance.
3 O It didn’i affect the research one way or another.

33.  Few researchers can anticipate zll the contingencies that arise i a research project. While carrying out this
research. did you have to depart from your plans?

Check phases of research rectuiring departures from plans
13/ 1 [ Sample
O Amount of time planned for data collection
03 Modes of analysis
£V Other (Please specify) . ... .. ... ... ....
[0 Idid not hav: io depart from my original plans in any appreciable way.

o W W N

34. Did you encounter problems n obtaining the cooperation of schools or access to snbjects?

14/ 1 [ Major problems 3 O No problems at all
2 [0 Minor problems 4 0 Not applicable

35.  Did you have major dithculty obtzining project help of the following kinds?

Check all that apply
15/ 1 O Clerical help
O Research assistants
O Cooperation of administrators at your institution
[0 Assistance of cons "'tants (or advisors vhen needed
O No major difficulty

o h W N
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36.  Did you find that so n.ich time was spent collecting the data that less time for analysis was available than
originally planned?
16/ 1 O Yes 2 OJ No 0 O No data collected

37, Did you discover that the project had been underbudgeted in any of the following respects?

Check all that apply
Personnel
Travel )
Supplies and materials

Communications

Services

Equipment

Project was not underbudgeted

Otlier (Please specify) . .. oo oo oo

17/

o0
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3g. Have you prepared any progress reports for the USOE Regional Office?
18/ 1 0O Yes 2 [0 No o O None was required

If Yes: Was the preparation of the progress report much c¢f a problem?

Check one
19/ 1 O No, preparing the progress report was a request easily met.
2 O No, but the time could have been better spent.
3 O Yes, it was a chore to prepare the progress report.
9 O Other(Please specify) . . . . oo oo

29. Fave you submitted a final report on the project to the USOE Regional Office?
20/ 1 0 Yes 2 O No

If Yes: (a) “Vasthe final report completed within the grant period?

21/ 1 0O Yes 2 O No

(b) Are you currently engaged in research?

Check all that apply

22/ 1 O 1am engaged in research on education.
2 O Iam engaged in researcli in another field . . ... .. ..o oo
3 O 1am not engaged in research.

40. 1f you have not completed this research project, how far have you nvogressed?

Check one
237 1 O T have just received the grant.
1 About one-fourth of the work has been completed.
O 1| am about haif-way through.
O tam about three-fcurths of th.: way through.
O 1 have nearly completed the research project.

gosR WN

g 41. lave you submitted another proposal ' the Regional Research Program?

24/ ' O Yes 2 0 No

If Yes: What is the status of this proposal?

25/ 1 O Funded z O Pending 3 O Rejected




RESULTS OF THE RESEARCH

Have any students assisted vou on this project?

26/ 1 UJ Yes 2 O No

I Yes: As a result of their expericnce on this project. have any of them decided they will do further work in
rescarch?

27/ 1 0O Yes 2 O No 3 0O Don’t know

Has this project been discussed in any class?

Check all that apply
28/ 1 [ Yes. discussed but no date presented.

2 {3 Yes. discussed and project data presented.
3 O No. not discussed.
0 O Not applicable

44.  llas this research led to the addition of new materials to course reading lists?

29/ 1 0O Yes 2 O No

45.  Arc date-from this project being used by students for independent study projects? For m-ster’s essays? For
doctoral dissertations?

Check all that apply
30/ 1 J Independent study projects
2 O Master’s essays
3 J Doctoral dissertations
0 O Not applicable

46. Have you encouraged any students to pursue this line of research for independent study projects? For master’s
essays? For doctoral dissertations?

Check all that apply
31/ 1 O Independent study projects
2 [J Master’s essays
3 O Doctoral dissertations
0 O Not applicable

47.  Since you have undertaken this project. do you find that students are more likrly to seek your advice
regarding M.A. or doctoral theses?

Check one
32/ 1 0 Students are more likely to seek my advice.

2 O There is no nouceable change.
3 O Students are less likely to seek my advice.
0 O Not applicable

ERIC
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48. As aresult of this research, have you recommended that any course or curriculum content be modified?

Check all that apply
33/ 1 O I have planned a new course.
O I have revised one or niore courses.
O 1 have recommended greater emphasis on certain topics, or the addition’of new materials.
O 1 have suggested courses in allied disciplines to students.
O Other (Please specifv) .. ... .. ... ........
O I have not recommended any changes.

o W A W N

49. Have you been invited to discuss this research with a faculty or student group?

Check all that apply
34/ 1 O Facu'ty sen.inar in my department
(O Interdepartmental faculty seminar
O Faculty-student seminar in my department
O Interdepartmental faculty-student seminar

O Student society

O U b W N =

O Have not been invited

50. Have you presented (or will you present) a paper based on this project at a state,r  ‘onal, or national meeting
of a professional society?

35/ 1 O Yes 2 O No

If Yes: Please check any that apply
36/ 1 O A state meeting of a professional society
2 O A regional meeting
3 00 A national meeting
g O Other(Please specify) . ... ... .. . ... .

51.  Are you writing (or have you written) any manuscripts for publication based on this research?

37/ 1 O Yes 20N

If Yes: What does this include?

Check all thar apply

38/ 1 O Ajournal article If Published: . . .. .. e P
Name of journat
_39-40/
2 O Abookorpartofabook ............... .....
Title

9 O Othor(Please specify] .. ... ... .. . . .. ... . ... ..

If you have no plans to publish, please state your reason for not doing so.

41-42/

!
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52 Have you received requests for copies of any written materials based on this project?

Check all that apply
43/ 1 (3 Proposal
2 O Instruments used in the research
O Preliminary report
4 O Project memoranda, etc.
O Final report
O

No requests reccived

9 [ Other {Please specifv) ... .o oo o

53 Asaresult or this resarch, have you received any of the following requests or invitations?

Check each item
Yes No
(1y  (2)

44/ O O Asked by a colleague to critically read a paper.

45/ O O  Asked by ajournal to evaluate an article on a related topic.

a6/ O [0 Asked by ajournal to review a book on a related topic.

47/ O O  Approached by a publisher about writing a book on this subject.

a8/ O O  Asked by a funding agency to evaluate a proposal in this or a related area of rescarch.
49/ O 0O  Invited by a funding agency to submit a proposal for further research in the area.

54. Since you have had this rescarch experience, have you been asked to serve as a consultant for any of the
following groups?

Check all that apply
50/ 1 O Board of Education
2 O State Department of Education
3 O Federal Government
4 [J Commercial producer of learning materials
0 O No requests received
9 O Other(Please specifv) .. ... ... ... . .....

55.  Was your teaching Joad reduced to enable you to devote more time to this research?

51/ 0 [J Do not teach 1 O Yes 2 O No

ERIC 150
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56, Asa result of working on this project. have you improved your skills in any of the following arcas?

Check all that apply

52/ 1 O Supervising researcl assistants

2 O Expository writing

3 O Rescarch budgeting

4 O Developing a rescarch design

5 [ Sampling techniques

6 O Survey techniques (interviewing. questionnaire construction)
7 O Locating relevant literature through ERIC

g [J Utilizing general library resources

g O Computer programming

0 O Modes of analysis, such as:

53/ 1 OO Analysis of covariance

2 O Analysis of variance

3 O Correlation or regression analysis

4 O Descriptive analysis (non-analytical)

5 O Discriminant function analysis

6 O Factor or cluster analysis

7 O Qualitative or historical analysis

g O Tests of significance (t tests, chi-square, non-parametric, etc.)
g O Other{Please specify) . . . . .« .

57.  What effect has this research experience had on your interest in doing research on education?

Check r.ne
54/ 1 O It has strengthened my interest in doing research on education.
2 1 It has not appreciably affected my interest.

3 O It has diminished my interest in doing research on education.

-15-
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CAREER ACTIVITIES AND OPINIONS

58.  What is your employment status now?

Check as many as apply
55/ 1 O Employed full-time
2 O Employed part-time
3 O Graduate student full-time
4 O Graduate student part-time
9 O Other(Please specify) .. ... ... .. ........

If not employed, SKIP TO QUESTION 62.

59.  Are you still employed by the organization where you were when you submitted the proposal to USOE, or
have you-moved?

Check one
56/ 1 O Yes. Fam still employed at the same organization. GO TO QUESTION 60.
2 O No. I have moved.

If Moved: (a) What is your main organizational affiliation now?

Name of organization City and State
57-62/
(b) What isyour position? . . ... ... ... o
Title
63-64/

(¢) At this new organization, about how much time do you devote to research?

Check one

65/ 1 O More time than at former location
2 O About the same amount of time
3 O Less time than at former location
0 O None

(d) Did this move to another organization represent a promotion?

66/ 1 O Yes 2 O No 3 O Not sure

If Yes: Do you attribute the promotion to your research efforts?

67/ 1 0O Yecs 2 O Partly 3 0 No 4 O Don’t know

(e) Did youreceive asalary increase when you made this move?
68/ 1 O Yes 2 O No
If Yes: Do you attribute the increase to your research?

69/ 1 0O Yes 2 O Partly 3 0 Neo 4 O Don’t know

GO TC QUESTION 62,
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60. Have you been promoted since you started this research project?

70/ 1 O Yes 2 O No

If Yes: Do you attribute the promotion to your rescarch efforts?

71/ 1 O Yes 2 [ Partly 3 O No

61. Have you reccived a salary increase?

72/ 1 0O Yes 2 O No

If Yes: Do y,u atiribute the increase to your research efforts?

73/ 1 O Yes 2 3 Partly 3 ONo

79-80/07
1-6

62. At present, how do you divide your professional time?

Please give your best estimate of the percentage of time you spend on each activity.

4 O Don’t know

4 [ Don’t know

Per cent
of time Activity
7-8/  ...... Curriculum or educational program development
9-10/ . ..... Research (other than for a course or degree requirement)
1112/ . ... Services (school surveys, consultation, test administration or scoring, workshops, etc.)
1314/ ... ... Working toward an advanced degree:
15/ 1 0O M.A. 2 O Ed.D. 3 0O Ph.D.
16-17/ ... Teaching
18-19/ ... ... Other (Please specify, e.g. Administration) ... ................
100%

63. At present, are you an advisor for doctoral dissertations?

20/ 1 O Yes 2 O No

If Yes: About how many students are you currently advising? ... .........

Number
21-22/
64. If you have had teaching experience:
23-24/ . ... .. (1) How many years have you taught in elementary or secondary school?
2528/ (b) How many years have you taught college undergraduates?
27-28/ . ..., (¢) How many years have you taught graduate students?

29.30/ . ..... (d) How many years have you done other types of teaching?
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Are you a member of any national professional societies?

31/ 1 0O Yes 2 O No

If Yes: Please name the two which are of greatest value to you.

Use identifving words in full

Name of professional society

Within the last two years have you attended a meeting of an academic or professional socicty?

36/ 1 0 Yes 2 O No

Have you ever been a field reader for the U.S. Office of Education?

37/ 1 0O Yes 2 O No
if Yes: Approxima.ely how many proposals have If No: Do you know anyone who is (or has been) a
vou reviewed? fi 1d reader?
"""" Namper 40/ v O Yes 2 O No
38-39/

Ilave you ever been a consultant to the U.S. Office of Education?

41/ 1 0O Yes 2 O No

How many research studies (articles, monographs, or books) have you published. and what was the date of
your first publication?

Number Type of publication
...... Articles
42.43/
...... . Monographs
44-45/ grap
...... Books
46-47/
Date of first publication . . ... ... .. ...
Year
48-49/

50/ 0 O No research studies published.




70.  Some researchers interested in education seck mainly to achieve recognition from behavioral scientists outside
the field of education, while others are primarily concerned with being recognized by researchers within
education or by schoe! practitioners. Please check the group whose judgement is most important to you
personally.

Please check only one

51/ 1 0O Researchers within education
2 O Rescarchers outside education
3 O School practitioners
0 3 None of these

71.  Through a variety of sources, researchers get an overall impression of funding agencies. Is it your current
impression that the Regional Research Program is limited to a few areas of special interest. or does it cover a
broad range of interests in education?

52/ 1 [ A few arcas of special interest
2 O A broad range of interests
0 O 1 have no impression.

72. Do you think the USOE Regional Research Program tends to be orthodox or venturesome in their support of

research?

53/ 1 0O Orthodox: more likely to support established lines of research.
2 O Venturesome; willing to take risks in developing new lines of research on education.

0 O 1 have no opinion.

73.  As far as departures from the original proposal are concerned, is it your opinion that the Regional Research
Program tends to be fairly strict or somewhat permissive?

54/ 1 O Fairly strict in expecting researchers to adhere closely to plans stated in proposals.
2 O Fairly permissive in allowing ~ searchers to depart from their original plans.

0 O I have no opinion.

74. In comparing the procedures that an applicant must follow when submitting a proposal to the Regional
Research Program with those required by other agencies, would you say the Regional Research Program
involves more, about the same, or somewhat less “‘red tape™?

55/ 1 O More ““red tape’ than most other funding agencies
2 O About the same amount of “red tape”
3 O Somewhat less “red tape”
o O I have no opinion.

75. Some researchers view the regulation requiring clearance of educational data-gathering instruments as a good
idea, whereas others regard it as an unwarranted intrusion by USOE. What is y our opinion, if any?

56/ 1 O Itisa good idea.
2 O Itisan unwarranted intrusion by USOE.

0 O Ihave no opinion.

§ 76. Have you ever submitted any data-gathering instruments to USOE for clearance?
74

57/ 1 [ Yes 2 O No

; Q -19-
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77.  As you may know, it is standard practice for the USOE to withhold a fixed percentage of a grant until the
final report has been approved. Do you think this is a good idea?

58/ 1 [ lagree with this practice.
2 O I disagree with it.
0 OO I have no opinion.

78.  The USOE Regional Research Program encourages significant small scale educational rescarch projects. What
do you think the ceiling on funds should be for small project research?

Appropriate ceiling
59-61/

Please comment on your preference.

62-63/

79.  Finally, if you were to get a rescarch grant for $10,000 or less, do you have any preference about the source of
the grant?

Check one

64/ 1 OO | prefer 2 government agency. (Specify a particular one, if you wish.)

0 O Ihave no preference about the source of the grant.

If you do have a preference: Which of the following considerations influenced your choice?

Check any that apply
65/ Absence of “red tape” in preparing the proposal
Promptness of notification regarding support
Method of proposal review
Freedom to modify research plans
Amount of project monitoring by funding agency
Little likelihood of budgetary cutback
Latitude in preparation of final report
Copyright privileges
Other (Please specify) . ... ..............

DO0oDOoooooog

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
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EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL BACAGROUND
1-6

80. Pleasc list the colleges or universitics where you have carned a degree.

Name of Year of
Institution State Degree Degree
20 e e
/ 13/ 14.15/
19:241 . e e
25/ 26-27/
B1-367 . . e e e e e e e e e e e
37/ 38-39/

81. Whis(was) the major advisor on your dissertation?. . . . . ... ... .. .. ...
Narme of Advisor
43-44/

45/ 0 O I have not written a dissertation.

82. Sex: 46/ 1 [0 Male 2 O Female

83. Number of dependents, other than yourself .. ... .. ..

84. Yearofbirth .........

85. (a) Where did you live most of the time while you were growing up?

51-52/ s e e
City State
(b) Where do you live now?
53-54/ ... e e e el
City State

(¢) How would you characterize where you grew up, and where you live now?

' Mark one in each column
4 Lived Now live
; A farm 55/ 1 0 56/ 1 0O
A small town 2 0 2 3
A moderate size town or city 3 0 30
% A suburb of a large city 4 O 4 O
A large city 5 [ 5 [

21
157

Was degree
in Education?
Mujor
Field Yes No
(1 (2)
...... 18/ O O
16-17/
...... 30/ O O
28-29/
. 42/ [0 O
40-41/

Country, if not U.S.A.




%6, What is the highest level of formal education reached by your spouse? Your father? Your mother?

Mark one in each column

Spoise Father Mother

No spouse 57/ o O3 58/ 59/

8th grade or less 10 1.0 1 0
Some high school 2 0 2 O 2 0O
Completed high school 3 0 3 0 3 0
Some college 4 O 4 O 4 O
Graduated from college 5 O 5 O 5 O
Some graduate school 6 [J 6 [J 6 OJ
First professional degree 7 0 7 0O 7 0O
Master’s Degree g O g O g8 O
Ph.D.or Ed.D. o 9 0 9 O g O

87.  Were your parents cver employed in educational work?

Father 60/ 1 0O Yes 2 O No
Mother 61/ 1 O Yes 2 O No

88. (Optional) In what religion were you raised? What is your present religion?

Mark one in each column

Religion in Present
which raised religion

Catholic 62/ 10 63/ 10

Jewish 2 0 2 0

Protestant 30 3 0

None o d o O

Other . ................ g O g O

(Please specify)
89. Race: 64/ 1 O Caucasian 2 O Negro 9 O Other (Please specify) . . .. ... ...




90. In which of the following categories was your total income for 19687 What do you expect it to be for 19697

1968 1969
65/ 1 O Unader $5,000 66/ 1 OO Under $5,000
2 O $5,000- 87,499 z O $5,000 - $7,499
3 O $7,500- 59,999 3 0 $7,500-%9,999
4 C 510,000-514,999 4 O $10,000- 514,999
5 [0 $15,000-519,999 5 O $15,000-$19,999
6 O $20,000- 324,999 6 O $20,000-%$24,999
7 O $25,000- $29,999 7 O $25,000 - $29,999
8 [0 $30,000 or more g [1 330,000 or more
79-80/09

We would appreciate having a copy of any paper you may have given at a convention
or reprints of any research reports you may have written. Thank you for
completing the questionnaire, and we wish you the best of luck in your future research.

NO ENVELOPE OR POSTAGE NECESSARY FOR RETURNING THIS
QUESTIONNAIRE. PLEASE STAPLE OR TAPE THE OPEN EDGE AND MAIL.




QUESTIONNAIRE

FOR FIELD READERS

Supported by

United States Office of Education

Bureau of Applied Social Research
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY
605 West 115th Street
New Yok, New York 10025
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A1l information is confidential. The results will be published only in
statistical form.

Most questions can be answered by a check -mark.- If you wish to explain
your responses, jot your comments in the maryin.

When completed, please return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope: e

CAREER ACTIVITIES AND OPINIONS
1-6/ (FR number)

Have you been engaged in research during any of the years listed below?

PLEASE CHECK FOR EACH YEAR

Engaged in Engaged in

research on research other Not engaged 1
Year education than on education in research

(1) (2) (0)

1969 7/ [] [ ] [ ]
1968 8/ [] [ ] [
1967 9/ [] [ ] []
1966 10/ [ ] [ ] [}
1965 11/ [] [] [ ]
1964 12/ [ ] [] [ ]

Have you ever submitted any proposals to the U.5. Office of Education's
Regional Research Program? 4

13/ y 1 {1 Yes 2 { ] No
IF YES: (a) How many have you subnitted? ...... 14/15
Number
(b) What have the outcomes been?
Number

Pending = ...... 16/17
Funded = ...... 18/19
Not funded  ...... 20/21

Have you ever received a research grant from any of these sources”
CHECK ALL THAT APPLY

U.S. Office of Education
Another federal agency

State or municipal government
Private foundation

Commercial organization

Your own institution
Other (Please specify)

22/ y

(e o ey o ey ) £
O S S W S

0 [ ] No research grant received
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4. (a) What is your major field or specialty?

PLEASE CHECK ONLY ONE

EDUCATION

[ ] Administration

[ ] Curriculum

[ ] Research and Statistics
[ ] Teacher Training

[ ] Other (Please specify)

23/

~<
W s~

PSYCHOLOGY 4
L ] Developmental

] Guidance and Counseling
] Learning

] Personality
]

]

24/

Testing and Measurement
Other (Please specify)

o B e S
P ey ey Py p—y

SOCIAL SCIENCE

[ ] History

[ ] Political Science

[ ] Sociology

[ ] other (Please specify)

25/

~<
(Vo FURE S B o

26/ [ 1 Other Field or Specialty (Please specify)

y

(b) Within your major field, do you specialize in any of the sub-areas
listed below?

PLEASE CHECK ALL THAT APPLY

Pre-school
Elementary
Secondary
College
Graduate

27/ ]
]
]
]
]
] Adolescent
]
]
]
1

y

Adult

Vocational
Distributive

Other (Please spectify)

KOO~ OV BN =
e ) ey ey iy g [y oy oy ey

[ws)
—

] None




9.

10.

At present, how do you divide your professional time?
PLEASE GIVE YOUR BEST ESTIMATE OF THE TIME YOU SPEND ON EACH ACTIVITY

Per cent
of time Activity

28-29/ ... Curriculum or educational program development
30-31/ ... Research
32-33/ " ... "+ Services (school surveys; consultation; test

administration; workshops)
34-35/ ..., Teaching

36-37/ ... Other (Please specify, e.g., administration)

Are you an advisor for doctoral dissertations? 38/ y 1[ } Yes 2[ ] No

IF YES: (a) How many dissertations are you currently supervising?

Number 39-40/

(b) Are any of these dissertations supported by the USOE
Regional Research Program?

41/ x 1 { ] Yes 2 [ ]No 3 [ 1 Don't know y

Are you now under contract to the U.S. Office of Education as a field

reader?
42/ y 1 [ ] Yes 2 [ ] No

In all, how many years have you been a field reader for the U.S. Office
of Education?

Number of Years 43-44/

Altogether, how many USOE proposals have you reviewed?

Number 45-46/

Of these proposals, about how many were submitted to the Regional
Research Program?

Number 47-48/




11.

14.

12,

13.

-4-

Thinking back, would you say that the quality of the proposals you have
reviewed for the Regional Research Program has changed in the following
respects:

(a) The criterion educational significance is more, or less, frequently
satisfied now than in the past?

49/ y 1 [ ] More frequently satisfied

2 [ ] No observable change

3 [ ] Less frequently satisfied

0 [ ]I have no impression,

(b) The criterion soundness of research design is more, OT less,
frequently satisfied now than in the past?

50/ y 1 [ ] More frequently satisfied

2 [ ] No observable change

3 [ ] Less frequently satisfied

0 [ ]I have no impression.

Do you think that a copy of the comments made by field readers should

be sent routinely to each applicant?

PLEASE CHECK ONLY ONE

51/ y 1 [ ] Yes, these comments should be sent routinely to all
applicants .

[ 1 Comments should be sent only to applicants who request them.

[ 1 Comments should be sent only to applicants whose proposals
have been rejected.

N

4 [ ] Comments should be sent only to applicants whose proposals
have been funded.
5 [ ] No, I don't think field reader comments should be sent to

any applicants.
[ ]I have no opinion.

(=

Should field readers be informed of the outcomes of the proposals they
evaluate?

52/ 'y 1 [ 1] Yes 2 [ ]No 0 [ ] No opinion
Should the final report be reviewed by a field reader who recommended
the project for funding? S

53/ y 1 [ ] Yes 2 [ ] No 0 [ ] No opinion




The present USOE Evaluation Form asks the reviewer to:

(a) Provide an overall evaluation of the proposal;
(b) Discuss the proposal as it relates to the reviewer's area of
specialization; and
(c) State to what extent the proposal satisfies four criteria:
(1) educational significance
(2) soundness of research design
(3) adequacy of personnel and facilities
(4) economic efficiency.

Would you recommend any of the following changes in the Evaluation Form?

CHECK ALL CHANGES YOU RECOMMEND

For Regional
Research Program For all USOE

proposals proposals

Eliminate (b) above 54/ 1 [ ] 56/ 1 []
. . : 0

Provide a rating scaie for each of the four 0
criteria (e.g., educational significance). 2 {1 2 [ ]
Standardize the f>rm by using checklists
instead of essay-type answers. 301 301
Separate the criterion "adequacy of personnel
and facilities" into two criteria, ''adequacy
of personnel' and "adequacy of facilities." 4[] 4 | ]
Perforate the evaluation form so that comments
recorded beiow the perforation could be sent
to the applicant, while those above would be
for USOE exclusively. 5 (1 511
Eliminate one or more of the criteria listed
in (c) above:
(1) educational significance 6 [ ] o | |
(2) soundness of research design 7 1] 7 []
(3) adequacy of personnel and facilities 8 [ ] 8 [ 1]
(4) economic efficiency 9 [ ] 9 []

Add other criteria to (c) above:

(1) significance beyond education 55/ 1 [ ] 57/ 1 [ ]
(2) creativity of researcher 0o 211} 0 211
(3) suitability for replication 3 (1] 301
(4) other (Pleas