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FOREWORD

The local school, according to the creators of the program herein
described, is "where research is applied.'" 1In order to determine if a
particular schesl's program in or out of the classroom is effective: or
if a particular individual is, indeed, learning, proper research methods
must be used and true evaluation must take place.

The final report of the Program tells the story of the first Research
Training Program to be cooperatively sponsored and operated by the New
York State Education Department and various New York State institutions
of higher learning. The pioneering program, outlined in detail in the
following pages, was initiated under Public Law 83-531, Section 2(b), as

amended by Public Law 89-10, Title IV.
A Louis T. Di Lorenzo of the Education Department, the program's director,
was assisted by two associate directors - William McLoughlin in 1967-68
and Thomas Gould in 1968-69. Leo D. Doherty, Chief of the Bureau of
Urban and Community Programs Evaluation, assumed program direction from
1970 to 1972.

Program directors in cooperating universities were:

Paul Cullinan, New York University; David Fox, City College, The City
University of New York; Elizabeth Hagen and Marvin Sontag, Teachers College of
Columbia University; Esin Kaya, Hofstra University; Donald Meyer, Syracuse
University; William McLoughlin, St. John's University; James Mitchell,
University of Rochester; Donald Nasca, State University College at

Brockpcrt; Reuben Rusch and John Rosenbach, State University of New York

at Albany; and John Skalski, Fordham University.
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Alan G, Robertson, Director of the Divisica of Evaluation and
staff members of the Office of esearch end E 4luation were involved in
planning during the course cof the program. Members of the Norcheastern
Educational Research Association participated in meetings related to the
program. Richard Borell, Joseph Foreman, Mary Horan, and David MacNulty
worked on organizing and assembling material for the report.

Preparation and writing of the final report was administered by

John H. Rosenbach, assisted by Robert B, Iadeluca and Loran Twyford.
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I, INTRODUCTION

In 1966, a premise was drawn by the New York State Education
Department that to help improve public school instruction through
research, it must be conducted in the schools themselves by local
personnel with special research training and a practical orientation.
At the time, positions for such personnel existed formally only in the
large urban districts; in many other districts, the majority of research
workers were not trained, but ndrifted" into their positions.
The premise above was based on prior research showing that in only
a minimum of cases were university laboratory findings transferred to the
public school ‘setting.
A Program for Training Educational Research Personnel for School
Service was set up effective July 1, 1966, conducted cooperatively by the
Department and selected New York State higher education institutionms, and
financed by 5 grants which totaled $1,432,284, From these grants $1,348,104
was expended.1
The overall goal: To prepare educators to fill research positions
within the public schools,
Specific duties of the public school researchers were listed as follows:
1. Examine the continuing educational process so that problems
hindering the reaching of objectives might be located and identified.

2. Review research findings which might lead to solutions.

1
Unexpended balances not included

in reawards; total includes present
encumbrances,

~1-




Suggest possible solutions to these local problems,
Examine current and new educational programs through the
use of experiments and research studies.
Develop evaluative measures of educational objectives.
Evaluate teaching/learning materials,
Use testing by: conducting surveys, instructing teachers
in administering and scoring, analyzing and interpreting
results, and preparing reports.
Work with curriculum and evaluation committees.
Conduct research inservice training.
Cooperate with all interested and related agencies,
11. Collect, record, and analyze required educational statistics.
The means for arriving at the overall goal: Providing the educator
with competency in areas of statistics, psychometrics, design, reporting,
interpreting, and constructive use of the findings.
The program, to achieve this, included:
a. Course work in research methodology, statistics,
measurement, and psychology.
b. A research demonstration practicum,
c. Fiela experience.
d. A l-year public school internshup.
Three years of teaching experience were required of each candidate,

enabling him to better put into practice knowledge gained in the program,



~11, PROGRAM DESIGN AND RECRUITMENT PROCEDURES

A. Duties of State and University Directors

On the State level, the director was responsible for:
The establishment and maintenance of communication among units
of the State Education Department, public schools, universities,
and agencies on all levels.
Consultation and advisory service.
Review and approval of program reports.,
Dissemination of these reports.
Conducting regional seminars on problems of educational
research.
Recruitment supervision and screening of candidates.
Arrangement of field experiences and internships.
Conducting meetings.
Department representation at related conferences.

On the university level, the director was responsible for:

Screening and acceptance of applicants.
Transmission of required forms.
Student advisement.
Supervision of field experiences.
Approval and monitoring of internships.
Coordination of the student's formal, university-based training
with his practical off-campus training.
B, Recruitment
Descriptive materials, including posters and brochures, were distributed

to elementary and secondary school principals, as well as to college and




university facilities. Administrators on all levels were asked to recommend

individuals previously indicating an interest in school research.

C. Selection Criteria

Trainees were cooperatively selected by the State Education Department
and the universities, using the following criteria:
1. Completion of at least 3 years of elementary or secosndary
level teaching experience.
2. Completion of no more than 12 hours in the required courses
of the program.

3. Graduate study admissions criteria of the particular institu-

tion,

Starting in 1968, trainees were required, in addition to submitting a
written application (see Appendix A), to be interviewed by the State director.
Such screening helped t¢o determine the candidate's understanding of the

program rationale and his intention of working in an elementary or

secondary school setting upon program completion.

D. Structure and Organization

The 2~-year, 60-hour program consisted of three major components

(model outline in table 1, institutional outlines in appendix B).

Table 1

MODEL RESEARCH TRAINING PROGRAM

Field Credits Required Courses and Field Experience Credits )
Principles, Methods, 9-15 Methods and Principles of Educational 3
and Materials of Research
Educational Research Educational Research Problems 3
Research Dissemination Practicum 3
wlpm

- ]



1 (Cent'd.)

Required Courses and Field Experience Credits

Table

Field Credits
Statistics 9~15
Computecs 3

Educational and Psycho-  9-15
logical Measurement

Psychology 3-6

Research in Substantive 3-12
Areas

Field Work and Internship 12-14

Credits
Required Course Work 36
Electives 10-12
Field Experience 12-14
Total 60

1. Course Work

upstate location and in the New York City area.

Descriptive Statistics
Statistical Inference
Experimental Design

Electronic Data Processing

Principles and Theory of Measurement
Test Construction
Diagnostic Testing

Psychology of Learning

Student Choice-Research in Curriculum,
Administration, Psychology, Guidance,
Special Education, Sociology, and/or
Economics

Assistantship-First Year
Skill development. One full day per
week or equivalent to be spent in
appropriate field placement. Minimum=
30 days in academic year.

Summer Field Work

Further skill development or early
assignment to internship. Maximum-
30 full days.

~ Internship-Second Year

W W

2=3

2-~3

8

Supervised experience in school research

3 full days per week throughout
school year or a total of 120 days.

First academic year: 1In addition to those courses listed, a seminar

on Educational Research Problems was offered by the State director at one

the several university programs, it brought the trainees together on a
regional basis to examine contemporary school problems, research studies
underway, and the unique characteristics of school research. Regional

personnel of national prominence were invited to address these seminars.

Providing cohesion among
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Second academic year: Courses were offered in research dissemination,
and in research in substantive areas; e.g. curriculum, administration,
or special education. The latter, along with the 10-12 elective credit
offering, was to provide flexibility wichin <« - m and to further
development of individual interests and specialities.

2, Fizld Experience

During the first year, from 30 to 45 days (see table 2) wer= spent
developing basic research skills, with the assignment changing during
the year according to needs.

Table 2

Suggested First Year Field Experience Activities

Supervised Activity Minimum Days
1. Developing a test, constructing behavioral 5

statements of educational objectives,
writing and reviewing test items, running
an item analysis.

2. Administering group tests and scoring a 3
sample of tests.

3. Observing the administration of individual~- 3
ized tests.

4. Developing forms for the collection ,f data 4
and conducting interviews.

5. Processing data manually and setting up 3
data for electronic data processing.

6. Observing the use and operation of a number 3
of automatic data processing machines.

7. Preparing tables, charts, slides, and other 5
audiovisuals for the reporting of data and
findings.

8. Performing statistical computatione. 4

-6~
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3. Internship

This took place the second year, emphasizing in-depth application of
skills as an extension of the field experience. Its purpose was to develop
interrelationships of these skills, with the intern spending three days
a week throughout the school year (a total of 120 days) on a few major
school-based studies. The trainee was encouraged to assume increasing
responsibility.

An advisory committee composed of university, public school, and
cooperating agency representatives reviewed possible internship assignments.
Selection criteria included:

a. Nature and scope of study.
b. Research activities planned for intern year.
c. Qualifications of project director.

d. Amount of time project director directed to study, plus
his general availability for supervision.

During the first 2 years of the program, the comnittee reviewed ongoing
studies to locate those with maximum potential for interns in the following
years. Locations were difficult to secure at the outset. As the program
became known through questionnaires sent to local districts, boards of
cooperative educational services, and educational and private institutions,
requests for interns were received from project directors. Depending on
geographical locations and number of trainees, possibilities increased for
offering interns their choice of positions.

Some internships became self-producing. A student would be placed in
an internship and, upon program completion, become a staff member of the
agency. At times, he would become supervisor of an intern placed in his

former position (apnendix F),.




In most cases, intern supervision was shared between the project
director and a university faculty member, with the director having a day-
to-day relationship. It was suggested that the faculty member meet with
the director and intern at least biweekly to evaluate progress, strengths,
and weaknesses, and to plan activities. These visitations actually
happened approximately bimonthly. In some cases, where the research
project director was a university faculty member, the intern had only the

one supervisor.

ERIC
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III. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAM

A. State Level Administration

Louis T. Di Lorenzo of the Office of Research and Evaluation, New
York State Education Department directed the program on the state level.
Professional and clerical personnel from this office made constant contri-
butions.

William McLoughlin was appointed associate director during the program's
second year. His duties included (1) assisting second-year trainees in
finding on~-the-job experience opportunities and supervision, and (2)
assisting in establishing a new cyéle of first-year trainees. Thomas
Gould, a graduate of the program at Teachers College, succeeded McLoughlin
in July 1968 for a l~year period. In 1970 Mary Horan, a full-time
research consultant, was hired. |

Regional seminars, carried by the trainees as a course in Education
Research Problems, were given semimonthly at four different locations
by the director and/or the associate director. 1In the New York City area,
meeting places were rotated among the participating universities. Upstate,
the seminars met at Rochester or Syracuse (1966-67), Syracuse (1967-68),
State University College at Brockport (1968-71), and State University at
Albany.

Each seminar lasted 4 hours. Staff lecturers alternated with
guest speakers, the latter including Robert Havighurst, University of
Chicago; Ellis Page, University of Connecticut; Robel Ebel, Michigan

State University; David Ausubel, Ontario Institute for Studies in Education;
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Philip Phenix, Teachers College, Columbia University; and Frederick Davis,
University of Pennsylvania.

Also John Flanagan, American Institute for Research; Donald Bitzer,
University of Illinois; Clarence Spain, Schenectady (N.Y.) Public Schools;
Daniel Stuffelbeam, Ohio State University; and John Stiglmeier, New York
State Education Department. Speakers were available at all sites. All
program participants were invited. Local educational researchers and
recent program graduates occasionally participated in the seminars.

A selected group of educational research specialists representing
universities, school districts, boards of cooperative educational services,
and various divisions of the State Education Department had, in previous
years, made preparations for establishing a State Certificate for Specialists
in Educational Research. Noting that the field of educational research
parallels that of guidance counseling and school psychology, the group
suggested that a similar certificate be created. It was assumed that
establishment of state certification requirements would lead to the develop=
ment of training programs at various higher education institutions.

In the early sixties, this group drafted suggested certification
requirements. They were reviewed by research personnel at the 1964

AERA convention and accepted with a generally positive reaction. They

-

were also submitted to Ewald B. Nyquist, then New York State Deputy Commissioner

of Education (correspondence from L. Di Lorenzo, 7/6/64),and other Depart-
ment personnel.

No action was taken by the Department. Certification procedures
were being revised at that time and action on research certification was
delayed. Di Lorenzo, who was involved in drafting the proposed require=

ments, saw in Title IV legislation an opportunity to translate tha goals

~10-
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of the draft into an education program supportable by Feder51 funds. The
result was the Research Training Program, funded in July 1966.

In the original proposal, it was stated that:

...the State Education Department will be encouraging local

school systems to establish new positions for Directors of

Research for which those completing the training program

would qualify. This will be done partly through establishment

of the certificate for specialist in education (CRP #6;2705,p. 8).
Until 1970, brochures describing the program included the statement
"Candidates completing the program will be eligible for the New York
State Certificate of Director of Educational Research which is to become
effective in September 1969."

Correspondence verifies the extended eifort to establish unique certi-
fication which failed to evolve, School researchers in New York State
fell into two categories already covered by existing regulations (Article
XV of the Regulations of the Commissioner of Education), The first category
authorized positions for educational researchers in supplementary services.
The only certificate required was a valid teaching certificate (section
1496). If more than 25 percent of the researcher's time entailed administrative
duties, the second category, that of school administration or supervision,
would apply, authorizing an administrative certificate under section
119~~ one which could be entitled director of research.

Thus, in the view of the Bureau of Teacher Certification, there was
no need to establish unique certification requirements for educational

researchers (William Boyd, Chief, Bureau of Teacher Certification, in

correspondence with John Rosenbach, SUNY-Albany, 6/13/70).




For some trainees, the State's not establishing a unique certificate
for research was a severe disappointment; but given the limited number of
schools employing researchers, lack of such certificates is of questionable

significance,especially since the position can be recognized another way.

B. University Level Participation

Ten universities, at various periods, participated in the Research
Training Program. The periods of operation for each university are shown
in figure 1 along with the number of trainees involved. Cooperating
institutions were The University of Rochester; New York University; Syracuse
University; Teachers College, Columbia University; Fordham University;
St. John's University; State University of New York at Albany; Hofstra
University; City College, The Citv University of New York; and State University
College at Brockport.

The first class of trainees began studies at seven universities in
September 1966. Three of the ten original universities, although they
had representatives helping to plan the project, decided not to participate.
They were Cornell University, Queens College of the City University of
New York, and State University of New York at Buffalo. Replacing them in
September 1967 was Hofstra University and, in September 1969, State Univer-
sity College at Brockport and City College of The City University of New York.

In appendix B are presented the educational programs of each of the
universities. The names of the participating students are listed in
appendix H. The initial program grant ran from July 1966 through August
1969. Two continuation grants were received: (1) September 1969 through
August 1970 and (2) September 1970 through August 1971. The latter was

extended throcugh June 1972.

-12-
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Several universities withdrew from the program prior to its completion.
Rochester admitted no new trainees after 1966, and was no longer involved
after June 1968. The University of Rochester said that the program cost
the university $3,950 per trainee per year, yet it received only $2,000.

In 1969, two more institutions withdrew - New York University and Syracuse.
Neither had admitted new applicants after September 1968. An officer of
New York University cited the comparatively high cost of the program for
such a small number of participants; stating that "without a minimum of

10 to 12 students, it is nearly impossible to provide even a minimum

of quality standards." No reason for Syracuse University's withdrawal

was given.

In September 1969, Teachers College, Columbia University, admitced
only one student who, later in the year, left the program. Teachers College
had no program during 1970-71, the last year of funding. Although no
official reason was given for the progranm s phase out,an official referred
to the problems of recruiting high-quality candidates and the necessary
"intimate" supervision of internships.

The reasons given for the withdrawal of three . the original univer-
sities are also of interest, especially in relation to the responses of
university directors from the participating institutions (see Section 1IV,C,
below) .

Queens College, The City University of New York stated that the main
stumbling block to CUNY's participation was the "assignment of 12-14

credits for field experience." A shortage of applicants also contributed

to its withdrawal.

“llm
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Cornell University described the situation regarding trainee appli-

cants to Cornell in the summer of 1966:

So far, we have had 45 inquiries,
following up. The facts that the
rigid and that trainees must also
(at Cornell) ...may be the reason
rate. None of the three who have

second time around) has completed

of which only three are
training program is so
meet degree requirements
for the low follow=-up
expressed interest (the

the necessary cpplication

materials to be acted upon by the Cornell Graduate School.
Apparently no applicants met all the state's or university's requirements,
as no trainee entered the program at Cornell. Interest waned and no f{urther
effort was made to attract candidates.

The only university to withdraw from the program even before effort
was made to attract applicants was SUNY at Buffalo. An official cri-
ticized several program details, and his comments regarding overall
objectives are particularly relevant to the current (1971) employment
opportunities of program graduates:

I am not sure that the idea of placing a rather well-
trained technologist in the methods of research is
ideally the best way to attack the problem of research

in the schools. I am sure that in the long run a

better approach would be to persuade the people

(college instructors) in the various professional areas,
e.g. curriculum, student personnel, to produce research-
oriented and at least somewhat research-methods-competent
people (e.g. curriculum supervisors, guidance counselors).

At the time when these people (e.g. newly trained curriculum
supervisors, guidance counselors) were in the school,

~15-
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1 believe that the availability of a high-level technician

could make a great contribution by facilitating their work.

On the other hand, placing him there now seems a litcle

risky, as he may just blunder around and get everybody mad

at research. .

In summary, institutions active at the end of funding (8/71) were

three of the original seven (Fordham, St. John's, and SUNY-Albany), and
three which entered later (Hofstra, 9/67; City College, 9/68; and SUC-

Brockport, 9/68), witl Brockport continuing the program in 1971-72.

C. Trainee Participation

In the original propcsal, the projected number of new trainees for
the September, 1966 - June 1969 period, was 50 per year (CRP No. 6-2705,
p. 8), or a total of 100 active students after the first year. 1In 1969
(Continuation of Contract No. OEG-0-8062705-3638(010), June 1, 1969) and
in 1970 (same as previous, September 1, 1970), only a total of 50 trainee-
ships in any one year were requested. 1In table 3, a summary of the proposed
number of traineeships for each year and the actual number of participants
is given. The attrition of a typical class through the second year to
graduation is indicated by arrows. The ratio between the proposed figures
and those funded is approximately 2:1 for all periods except 1969-70.
An explanation of this discrepancy follows.

The U. S. Office of Education approved the initial proposal in
June 1966, approximately 2 months before the first group of students
were to begin studies. The participating universities, therefore, found
recruiting candidates difficuit. Three of the criginal ten universities
withdrew, in part, because of failure to attract candidates. Thus,

only 26 students were enrolled.
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Table 3

Proposed znd Actual Number of Traineeships Per Year

1966-67 196768 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71

Prop.| Act.||Prop.| Act.||Prop.| Act.||Prop.j Act.||Prop.| Act.

First Year 50| 260 50| 31]| 40| 28 20 | 24| 25 6
\ =~ -~ -~ ~
Second Year U 50~ 22 50 | 19 30 | 25 25 | D15
l
Total Enrollment 50 | 26 || 100 |, %3 || 100 | V47 50 | 49 50 | 121
, i

¥o. of Graduates R 50 |V 24 50 | w19 30 | 25 25 | V13
Percent Graduating 77% 61% 897 54%

An attempt was made to increase the number through furtber enrollment
in January 1967, but the U.S.0.E. provided funds for a total of only 50
trainees in subsequent years. A total of 53 trainees (31 first-year and
22 second-year) participated, therefore, in 1967-68. Total enrollment
in 1968 was 47; in 1969-70, it was 49. A request for contract continuation
was written in 1969, but only 20 new traineeships and 30 second-year tftainee-
ships were proposed. The U.S.0.E. granted one-half of this request and
approved 21 new positions. Furthermore, five of eight trainees who left
the program during the 1969-71 cycle were asked to do so after two or more
semesters of participation.

Following the arrows in table 3 will show the progress of trainees
through the program. For example, of 26" enrolled in 1966, 22 entered the
second year, and 20 graduated in 1968. Continuation into the second year

by a trainee indicated probable program completion.
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D. Expenditures

Stipends and dependents allowances helped to support 1(. trainees
for up to 2 years each between September 1966 and June 1971. In addition.
participating universities received funds to defray cost of tuition, equip-
ment, instructors' salaries, and administration. The institutional allowance
was a fixed sum per trainee per vear, hbased on the university's designation as
a private or gtate-supported institucion.

In table 4 is shown the amount paid to each university for allowance
and student subsistence. The average contractual cost per student for the
2-year training period was $9,870; the cost per graduate (77) was approxi-
mately $13,600,

The total of the grants for the Research Training Program by the
United States Office of Education for the 5-year period starcting in July 1966
was $1,432,284 of which $1,348,104 was expended. Of the total expended, as
of August 11, 1972, $1,162,036 was used for contract and institutional support.1
The remainder, approximately $186,068,was used for State Education Department
administrative staff salaries, evaluation, report writing and printing, supplies,
materials, and travel expenses. Outstanding encumbrances at the time of writing
this summary report are in the amount of $2,825.90 and are included in the
above approximated total expenditure of $1,348,104 and in the State adminis-
tration amounts.

The unspent unencumbered balance of the last of the five grant awards,
extended to June 30, 1972, amounts to $6,430.28. The total unspent unencumbered
amount from the five awards over the 6-year extended contract period is

approximately $84,000.2

1Includes blanket contractual charges posted since
the listing of institutional expenditures shown in table 4, p. 19.

Thus the $84,000 includes reawards fromone contract to the next.
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Table 4

Amounts Expended for irstitutional Allowance
and Student Support for Each University
as of March 31. 1972

Institutional Student
Allowvance Subsistence Total
City College, CUNY $ 206,000,00 $ 51,327.00 $ 77,327.00
Fordham University 65,000, 00 91,483.62 156,483.62
Hofstra University 49,958.33 82,100.17 132,058.50
New York University 22,242,00 36,070.00 58,312.00
St. John's University 45,000.90 61,100.00 106,100.00
SUC at Brockport 48,800,00 84,670,00 133,470.00
SUNY at Albany 59,000,00 90,100.00 149,100.00
Syracuse University 18,000,00 28,475.05 46,475.05
Teachers College, Col. Univ. 55,500,00 78,440,78 133,940.78
University of Rochester 18,000.00 35,900,00 53,900.00
Total $407,500.33  $639,666.62 $1,047,166.95""

1

Additional charges posted after March 31, 1972,
See page 18, paragraph 3, for total.
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IV, PROGRAM RESULTS AND EFFECTIVENESS

A. Total Enrollment

program with 107 formal enrollments and 77 (72%) graduations. Charac-
teristics of graduates are compared in table 5 with those who failed to
complete the program. In general, graduates tended to be somewhat younger,
more likely to be married, and to have more children. In addition, 79
percent of males who initially enrolled were graduated, whereas only 56

percent of the females completed the program.

Table 5

Demographic Data on All Trainees in the

Four classes completed a 2 =-year cycle throughout the 5-year
' Research Training Program

1966~1969

Total Graduates Non~Graduates

N = 107 N=77 n = 30
Mean Age 33.5 32.9 35.2
Mean Years Teaching 7.2 6.9 8.1
Percent Single 17 13 27
Dependent Children per

Married Trainee 1.9 2.3 1.5

Percent Female . 30 23 47
Percent Single Female 13 10 27

B. Trainees 1970-72

Eight trainees, not included elsewhere in this report, entered the
program in 1970, Summary datz on these traineesare given in appendix E
The Research Training Program was continued at SUC-Brockport

under the direction of Louis T. Di Lorenzo who was on leave of
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absence from the State Education Department. Partial financial support
is being received through the State Education Department.

Two trainees, aware of the imminent close of Federal funding, entered
the program in 1970 at SUNY-Albany for 1 year. One is now completing the
program through part-time study while the other transferred to the doctoral

program in educational psychology.

C. Reports of University Directors

In November 1971, each of the 10 former university program directors
was asked to assess the program now completed. Responses were received
from 7 with reactions showing agreement in some areas and variations in

: others. Eight major areas for which assessments were asked and a sampling
of reactions received are here listed:

1. Admission of candidates, including qualifications and methods of selection,

Candidates had to meet two sets of admission criteria -- those at the
State level and those of the respective universities. The State Education
Department required 3 years of teaching experience. At the university level,
the criteria were varied, including such items as academic record, Miller
Analogy scores, and Graduate Record Examination scores. At both levels,
recommendations and personal interviews were used.

Regarding a possible difference between research training program
participants and graduate students in doctoral programs, some of the
comments received were:

"Not many of the candidates who actually submitted applications...
had outstanding academic records." {

"Same as for M.Ed. students.,"
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"In general, the candidates selected turned out to be energetic,
capable, and interested in research. ...the average aptitude
score of those admitted to the program was somewhat below those
of Ph.D. candidates."

2. Purpose of the program.

All respondents agreed with the original premise that the program's
studies should be oriented toward public school needs with an emphasis
on a research demonstration practicum. In only one university did the
director report the students and instructional staff being unclear about

the purpose of the program. The institution later withdrew.

3. Suitability of academic courses.

The majority of institutions felt their courses to be relevant to
the program.

""The program was administered within the Department of Educational
Psychology, which is one of the largest in the northeast...it is
our conviction that the coursework available to the trainees was
highly appropriate."

"The courses we provided were suitable.”

A strong public administration program has been supplemented
by newly developed technical courses in research and statistical
analysis,"

"Suitability of courses: Excellent -~ we chose them."

"I believe the typical diet of courses in the program did not
fully satisfy the needs of school~based researchers. 1,
personally,believe the types of research, measurement, and
statistical skills we teach in college are designed for
'classical research situations.' What is needed in school
evaluation falls considerably short of this model. Courses
more in keeping with what one finds in school evaluation are
needed."

4. Judgments of participants' achievements in the program.

The majority of respondents were satisfied with the trainees' growth

during the program. Specific comments ranged from "adequate' to '"well

above average in ability and maturity and in response to the program."
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Some university representatives said that program effectiveness wsuld
be best judged in terms of subsequent employment.

S. Placement of participants in program-related employment.

The majority of the program graduates, even those who returned to
classroom teaching, are using their training in some aspects of their
work (see table 6, below). Research positions in many schools were not
available, and some of the trainees either returned to their former
responsibilities or continued their graduate education.

Three of the seven respondents described extreme difficulty in
finding appropriate positions for trainees. Definition of success depended

upon the interpretation of the term, 'program-related employment."

6. Program's effect on curriculum or administrative change.

Those higher education institutions with well-developed programs
in educational research changed little. One developed a master's
program in educational research. Others developed new courses to accommo-
date the Research Training Program, these courses coinciding with a growth

of specific departments at each university.

7. Suggestions for improved program operation.

Improvement ideas fall into three categories, with numerous suggestions

being given as shown below.
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a. Overall goals of the program:

"The willingness of the cooperating institutions to accept
the goals of the program must be clearly established."

"The program might have benefited from better communication
among the participating institutions."

b. Administrative problems:

"From our point of view, the admission of candidates and
their ultimate selection of the college of choice came
too late in the academic year for most efficient selection.
We were faced with the need to accept applicants simply
to have a viable program continuing."

"Probably the greatest administrative difficulty we encountered
centered around the uncertainty of the number of traineeships
available for each year and the lateness of applications.
From our vantage point, it would have been helpful to have
received applications in the early spring z2nd also to have
known more precisely how many trainees we could accept."

"Confused and often conflicting selection procedures."

c. Coursework:
Some directors reported that the internship
features of the program were poorly designed and that there
was a conflict between part-time involvement in internship
training and in academic education. One found the program ''geared
more to preparing technicians than research directors" and
proceeded to develop a '"doctoral program using the Research
Training Program as a starting point."
In contrast, the graduates' impressions of both regional
seminars and internships were generally favorable, and many
of them continued towork toward higher academic degrees.
Several directors pointed to the fact that few school districts pro=
vide either the time or money needed to employ school researchers. A

number of them mentioned the lack of demand for graduates at the level

described in the proposal. One suggested a 'combineu program, funding
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the position (at the school level) and supporting the candidate' in the
manner, perhaps, that guidance services and training were funded in the
early sixties. Other suggestions included having students take courses

in administration in preparing for administrative positions which have
research and evaluation responsibilities, and encouraging program graduates
to continue study toward a clearly defined terminal degree such as a
doctorate.

8. Should this or a similar program be continued?

All of the respondents said that this should be done.

9. Estimate of the professional qualifications of program graduates.

All respondents were satisfied with the professional qualifications
of the graduates. Comments ranged from "adequate after they were trained"
to "some of the most qualified people in the area to do the types of

research and evaluative jobs most schools have need doing."

Summary

University directors were in agreement as to the need for educational
researchers in public schools and the need for an educational program to
prepare them. Although careful to distinguish between the intellectual
ability of these trainees and doctoral students, their reaction to the
trainees’' achievements went from "adequate" to 'very acceptable,' the
few exceptionsbeing unqualified participants who were counseled out of
the program. Program graduates were unanimously judged to be profes<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>