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- hood Research and Development a series of interviews were scheduled to

'iresearch planning. e

Purposé '~ ' S . - : o
T C A . o o D

| ® I . . i AR .

In _response to the request from the Interagency Panel on Early Child-

o
1

;elicit information on the _process by which participating agencies establish

- research priorities, translate these priorities into research activities,

2

- and how the research findings are - utilized in further policy decisions and

"N

| Intervieus with key staff were arranged and conducted in person or by

telephone. The interview guide used is in. Appendix A. In addition printed

-»brochures and written documents provided by the staff of the agencies were

utilized to"augment the interview information. Theainformation obtained by

Id

these two methods has been compiled and analyzed. Reported here is a‘

synthesis Jf these data.
s

\

9

N . —

. Overview

. 5
e B i

3

Analysis of the data indicates that the Research ‘and Deve10pment (R & D)

process is\divided into four interrelated phases:

The planning phase, which begins with

-

- the legislative authorization,‘

-~ the official agency objectives,

&
Y

See Glossary for definition of the term "Agency as used in this paper
(pp. 25-26), <

~
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the communication system of thelagency,:

the proeéss of establishingalong and short

term priorities,
X

the scope of funding of the particular
\ ©
| agency, :

and the alloCation‘ot funds amonglpriorities.

The funding phase which includes

_ e oL
- the methods by which research proposals

are obtained

-

~ the methods by which proposals are funded

>

including ‘ : ‘ “*Q'

. - the predominant funding mech~
anisms utilizéd by the agency,

- and the review system of the

I

agency.

4 3.\‘The‘research implementation phase includes
. R - the implementation AE the”research—aEti;ity,’
- and the monitoring of the activity.
4.

[

The reporting, dissemination and’ feedback stage includes
| - methods of’ reporting to the funding agency,
~ method of disseminating information by the
y researcher to'the R & D community and(pro-
igramsioperationé,
'~ and dtilization of findings bx Ehe agency
and the R & D bonnunity in further priority

setting.
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.In order to understandpthe various formal and informal means of

,establishing‘R'& D priorities, translating-thesespriorities into agency

J [

' research activities, and- utilizing findings in feedback for further pri—

b

"‘orlty setting, it is necessary to describe each stage of the planning,

funding, implementation and feedback cycle of the fundino(pgency. This
cycle varies widely among the agencies, and these variations as well as

the common elements in the cycle are discussed below. .The,common elements

are presented in Chart I on page 4. The process by which research activities

2 N

‘are plenned developed and findings utilized is affected at each stage by

5

nunerous factors within the agency referred to as "internal" influences.‘
In addition, many external factors affect and are affected by the R & D

[}

cycle at all four 5tages as shown on Chart I.

ks

~——

The Planning Phase

e

A1l agencies report having "official" objectives which- regulate research

'»priorities relating to young children. These objectives stem from legisla-.’

tive mandates as well as long term policy decisions.. The objectives vary?

with the area of concern of the agency:- education, mental health, child

health and,human development, etc. They-also vary in terms of the target

'population° _retarded low—income, mhtprnal and infant care, handicapﬁed chil~

dren, etc. In addition, objectives vary with the research emphasis of the

agency: basic, applied,—evaluative, ete. In several cases, the type of "

~ research fundéd is regulated by legislative mandate. For a description of

L]

"official" objectives see the paper: "Broad Agency Goals and Agency Research
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Most agetcies report that they have written five year p1ans describing'
T their research priorities.' These five year plan§5are revised and updated

'<;*\7} each fisgalsyear. Revisions are made ‘on the basis of many “external factorsﬂ

rinclﬁding' new research findings, changes in Congressional and ExecutiVe S <

emphases, and high level task forces such as the White douse Conference on ’,f'
} : s Ay
v Children and Youth. _Examples bf.revisions of existingjfive year plans made

. _ Arecently are the emphasis on'day'care research resulting from social trends  °
TS »
; ‘as well as Congressional interest, and the emphasis on advofaCy, resulting

2

primarily from the White louse Conference. ‘Social trends such as a rising‘

o

\\ \\\unemployment rate: -0T new interest in welfare reform also were reported to

et ]

e influence short term priority setting. The total amuudt of funding and :;
| the amount of new funding are reflected in priorities. {
. (>\
‘ ’ Agencies vary in the ways that they make informatiOnEabout long and .

: short term priorities available to early childhood research and development

,,,,,,,,,, S e 2 I

staff of their own agenoies. Written five year plans are generally made
P I
: available to department chiefs. However, most* information about changes in-

-

3 .

S

fﬁ'; research priorities or new research priorities are communicated thfough
o .

i.”rsgg) ‘conferences and staff meetings. Described as the "filteratipn" system,

T“”4 . staff meetings_are held at various levels starting with the agency director,
i‘ﬁfvs department chief, and then other key staff, and priorities are'described and‘§‘

C::; discussed. One'agencymrepbr ed that Executive‘directives weré a major

C::D source of information regulating staff priorities. )

‘C’C» " Selection of dne year priorities are influenced by various internal :

9!%0 factors including the structure of the staff “its pattern of communication

and-group dynamics, as well as by the part}cular interests of key staff
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members .and the director;ﬁ.Five differ,nt methods of establishing annual..
" research priorities were described, fﬁese five methods yary~as‘to the - |

~

; amount: of input from the agency director, from the R & D staff of the .
, - ;
agency, from agency’ programg\taff, and from external sources, including
$\field staff and professionals in the R & D community. The five proCesses
reﬁorted for establishing R & D priorities are: ' |
_1. Key R & D staff spend a period of time conferﬁing with program staff
on presentnstatus and future needs of the agency. Department chiefs :
then meet individually uith the Agency director‘to report‘on_recent
findings; gapsaand needs.in fheir research areas: Written estimates
"'of the amount of funding necessary to fulfill needs are usually’sub—
. mitted at this time. The director meets in turn with each department
i‘head and draws up a seb\\f overall priorities for the agency and allo—
‘cates fund§ among the prio\}t\es. ~ |
: This method allows for R & D.staff input while still vesting
decision-making power in the director. While the decisiOn of.
» thd director is not affected by dynamics'of a group, itfis-subject
_ to the possibility that some persuasive department chiefs)may
make a‘moremimpressive case for their department needs than less
persuasive staff. |
5. >Key.R &D staff meet as a group with the director; each chief‘reports
on department needs for the coming year, and the group reaches a con-
_xsensuq on priorities and a tentative allocation of funds among these
priorities. o |
This method allows for maximum communication\and understanding

of,research status and needs between departments within the agency.

It is subject to influences of group dynamics. .

-

-



fﬁ'Directors neet as a grfup with the director, diSC ss\agency objectives,

- Key R & D staff together with program staff\and\\:sociate3Regional !

current R & D status,’and try- to identify gaps.. Recommendations for s
' . r g \4, . (I

,l

’

future ‘research prio}ities are made on tQ% basis of group consensus.

This method allo s for- input between program staff on both the

~

1“
‘departments within the agency. Decisio&t ar \subject to’ group
. . . ‘ N " .

f jfederal and regi nal level, and maximum comxgnication between ¢ =

L

dynamics ascyell as to social pressures’(sdmetimes transient) from

-

| the fleld. - e

> . - B !

| Key R & D staff meet with program people in the field as well as with

iaad -.z
consultants. A task force with numeaous subcommittees Fs formed..

'recommended package of priorities is revaewed by theaagency;director |

" and may be revised or,reordered.’

o/ _ .
‘This method alloWs for considerable input from-both staff and the’

professional community while still maintaining considerable control

over priorities in the office of the director. '

In the final mﬁthod reported, recommendations for priorities are made *
.by a profess{onal advisory council for the institute as a whole at a

. meeting attended by ‘the institute director.» g

¢

Togéther with the method by which tﬁ%se agencies review and fund
research proposals, this method allows for.a maximum input by top

//level professionals from the R & D community. As will be discussed

/

-/ - later, staff make their inputs in.a later stage of the R Q D cycle,

¥

which then affects how.priorities are implemented. 7/

o o

L



In addition to the process by which annual priorities are established,
RN priori} setting is affected by a variety of other influences from inside

the fede al government Or inside the agency. Most agencies reported that
7 . 3
they had changed pridrities, or shifted emphases among their priorities

'in the last year in response to directives from OASPE, from their own A

' . ,/, Y

h planning units, or from the institute director.
, ' Afhnual priorities are also influenccd by the amount of fundfﬁg available.. 2

v Staff interviewed repor ed that at various times in the past" when they had

sufficient allocations.of\funds to award grants to all or almost all f‘ap—
- proved proposals, their prihrities were more broadly defined and "enco passed

the whole range of agency objectives. On the other hand when agequ funds -
‘ are _more limited and the agency can fund only a small proportion of its . ;@
g . P

approved proposals, priorities are necessa'lly more narrowly defined. ,

C;//,?"—<“\ Agiacies also varied in the perdentage of unallocated funds they reé ‘;
“serve for funding of unsolicited proposals described as “creative, innovative;

,or brilliant." Three agencies reported that they reserved about 10% of

;-ﬁf ‘ gnnual fundipg for such potential '"break- through“ proposals, but expreased

[
«

the_wish that they could reserve a larger percentage‘of funds from the pri—',’kf
ority allocation system.

. - M o " , - . 5 oo . ! T

{ Priority setting withih agencies’also varies«with ‘the scope of fundingr

The various,agencies have different proportions of their annual fﬂnding
~ Y

e

*
allocated to support of projects, programs, and centers. Agencies whick -

-

have a major portion of their’funding at the project leVel are most subject
4 === ,
. ) i N

L4 N “w

R Y

See Glossary for. definition of these terms as used in this paper
(pp. 25-26). - . 3 .
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f'ff B tO’annual.shifts‘in‘priorities. This may be true whether the agency
i - _ establishes priorities through one of the staff dccision—making pro— e
: s l

-cesses or through an e>terna1 advisbry board. Agencies which have a
1arge proportion of- their funds at the p_ gram level have made a longer
\ rangexcommitment to special research afeas. Within these broad program

'\‘areas, priorities may still he reordered pn the SAsis of new findings

[ ‘ : \

s .

or new agenCy directions. Agencies which have a large'proportion of their

.funding'at the center level havé'made large scale, long term‘commitménts ,

‘*"”\-to investigating major researci que°tions, and aré least subject to annual

}pshifts in priority setting.- That is not to say that agencies funding

EYS

~centers cannot reorder priorities, but such; shifts are. generally within :

S- IR .broad priority areas, since centers ‘are funded to reSearch specific ' 3

~F

‘,xauestions such as mental retardation, wmetabolic' research, voéational

education, etc.,
) ?

. ' . Vo
e . The Funding Phase
'As the R & D cycle movés from the'planning to the funding;phase, the

LS
degree of influence that staff exert on the research activity of the agency

e B e i T

differs among the variOusyggencies. These differences are related to the‘,

g P

B manner . in which proposals are obtained, the major Emphases of research
sponsored by’ the agency. " basic, applied or evaluative, the funding mech—
anisms utilized by\the agencv, and the reviev system<of ;%e agency.

The manney in which an’agéncy receives proposals ié related to the.
¢

B traditional funding patggrn of the agency as well as to tha type of re- ‘
seareh sponsored,jand to the ways in which information about priority'is1 ‘,

- X LY

’dissemiiated.."ngeﬂcies which have funded basic research~for many years
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report that most of the proposals they: receive are unsolicited. »Agencies
which make a large proportion of their research grants to(targeted areas
generally know about, and may give consultation toR & D proposal developers.
The number of prOposals, dﬁd possibly the.quality of prOposals received by-~
an ?gency, is partially related to'hon widely information about agencyapri—
orities‘is dissominated. . Several agencies reported that annual. priority

E lists were circulated in- house, but not outside of the agency. At the other
.extreme. one agency reported that the annual priority list is-circulated -

.throughout government, mailed to previous grantees, and even published in s

4
professional jodrnals.

Staff can influence research, proposals in a number of other ways.

1 -

- Most agencies report that their R & D staff go to professidnal meetings
and discuss agency needs with potential applicants from the R & D community.
Several agencies report that agency staff visit current and potential re-
searchers at‘universities or other research centers to discuss research
"1;kiifb§edseand encourag%?subnission of proposals in gap areas. %hese agencies
also report that they provide extensive c0nsu1tation to applicants in de-
N ) B : _ .
velopnent of proposals prior to and after submission. Other agencies report
that they hold.special topic workshops for interested, competent profcssionalsd
to feed back information about’ current findings in- specified areas and to
stimulate further research proposals in these identified areas. These are
" some of the informal ways repcrted by which agency staff could exert inf1u~;
ence on the type of research proposal submitted as an unsolicited proposal.".
~ When an agency devotes a.large percentage’of its research budget toa‘J’
-, the mechanisms_of targeted grahts,—spedial grants, and contracts, greater

staff infTuence is exertedqon the research activity of .the agency{,“Nearly
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“ all agencies reported that they utilize these mechanisms at certain times.

In these cases proposals or bids are submitted in areas of research defined :
o, T . - ; | bR
gﬁby the agency. In the case of special grants, agency staff may collabo-

rate on the development of the proposal and the implementation of - the.

£

project; In the case of contracts, specifications are written by staff, and
contracts awarded to carry out those specifications. The funding mechanism'
utilized by the agency is related to overall agency objectives and philosophy.
Agencies which see themselves as a vehicle for support of highly competent
professionals in the R & D community ‘make ‘alarge proportion of their grants'
‘through the "unsolicited proposal' mechanism. Thosé agencies which have
clearly defined,agencyuobjectives, and sée the R & D community as a mech- -

, anism by which the agéncy can achieve its research: ‘*jectives are-more apt .
lto utilize. the targeted grant, special grant and contract - -mechanism.

In the initial part of the funding Cycle, the major external influence

on the R & D activities of the agencies is the interest of the R & D com—

/

_munity ‘in agency objectives which affects the numberﬂ quality and variety of

Iproposals that are submitted . § ; ,_/, ‘ .o o
A S : -

Later’ in:the funding cycle, the selectionfof.research to be fundedy
o o - i _

the amount of direction and éontroluby the‘agency on this selection depends

in large part on the review system of the agency. - : k
&s reported by. the key staff interViewed, the agencies engaged in re-~

VI
search and development in early childhood researchj
G t

utilize one of four types
of review systems: R o E‘
) |

Staff Review In this method proposals aré. reviewed and voted on
by staff committees. _Some agencies report that they .

L have standing staff‘committees”to review proposals

_ in specific areas. All uh0“use"this“method reported'
IERJ!: , - . e

A

O Al - I . S S



 /; : that at times they developéd-ad-ﬁoc staff com- -

:q}y ’ . S : ﬁitteés to feyiew proposals. - Some agencies

augment these'staff committees by appo;ntmgnt.bf

- , : ' . : , -
: , ‘ professionals from other agencies or outsiFe

i

» - professionals. . :
Mail Review In this system, pFOpbsals are mailed to pqofes—;
e " sionals who have expertise in the researcﬁ area & -
; . ) o : . . e e v

F 4 S _ L : : : ; ‘
: ‘ _ CoL covered by the proposal. Written reviews of the

proposéisnage réturned to the agency, and the
~staff utilize tﬁem;ggommendations in f?nding’re~

search proposals. y

- t

. siugle Panel Review In this system, proposals are reviewed by.a com-

mitteéﬁdf-proﬁesgioﬁals from outsidé qﬁ the agency.

These committeeé,may'be appointed for a,épeéifiéd
, 4 4 - ;
 term of office, or may Le appointed onian(ad hoc

Basis. i

3

Dual Pénel Review - In this system, proposals are reviewed by a two

k;”“ DY .tiered system of professionals from outside of the

agency., Members of 'the first panel, referred to
iniSome égéhcieé'aé.the "study secfion,"-are nominated

L s by the ggengy. Except in cases of interdis;iylinary ’

o reséarch, study section members have profésSidnél

expertise intfhe»résearch area of the agency. Study
section members review all propdsals submitted to
them, and vote to approve, defer, or disappfove the

“,propbsaIS\ Thos'e approved are rated independenfly-by"

. i
[ H

{7 <‘ ) : “‘i
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members of the study section and the ratings .

' averaged All approved proposals are transmitted

';Q”f : SRR to the second panel by an agency staff member S

;‘~* . ‘ ‘. R called the Executive Secretary. The second panel ; o
i . ) T s ’ g - \ 3 . . e
of dist’nguished scientists reviews packages of

Tl proposals from the entire organization and takes
i PR

‘‘action on all proposals.

These different review systems reflect different agency philosophies

and purposes and allow staff to have different amounts of influence on the B

total reseirch activity of the agency.E Greatest agency influence on agency

“ \\\\r\search is maintained when proposals are reviewed and funded by the staff

4
itself Considerable agency direction is exerted when a mail review ;is

'\“? : used and final project selection is made by'! staff.: Least control of agency/
‘iw S research is maintained when single or dual panels “of outside professionals/ i
A _decide on the agancy s research..'fwi ' _ R o | -'. f.A

Hogever staff of agencies using the single and dual panel review sy;tems,;J

!
-

“of outside professionals report that there are subtle and informal ways in

/
which staff can influence the research activity of the agency. As discussed

_ previously; agency staff can utilize a variety of methods to stimulate 'un--

s

E BN

soliC1ted Pr°P°3313-c7 Staff 8150 Provide consultation in developing proposaly‘y:

l

. ence on thé;diFQCtipnﬂof agency«research throughtnomination‘of;outsid pro-

; gl -_i..i,x_.._ e

Dok fessionals td the first panel or studyssection. Careful selection and
CERICT o ey e e

R » EEEEE AR AR o e

B A




| in the area of agency ‘concern will be approved. o

A o from little other than fiscal monitoning to nearly comp e control. Again,ngE

influence 1s highest in research implementation in agehcies whi\R‘use a high

- rehu\\

[

nomination of committee members with professional interest in areas of

_major concern to-the agency'can increase the likelihood that-proposals'

- ¥ el

e

. After research has been selected for funding through the particular"

'review system utilized by the agency, staff can again influence the toLal

package of R & D activity" funded by the agency by negotiating the amount 4 o

of funding on some or all approved grants. If étaff\can persuade the o

L A

‘1principal investigators to reduce proposed costs by IQA, for example, then

the agenc? can fund additional research proposals. Since most agencies

report thatimore\pr\\osals are approved than they have funds to support,

IS
o v
A,

by carefulsnegotiation?\staff can increase the number of unded o?oppsals

v « . —-

‘and even broaden the range of priorities addressed

'The‘Implementation Phasé -
N A L “ ; PERGTR
[N “' . % R

= "r"‘ v "‘.

As the R & D activity of féderal agencies moves: into the third phase, "4.5

ﬂ};

'implementation\of research, the degree of influence agencies exert‘ranges

\'(.: e e ;
1"‘\

1
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course of the research.-'In addition;‘changes in ‘either research conditions

or- general social conditions may have impact on how research grants are’ :

. .
b

implemented ‘,;\; o : "\ ‘ B N e

l". . t 2 o N =

' “fLJFand thﬁ way in which the

5 The relationships between various aspects of the research and demon~ RN

< e . ‘ < L
stration activities of the federal agencies interviewed and the degree of
S -
external and internal influenCe on these research activities is shown on -

[} o e

'Chart II>on’page 16. - Ic should be noted that no agency interviewed was

entirely within one category. ; However, the chart does illustrate some .

qu ‘ -

major dlfferences among gencies which influence priority setting, research

funding and implementat‘ n-as well as the utilization of research findings

inifurther-program planning.~ ’u‘- e T

R N iz

-1

-:ﬂ,The Reporjing, Disseminati n and Feedback Phase

After research 1s com:letedvand reports written, the'flowlof inforl'
- S v'} . . N . A

'mation and influence changes direction.  Now it 1is the researcher who exerts

‘influence both back into the funding ‘age cy and out into the R & D community.

“, Every agoncy statcd that they requi ed. and received interim and final

o reports from their researchers but the information included in these reports

‘%?e“°ies deal with this information varies. Some ¥
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v'aspect of the R & D cycle. All agencies reported that research findings were

‘of the investigator.,‘44» 3

)
L

) findings available. Again, this reflects a difference in agency philosophy. e

‘In the first situation, research findings are presumed to. be the property

@

o

of the ageifty. In the second, reseaﬂ:h findings are considered the property

o .~:"— o < : .
L \ i y . : .
1 [

~To' some ektént, this difference in agency philosophy affects the methods =

{

- /‘71

of disseminating information back to the R & D Community. However, there was o
i

.vless variation reported 1n how findings are disseminated than in any other

» B
]

published in professional journals, at professional conferences, as well as ;

ety

in. publications of a- less technical nature and often disseminated through

”'_other media of the investigator s choice. Most agencies which give prior 4;

"

publication rights to researchers rcquire that the method for dissemination _Y
of findings be described in the research proppsal. ThOse agencies which
0

retain initial publication rights did not report that they made this require~“

- N
: ment of their researchers. All agencies reported that they supplied infor~

e \

r

matign to the SIP information system and nearly a11 reported that they sent
final reports to the ERIC system.r Both the NIH and the nguu information

systems are used by some agencies.‘ Three agencies mentioned that they pub_.’fir

lished annotated bibliographies which are updated regularly.»



A

| widely available. " Two agenciesireport that they“have a special staffi
devotedﬁto developing new methods for dissemination of information, and

c other agencies reported that they make dissemination grants.

There is more variation bejheen the agencies in how they utilize

R e

| research findings internally than in how they ‘? ddsseminate externa11y.~ ‘}‘:

I In three agencies, interim reports are summariaed by the project officer,

P N ¢

and the data nade available to key staff involved in progrpm planning
“In another, there is a special analysis section of the agency which considers

.research findings and makes recommendations for utilization of - research
!

findings is less formal and depends upon. verbal reports of project officers

,,m,, i

. fﬁi to key planning staff Most agencies reported holding 1ri-house, departmental

¥ R
;',(<Ji conferences and sometimes inter agency cogferences in: particular research

' {xsb"\ areas. At these conferences recent findings are reviewed and future plans i;;if

:‘disCussed ‘Two agencies reported that they had task forces to study an T

o report on the utilization of research for planning in special are s.* One e

RO : '.”sn‘“

A'f(;(“ agency has contracted*to have every final report abstracted In addition

\

fxejf“fjﬂi project officers attempt to flag important findings for consideration by prosan

: S N
'gram and R & D staff.~ . »#* }f . ,f, \

k~ Though different agencies reoorted different methods by which research gi?i;j

findings are utilized within the agency to make further policy decisions. all
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B P apwasesc

o need to devefop bet methods to S}sseminate anﬁ utili%e reséarch findings. -
_Spoﬁtaneously, m re than half of those intfyviewed mentioned the time lag
'.T§\\, between research findings and their implementation,into future programs.-

: Interest was expressed in learning of innovative dissemination methods being
- \" rr
‘ "“:employed by other agencies. The list of recommendations made of ways in

- which the Interagency Panel can promote the broader’disseminatibn of research
»findings~is in»Appendix 3. L N

>4,(Q S l ‘ «.“ ) ’ '.'. - €
. . H . ¥ o )

Summary sad Conclusions = - = R . e
i TR X . e

'i;ffk' : ‘vv The, members of the Interagency Panel on Early Childhood Research and

~Development reported a wide variety of processe by which research priorities
- ol é
A are established Various internal and exte}ﬁ/l f€Ctors influence these S

e .
processes at all stages of the R & D cycle. planning, funding, implementa- :
PR ' e FREE
L ;f;,-!f_tion, and dissemination. Among these,factors are the official agehcy

”t‘ ,‘*,A « \ Sy 1 .

fflobjectives stemming from itsflegislatiVe mandate, thq-structure of the agency,

S

‘ - the major emphasis on research of the agency: basic, applied evaluative,=~

};ﬁ;» i etc. In ad »tion, the process of establishing priorities 15 also influenced

3

s‘by the predOminant funding mechanisms utilized by the agency, the review '

system through which proposals are approved as well as the internal commu~

e 3 i !
system for utilizing research fihdings in future programgplanning.




{AFullToxt Provided by ERIC

omisims e

an established system for reporting and utilizing ’esearch findings in .

refining their priorities and making future progyam plans. A11 agencies

. i

N i

also reported however, that their LOng and sh

-

were also: influenced by factors outside of th ir control" directives

—

‘ X

from otﬁer federal sources as Mell as chang ng social neehs and pressures. G,

t term research priorities‘_




APPENDIX A~ . . Lo
= QUESTIONNAIRE FOR'INTERAGENGY PANEtrm¥:;;;\ Huﬁfxff !
! 1 o o S : '
. -lselectipn of Researchkiriorigiés St | 0

Note: The procedures “of cohcern here are those pertaining to specification
) - of the substance or content of research and not with routine grant
¥, or project approval or funding pro¢edures. . RETL e

rE JRE
- e

s - Lo Coee et

‘*=' 1, Does your department or agency' have "officialh’objectiVes‘regulating
: : . research priorities relating to young children? Generalg on-going or
short range Specific?‘ For’ FY '72, FY '73? ” / :

- .

"2, 5Does your department or agency have official Qr understood research
: priorities related to .young children7 General, on—going or short range; -
; specifio9 For FY '72 or FY '73? :

»' S - s ;3«,'»’ . ~ . “

: B . A .
N 3 [}

{:;What sources of information are available to early childhood research
and development staff about departmental or dgelvy long-range plans R
o and priorities? , a . s v JEN

£y ‘ : ’ - e L T . S i
s N g B - B . ' - b * - . - s A

T by Is there a formal proces§'fbr establishing agency or Bureau early ‘:;;"“
y . R childhood research and development priorities? Nhat .analytic. ‘tech~ i
N niques are Used in generating research and development priorities? e

et

3« 'What are - the other influences on the selection of research priorities,; e

- Af syt o Tl R s R Y
: | . S ‘xe b N ﬁv‘,' e o

-8 g

-6 What are the formal and informal mcans for coordinating agency objectives .

G B and early childhood research and development priorities? i Lt
AL e i L e AR :“’ S {'i‘ o 5
if%f?,,‘ 71”‘what‘are the. for l”and informal means for translating early childhood !
‘ f fes intojagency research and development programs and;f

e research priori
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o “task- forces. S L S 3
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. of findings in the making of policy decisions?
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' Dissemination of Research Findings =~ = . ooy
oL e L - . , [ LT :
’ e Tt & T . o ’ ‘y g 4 by

What means are used in your agency, to provide fo' the utilization of Wi

reseq.ph findings in ways to influente planning processes -and policy g
decisions? k S . | ] S

o .

. : ’ . - =~ . o ) . < R -~
. . R L . . . o -
N . s L - . - K . s 1
) . Lol . 3 A ti P ' o " -
. S . - TR o . :
.

Agency apparatus and methods™ - //

o ’ . /e (R o
Formal FE A . o e r
o RROR . L ; ¢ e
o [ : + TN o B ..’ ’ SRR :
. . Informal SR o e
. , N oy L] b
[3 “,

Other means~‘jour?al articles R L ey : fc._fdyii‘-“J'v

reports B T S
conferenc

What information is made avaidable to resea;chers about Y c
research and development priorities? e \;,,.;,-';j e

By what procedures? TR E SRR R
What means are: used to disseminate information-to other government
agencies, about on going grants and projects? ;

g : - v o g 4
What are your\;écommendations for ways the Interagency Panel can-prdmote}
_the broader dissemination of research- findings' and particularly the use/f

e,

e : : S
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;f‘Af . Responses to the ‘question: "What are uourkrecommendatzons fbr ways the

. Interagency Panel can promote the broader dissemination of research findings: -
o and partzcularly the use of ftndtngs in the maktng of polzcy deczszons’" Lo

«

e

1.~~Require each grantee to include a research utilization component An

3 ;their final application and a. policy implications section.», S o
o ) . ; o _ T i
- f2.v'Develop diséemination demonstrations.~ B t
ﬁrés_‘; 1“3{ﬁ Support ingerdepartmental projects on the utilization of knowledge at
e bl : 5universiti $, . IR SR S .
EREEL R » G e . ST
o o by rSupport more "state of the art“ volumes with contributions from many
R -researchers at frequent intervals.: R ST R S i
2l e | ’
. . 5. Provide reports with- faCtual and substantive information (not state. of

the art) on-early ‘childhood research.- Include government funded as
: well as‘tesearch being funded by universities, foundations and other :
; -,private sources. . }; :
. :Distribute documents prepared for the Interagency Panel outside of )
'ﬁ”g[goVernment. : . .

;?i ; :)'7:$'Send representati‘es 6f~theyInteragency-Panei,to professional meetings' B
"~Au‘~«suu?~#«to~deseribe§worv/of7the»Panel~3andiprovide-information‘on eurrent re~ . -7 -

i 8;,iExperiment wi h presenting significant res reh findings in publications
e “geared to pr gram operatOrs. o . ‘

';,Q}k EXperiment wéth multimedia to disseminate research findings.

M 2 Ll S

i Make more. use of the Externship approach.( hen there is ‘a goodfdemon—~v‘1:‘
o : » & i r n ; e

Reporting“of research findingsvwithiﬂ the fe;eral gove'gment shouldnbe’
FOV cluding sending brief reports:
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13. Research’ findings might ‘be provided the planning, program, and
el budget offibes within the agency., !

- B . - .
14. The Interagency Panel might assume a responsibi]ity for providing
-+ - information to decision makers at a time when decisions lare in the
e process of . being made.
— Lo 1 - s
.15, In addition, more detailed reports of the same nature should be R
o distributed to operating agencies. Congressional offices, regional .
“ and state offices‘ _ : P o ] e
16. Disseminate information which casts doubts on previous findings, or
amplifies existing findings to forewarn makers of policy that much . -
data are too fragile to use in large sgcale applied programs. Along :
‘with findings, qualifications should be disseminated to convey that

it is necessary to recreate the ‘total situation to get the same "~ .
results. oy . o ; S B

s

174 Research findings should not be oversold They should be dissemi— A
. ‘nated in such’a way that policy decisions will become more cautious
‘ .” S and more . competent. ‘ : L RN

< 3 ’g'l8.° Make the information in the Interagency computer available to members
- : of the Panel and to others in the field, Provide on line service.
Lo C
o 19, Store results from early childhood studies in the Interagency computer
: " sydtem, ‘Have immediate on line: access available to planning, pro—
- .gram and budget offices.
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GLOSSARY - Ty

R fAGEﬁCKL_/{% " The term agency is used to refer to the individual units &
“ty : participating on the Interagency. Panel on Early Childhood '
P Research and DeVelopment. The term includes three "offices"
:) 3 _(OASPE, OCD and OF0). It does not ipclude the Office of
T " - i Education, but does include. three bureaus of the office of
o . " Education: BEH, BESE, BEDP.- Agency is .also used to refer ..
e v - to two Centers within NIMHK Behavioral Sciences. Research N
: . O Branch and the Center for Studies of Child and Family
Mental lealth. The term alsg 1s used i{n reference to one
“Institute. NIQHD, as well. a\ to MCHS and: to SR§/CSA.

DEPARTMENT: s used to refer to a subdivis on’ of an agency..

** PROJECTS: ' The smallest unit of funding_ is called a project and: in-
. ’ cludes ‘a clearly defined project or small :group of closely
‘ related research activities. Projects.includes funds for
L o 'conferences, publicatichs, and trg{ning programs as well
as research and demonstration. _‘ o ‘ S
PROGRAMS: Programs refer to funding to larger scale, ‘broad- -based,
; ; o generally long range research of several projectS\in an '
Ul - .. area of special- interest to the funding agency. Examples
! - of programs are Follow—through and Planned Variations.

.. CENTERS: ~ Large scale, genexally. 1ong .term funding of research insti—
L & T tutes within, or outside of universities or school systems,
"y “ % . in which several projects ‘in a particular ared, often of an-
el VRN interdisciplinary nature, are conducted “Examples of Center , =~
: e, \\ .funding are the Mental Retardation ‘Centers of NICHD and the
- o S\ Vregional educational laboratories of OE. N };;,~ T
. i - ¢ 3 . . : . o
"UNSOLICITED  \ \ i\
.- PROPOSALS: Proposals subnitted to a funding agencv in the area of

S to a notification of interest by an agency.. These proposals
. are USually submitted without prior knowledge of, or ena
,Lxcouragement by staff e s et iy :

“,“I;AliocatiOn of lump sums of funds to: States, Local units,
jtngchool systems, eteay on the basis of some predetermined
g criteria such as, number bf lou incbme children, .number ¢




TARGETED
GRANTS:

CONTRACTS : -

' SPECTAL

. GRANTS: -~

|
‘.

Grants made on proposals obtained dftet agencyjpriorities
have been circulated. Contact with prospective investi-

" gators may be made informally, through telephone or

personal contact with staff, or publication of research

‘ priorities in professional journals.

-

“Specifications ‘for regearch are established within the

agency, an RFP issued, and .contract awarded on the basis
Of bidS. . "v .a

These grants are initiated by staff of the funding ‘agency
to meet the specilal needs of development in areas lacking ,
~in ‘adequate research activity, and in which the agency has.
.a direct interest. Staff maintain control and supervision
of research ‘at all stages, and may, actually collaborate
with the investigators. Spectial grants are thus very
‘similar to contracts, but are usually made to non—profit

liinstitutions rather than private firms. ) s




