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In*1867, a b111 was passed by Congress establlshlng a

ABSTRACT

- department of education. The appropriations for the departmefit ‘were

reduced almost immediately, and the status of the agengcy was undercut

by reassigning it as an office in the,Department of Interior..From .
1867 to 1954, the United States Office of Education (USOE) and “he .
federal government were nystanders in the field of educational -
research. The first breakthrough in federal. pollcy toward e&uca\lonal
research and development (R and D) came with the passage of the’
CoOpefat ve Research Act in 1954. This Act authorized ,the

compissioner, of education to enter into “contracts or jolntly

financed cooperative arrangements with universities and colleges and Y
state educational agencies for-the conduct of research, surveys, and
denonstratlons in the field of education." In 1965, a second najor <
breakthrough in educational R and D occurred Mith the passage of the .

‘Elenentary and Secondary Education Act. The new programs brought

.about by the Act typified the expansionist mood of “the 1960°*s. It ,was
’wlthln this mood that the National Institute of Education (NIE) was
established to coordinate the government's 1nvestment in R and D.

. Today the policy of the federal government ‘is more comprehensive,

vigorous, and supportive than any prev1ous policy or conblnatlon of
policies have been. However, there is considerable doubt about and - o
dlssatlsfactlon with the federal dollar investment in-educational R

and D in ‘both the executive and legislative branches of the

government. (Lecture questions and answers are 1nc1udea ) (RC)
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“ . | PREFACE

We are 1ndebted to Dr. Dayid Clark, professor, College of E'ducatlon,,Indlana Umverslty, for
presenting a- -Graduate Lecture at The Ohio State University on the topic, “Federal Policy i n Edu- |
cational ReSearch and Development” while he was a visiting scholar at The Center for Vocational
Education. Dr. Clark’s experience and background i in educational research and development
uniquely qualify him to treat the topic with ‘considerable authorlty and insight from both a h1stor-
ical and futuristic perspective. e - .

. -—

Dr. Clark’s presentation describes historical elements relating torfederal R & D policy and the
establishment. of priorities for funding. Consiterable attention is devoted to the consequences of
policy-decisions on bulldmg a research and development eapacity in educatlon 3

Dx. Clark has a rich and extensive background in educational R & D and admlmstration A
.native of Binghamton, New York he received a B.A. {1951).and M.A. (1952).from New York ~
State College for Teachers, Albany, New *York,.dnd. ‘the Doctor of Education degree (1354) from
Teachér’s College, Columbia University. Dr. Clark is presently a professor in the College of Edu-
cation at Indiaga University having served as dean of Indiana University’s College of Educatlon
" (1966 - 1974), and as an.administrator at the local state, university, and federal levels. He began °
his career as a field representatlve for the New York State Teachers Association. For the next two °
years he was assistant to the supenntenuent of the Garden.City Public Schools (NY.). From 1958
through 196 he was director of the USOLs Cooperative Research Program He.left government to
become associate dean and professor at The Ohio State’ Umversxty where he served until he became

dean at Indiana. , o,

+ « .
.

A

Among his Humerous publications, Clark co-authored _(_)_gamzmgSchools for Effective Edu-
cation, Educational Administration, and Preparing Research Personnel for Education, Currently,

* he is co-director of an NIE-funded project entitled, “A Futures Analysis of Teacher Education
Institutions as Innovators, Knowledge Producers, and Change-Agents in the Nation’s Educational

,R&D System » : . ) ,

. LY
[} - <

Clark holds or has held numerous edltorlal board positions and key assxgnments on national

"associations, including the Amerlcan Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, American L

. Educational Research Association, and the Assoclatxon of Colleges and Schools of Education in
State Universities and Land Grant Colleges' . o Lo

-

The Ohio State Unxversxty and The Center for Vocatlonal Educatlon is honored in shanng
wrth you Dr. Davxd Clark S presentatlon, “Federal Pohcy in Educatlonal Research and Develop-

* ment.”

R < y- - —- = 7 <"~ RobertE. Taylor, Dxrector \
The Center for Vocational Educati
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FEDERAL POLICY IN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Introduction’ - p

- 1

In January 1972, Francis S. Chase charted for the Committee on Educatiog and }..abor of the
U.S. House of Representatives what he noted was an “incredible chronology” of dates involving
the United States Office of Education’s twenty reglonal educational laboratoriés.! This ]aboratory
" program, he poinfed out, was authorized on April 11, 1965 with the enactment of the Elémentary
" and Secondary Education Act. By August of that year the office had issued guidelines for pto- .
« Spectuses which, in turn, were due in the office on October 15, 1965." By February of 1966 the
first contracts for laboratories were negotiated and by September of 1966 twenty such laboratories
were under operatwnal or developmental contracts.

o ¢
\

. On November 18 1966 roughly a year after “the first prospectuses had been received, nine
months after the first contract had been let, while a majority of the laboratories were not yet op-
erational, the criticism of the laboratories had reached such a level that the so-called “Chase Study”.
was commissioned by the Secretdry of HEW and the Commissioner of Education to gather, “‘~. .
tmatworthy information to determine action with respect fo the new laboratories which were being
assailed so strongly by critics-within and without the educational establishment.”? Chase noted:

. & N ’

“It seems scarcely credible that disillusionment could have set in so quickly ‘as to shake
the faith of the Secretary who earlier (when president of the Carnegie Corporation) had -
chaired the Presidential Task Force which recommended the establishment of such lab-
oratories as large-scale research and development orgénizations. -Yet-the painful fact

+  was that the existence of these new orgamzatlons was threatened before™a majority of

them became fully operational: 3 : .

This was not the first instance of quick dlsllluswnment settmg in after the initiation of a new
federal 1mt1at1ve in education. After the passage of the bill establlshmg a department of education °
in March 1867 President Andrew Johnson appointed Dr. Henry Barnard as the first Commissioner
of Education on March 11,.1867. On July 20, 1868, less than two months after Dr. Barnard sub-
mitted his first annual report to Congress, the appropriation to the new agenc); was.reduceq from

.
3

1Fran01s S. Chase, “Educatlonal Research-and Development in the Sixties: The Mixed Réport
Card” in Committee on Education and Labor, House of Representatives, Educational Research:
Prospects and Priorities (Washington, D.C.: U S.-Government Printing Office, 1972), pp. 1 - 2.
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$12,000 per year to $9,400 and the appropriations act further undercut the'status of the agency by

reassigning it as an office in the Department of Interior. ‘One of Barnard’s’successors, John Tigert,
noted in reference to the loss of funds, s'tatus, and Barnard’s lmpendlng res1gnatlon that:

“It is clear that the expectations of.some of the Congressional advocates of the
Department of Education were not realized. Iti isno wondet. In fulsome speeches . .
it'had been proclaimed—that the Department of Education would exert a powerful ’
influéhce to enlighten the-mass of ignorance in the Nation, particularly among the
freedmen of the South. Two years passed, and the Commlssmner of Education with
his three clerks had failed to cause the enlightenment of the four million freedmen
. or to show-any appreciable reduction in the sum total of ignorance in the country
at large. It was disappointing to the enthuslasts and the reactlon‘had its natural

effect.’ 4 .
=~ o« : q . -

"

But we need not look beyond this summer’s newspapers to illustrate further the point of these
two examples. On June 28, 1974, in a feature story on the National Institute of Education, the
Wall Street Journal reported on the current difficulties being encountered by the agency as follows:

&

“Launched inan outpotmng of enthusiasm when the"leon administration was riding - i}
high, the National Institute of Education was to become the leading edge of educatlon -~

progress in the U.S.

s v . 5

Freed from the supposedly stultlfylng surroundings of the federal Office of Education,
the government’s newest research agency was intended to plumb fundamental problems
7 of the U.S. education system. As a worthy companion to the famed Natlonal Institutes
of Health, or so the reasoning went, N.LE. would uitlmately provide answers helplng to -
revolutlonlzé teaching from kindergarten to college. . . - .-

° _—

o

- ~ ‘This effort in.education will be-an historic step forward,’ the President prom’1:sed
Daniel P Moynihan,.its prime architect insisted that eager educators would rush to
__adopt its recommendatnons slmply because of its prestlge /

E
2 : o

Now two Years later, this infant mstltutnon isin trouble It is still seeking to become
accepted in academic circles; educators are suspnclous of its reformist bent or dismayed
at its fumbling performance. {They need to really accompllsh something,” warns Stanley
McFarland a National Education Association official. _ .

e

And the institute is perllous]y close to flunking the test that matters most; gaining © .

.« political support in Congress. The law makers, indifferent or antagonistic, have
difficulty even in understanding N.LE.’s purpose. ‘We just get all this soft mushy

S ) education.jargon that doesn’t tell-us-a-damn thing,’ compIalns Rep. David Obey,
a liberal Democrat from Wisconsin. )

Ao *

.

v

o]

- 4John J. Tigert, “An. Organization By the Teachers and For the Teachers " School Llfe 9
(May 1924), p. 196 X - .
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As-aresult, the'NLE. found its first-year budget whacked in half, and now it is fighting to &

" . survive and get its.ambitious endeavors moving.”’® S T

. The evening before this article was published, the House voted to overrule its own committee’s
retommendation that the NIE budget for FY *75 be restored to $100 million offsetting partially the
sharp cut in funds in FY ’74. Instead, the House approved $80 million - less than was appropriated
for educational R and D three years earlier in the “stultifying surroundings” of USOE. Subsequently,
the Senate approved only $65 million throwing the final appropriation to conference committee,
and the Di;ector&of the Institutg'submitted his resignation effective October 15, 1974.6 .

N A 8, hd
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What can be inferred from these cases spread over a hundred year time span? One might con-
clude that there is no policy at the federal level in ‘regard to educational R and D or at least that
little coherent and consistent pol_icy has emerged. This lack of coherence is then reflected in tac-
tical ambivalence which causes both the legislative and executive branches to engage in “‘fits and
starts” in support of educational R.and D reflecting transitory optimism and rapid disillusionment.
"There is more than a grain of truth in such inferences but they do not.capture what his happened,
where we are, and where we might be going.at the federal level because the cases fail to provide an

-

- historical perspective from which to view the question. * . _ . .
The First Hundved Years -, ° S . e ' , '
* Ed

. -Despite the evidence of the Barnard case example, the Congressmen in 1867 who supported -

. the establishment of a national Department of Education did concern themselves with a policy pos-

. tute for the new agency in educational R and D. Specifically, they charged the department with
responsibiljty for: . . . . L. <

“
« o
[y -

- ~ “s.. collecting such statistics and facts as shall show the condition and progress of

=3 educat'ion in the several States and Territories, rand\'of diffusing such information %

respecting the organization and management of school and school systems, the " =
methods of teachipg,-as shall aid. the people of th@{ United States in-the establish- "
' ment and maintenance of efficient school%systems, . . .”7 3

’

et A2 .
o

ce-Glamorous National Institute of

5Johnatl‘nan‘ Spivak, “Lack of Political-Clout Threatens Onc
- Education,’”” Wall Street Journal (June 28, 1974), p. 36. . - . )

-~
)

6Bet:ween,the time this lect.ire was delivered and prepared-for publication, the appropriatic;n
for F'Y ’75 was approved at $70 million ($5 millio_n»lqss than FY *74) and the chairman of the In-
stitute’s Council resigned both the chairmanship and his.appointment to The Council.

.

TUnited States, An Act to’Establish a Department of Education, 39th Congress, 2nd Sessio;1,
"March 2,1867. ) . ‘
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And this statement was not treated gisually by American educational commissioners-or their '
~ staffs, This was, in effect, the policy of-the federal government in educational R and D for eighty-
s seven years. The first portion of the statement, i.e., the socidl bookkeeping function, led to the
establishment of the statistics unit in USOE and these activities have persisted until today as a core®* "¢
» function’ that characterizes an unambiguous dimension of federal governmental policy in educational
/ Rand D.8 The dissemination function was.handled by organizing the Office of Education around
substantive specialists in, for example, mathematics, science, English, elementary education, school . |
. organization and administration, etc., who communicated with schools and schiool personnel through R
professional association contacts and periodic special subject bulletins. This pattern of organization
at the federal level reached its apex under the long tenure of Comniissioner John Studebaker, ap- oo
pointed by President Franklin Roosevelt in 1934, who continued in the Commissioner’s role until ~ -
after World War I1 (1948). That Commissioner Studebaker understood and was responding to the
defined policy stance of 1867 is well illustrated by his own description of the Office’s activities in - :

"+ 1944 when he was urging consideration- of reorganization for the-Office, to wit:

-

[

“For many years the Office of Education has conducted searches, carried on studies,
made $urveys and investigations, published reports and otherwise sought to dissemi-

nate its findings in order to help the.people of the States to improve thejr systems
of education. It has issued numerous bulletins and other publications dealing with e

99

a variety of educational problems. :: : . . .
During-this extended period of rigid adherence to the policy statement of 1867, itomig'htvbe
said that USOE and the federal government were bystanders as the field of educational research
_ «. moved through its early emphasis on philosophic inquiry; to its predominant concern with psycho-
. logically based empiricism and the study of scientific management; to the demonstrators and re-
_formers of the 1980, = ~ " : o :
. ° e

¥

. 1954: The Watershed Years * ' " -

. Alow point for the éducational research community occurred during and immediateély follow-
ing World War II. But the féderal government’s interest,in the support of social and behavioral sci-
ence inquiry was not at all dormant. The concern of the military in the screening, placement, train-
ing, counseling. and rehabjlitation ggpersonnel was stimulating the support of substantial research
and development thrusts of relevance, to education in aptituae‘and intelligence testing, occupational
analysis, counseling, and short term efficient and efféctive personnel training programs. And imme-
diately after the war, behavioral science research con inued to be supported by the Army, the Air ’
Force, and the Office of Naval Research while simultaneously the National Institute of Health and . ®
” the National Science Foundation were-experiencing rapid growth patterns'in fundsto support be- T
havioral research. If one wanted to sell the notion that the human state could be enhanced through
’ systematic social and behavioral inquiry, Washington was a good place to be in the early 50’s.

. o

8Congresst - not, however, expressed consistently their approval of the adequacy with which
. the palicy has been carried ouf. As a matter of fact, the Omnibus School-aid Bill signed by President
_Ford on August 21, 1974 carried a provision which upgraded the National Center for Educational
Statistics and placed it in the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Education rather than in USOE.

9 John W. Studebaker, Plan of Organization to Improve the Service of the U.S. Office of Edu-*

cation (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of Education, August 1944, Unpublished), p. 4.
’

»




s States through research; the desirability of attempting to do 50; and the responsibility of the fedetal >

+ “ ’ .°
i v L s

. » ) ’. . ) . ‘ 1
It was almost 1nev1table that USOE was going to ftake advantage of th1s mood and the agency B i
~ did. Shortly after Dr. Samuel Brownell was a;Spomted Commissioner in 1953, ’he stated: R A
° . v

“If I were asked to name the one field i in whlch the Offlce can be of g;eatest service - s

- at this time, I should answer educatlonal research.’ "1®  « . . -

Wlth this interest uppei'mast in his’'mind he achleved the first breakthrough in federal policy toward
educational research and.development in elghty-seven years with the passage of the Cooperative Re-
_search Act (P. L. 531) which authorized the commissioner of education to enfer into “contracts or
Jomtly financed cooperative arrangements with universities and colleges and'state educational agen- . . ____

v

cies for the conduct of.research, surveys, and demonstratlons in thefield of educatlon ”11 A
Thls landmark legislation did not exactly take Washmgton by storm. Its shaky early history

ﬂlustrates the persistent ambivalence of Congress toward the likelihood of payoff from systematic, .

: -mqulry in education. 12 fThe authonzatlon was not funded for two years. Finally ini 1956, $1 ) .

million was appropnated to support P. L. 531. But there was a “hooker” in the appropriation.

Two-thirds of the funds were to be expended on the study of education for the mentally retarded

with one-thrrd left ovér for the remaindex of education’s problems. Through the authdtization of”

P. L. 531, Congress was modifying for the first tlme the pohcy statement of 1867. Congress seemed

on the one hand to be recognizing the feasibility of improving the educatlonal system in the United

government to'assume the initiative and the cost. However, cn the other hand, by holding off appro- : .
pnatlons for two years, eventually appropriating a total support figure-far below that of other federal ‘
behavioral and social science programs, Congress was expressing serious doubts in regard to whether

anythmg could be learned about education through systematic inquiry; whether educational R and

Dwas a feasrble route to school 1mprovement and whether the federal government had any sxgnlfl-

cant role to play in ‘the educational R and D scene. . E .
Twenl:y Years of Growth 1954 1974 ° L. : - ’ .
Subsequent to 1956, when the first appropnatlon was made available through P. L. 531 the X L

general flow of legislative authorizations and appropriations for educational R and’D seemed to
signal unmltlgated success. In 1958 the National Defense Education Act was passed with pro-
visions for the support of research on language and medla Outslde USOE the Natlonal Science L.

_—
[3 —

-~ . » . . _ - e

.

7 10Samuel Brownell U S. Ofﬁce of Educatlon Handbook (Washmgton, D. C 1955), p. 2.

11¢jnited States, An Act to Authonze Cooperatlve Kesearch in Educatlon Pubhc Law 531
Chapter 576 83rd Congress, July 26, 1954 . . . s

s
-

12 To be fair it should: probably be noted that the ambivalent attitude of Congress toward
educatlonal inquiry is a subset of responses within a broader reluctance on the part of Congress
to become involved in the educational scene generally-what Stephen Bailey hes typified color-
fully as “. ... the hoary notion that the federal government should leaye the direction of educa-
tion to the mercies of pluralistic and-often contentious centers of decentrahzed authority.”
See, Stephen K. Bailey, ‘“Significance of the Federal Investment in Educational R and, D »
Journg} of Research and Development in Educatlon 2 (Summer, 1969), p. 34. ©
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R educatlonal Rand D (loosely definad) was approachmg $200 mllhon

Foundatlon was prov1ded w1th the first- major develgpment funds in educa’ion to reconceptuahze

[}

design, and diffuse new curricula in mathematics and science. Not to be outdone, USOE extended -

.its program into the “D” portion of educatlonal RandD through Projects Social Studies and En;
glish,and used the newly popular educational R and D theme to attract additional funds in speclal-

. ized areas, e.g., the authgmzatlon to support vocational education research under the Vocational.

Education Act of 1963. P. L. 531 1 itself was:used-as-the- -vehicle for a fiew departure in capacity
byilding in educational research - the establishment of nine federally-funded R and D centers at-
tached to universities. USOE’s divisions in vécatidnal educationr and-education for the handlquped
followed su1t by establlshlng R‘ and D centers in these speclallzed flelds

-~

The second ma]or breakthrough for educatlonal RandD occurred in .1965 with the passage
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Titles IIT and IV of this legislation broadened
the authorlzatlon for federal progrants in support of edUcatron RandD to the point where almost
any program could be initiated from a structural pblnt’.of view.for \Xlnch appropnatlons could be’

. obtained. The new programs actually initiated ranged from the direct support of experiments in

local education agencies tc university-based training programs for educational researchers. An ex-
ample of the expansionist'mood surrounding t'ederal support for educational R and D in the mid-

. sixties could be noted in a government review of the Cooperatwe Research Program just a year

preceding the passage of ESEA which noted thatqn the first few years the program “had stimulated
qualitative improvement and quantitative expanslon in educathnal research.” However it also
noted that “(1) the results of the projects. . . did not lead  directly enough or quickly enough to ob-
servable change and désired improvement in‘educational practice and (2)- . . the results of small
,scale prOJect research tended to be f;agmented non-cumulatrve and 1ncpnclus1ve »13 -

.

*  This problem was about to be solved! Twenty-one R and I centers were established - ten
with their own content.emphases and eleven focused on high priority government areas; twenty
regional laboratories were set up to develop products and to interface with schools over 100R _
and D graduate training programs were established i in 1nst1tutlons of higher educatlon, USOE des
veloped - storage and retrieval system (ERIC) for educatlonal.lnformatmn and research; literally "
thousands of Title III projects were funded in local school districts and the féderal investment in

< .

In the mlglst of this rapld growth pattern, a long held wvision of a Natlonal Institute of Educa-
tion which would coordinate the government s investment in educational R and D (and hopefully
-take-unto- 1tself the aura of- prestlge and support Whizk characterized NIH [ and NSF) became a re-
ality under the Congressional leadership of John Brademas of Indiana, and accompanying-the In-
stitute was a_new policy statementin the Education Amendments Act of 197 2 whlch declared it
to be the pollcy of the United States to» . .

. .
v

“(i) Help to solve or to alleviate the problems of, and promote the reform and
renewal of, Americdn education;

“

- - .
. s f
- v
-

- 13 Building Capacrty for Renewal and Reform (Washrngton, D.C.: National Institute of
Educatron, December 1973), pp. 9-10,

~ .__-.‘..
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(ii) Advance thé practice of education, as an art, science, and profession;’
) -~ . : N N .

\

(iii) Strengthen the scientific and technological foundatidns of-education; and

A ]

(w) Build an eft‘ectrve educatrcﬂal research and development system ple

- .
d .
. N ©

" The Growth Years ‘A Researcher’ sVrew - ., W e

*

. v I,

Could there be any remalnmg d.oubt that the federal government had made 1ts commrtment
and taken Tis stand? From an operational perspective in a regional laboratery or R and D center
or institution of.lngher education, the R and D practitioner in education had a somewhat differ-
ent view of the federal commrtment As a matter of fact, the recipient of the government’s largesse
over the past decade was llkely to have some horrdiestories torelate: . '

-

- / .
— Ifhe or she happened to be located in a reglonal educatlonal laboratory or an R and D cen-
ter the chances are better than one in three that the lab-or center was closed permanently during
this penod° EERCN . :

[y
LN

—If the agency strvived, it was converted from government support of the center as gn ex-
tension of the federal level capacity to produce R and D in education, i.e., institutional support,

.to a program purchase plan under which organlzatlonal survival was baspd -upon its competitive-
et

' “ness. forprecework under NIEs requests for proposals._ . .

o T8« -~ P

“ k
. —If he or she»werelocated in an institution of higher education receiving project sup ‘&ort -he
saw individual project support atrophy,gwhrle total edhcatronal Rand D funds seemed to be in-

creasing substantrally ' - °

”

»

she ran a research’ training program she saw the program collapse Just as the,first gradu-
ates we! roduced )

-
-

"*—1If he or she were in any of these settln‘gs he experienced a drfferent set of signals from the
National Center for Educational Research and Development and subsequently NIE every time a
site visit was scheduled or the federal agency was reorganized (circa every six months) ‘e
B '3 ' Y LY
The process of drsassemblmg, closing out, modifying, and reburldmg programs in educatronal
R and D for the past decade has been undertaken (as Chase noted in the earlier-cited example of
the Jaboratories), almost at the instant that significant funds have become available for the particu-
lar program. The bulk .of the blame was laid, even by astute observers, at the door of USOE and
its National Center for Educational Research and Development. The problem was perceived as
primarily structural and the proposed amelioration was NIE.. So, for-example, two years ago Francis
. Chase was.offering this te%timony in behalf of establishing the new agency:

«
L™ *

4 1bid., p. 1. -




v 7 N - ) - .

I R O PR -

. D . N1 S - - e - . -

PO : 2 P R ~ ©

. 5, 3 N I ) . L. .

@ e et “Defxqrencles in natlonal planmng, management, su.pport and evﬂ1atlon area® - ‘., we .
» ‘. continuing 1mped1ment to,reatization of the full potentlal of edugdtional R'and \
- R - D. These,shortcomings spring largely from om the fv ure to place e,ducatlona]\R
| . and D in-charge of an‘adequately funded agenc agency at alevel in the ngernment- »’ .
s s .hierarchy comparable to the National Scxence, Foundatlon?"" the National In- e ¢““. .
. ‘.\":stxtuteofHealth”ls.- L T SRR e e .
- . It NIE was orisa necessary, condition for progress rn'federal pohcres and programs for educa- v' - - :
. tional R and D it siirely was insufficient. On all.fronts tHe sitvation-hds worsened since the eﬁ;abs o
- hshment of NIE. Not only has NIE not. achleved the status of'an NSF or NIH,)t'has not even re-
tained the status of NCERD “The fiscal support base for educational- R@ndD Has\not increasgl T s
' over the ‘past two years, it has dlmxnxshed The yeay betore the authonxatlon of NIE, ‘N CERD had
v’ abudget of $96.8 million and was requestlng $11(Y 8 for FY *72. By FY 5, NIE’s budget lev;l/

)
I

% had descended-to ,$7O mllhon *NIE is publiely under attack by Congress in both the House an -
. " the Senate ‘and its" very exnstence is threatened as it approachesqts date of re-authonzatlon “July ]L’ .
» . 1976, - e { . K
I A . : _ LoeT e e
~ M;\ o ‘ L PR h "-z“ ' e Yoo
' T . . An Assessment-and Projection' S : e
- - . . R ot .

.- - .’ ~

ot That bmngs the stoyy up to the fall of 1974. And undoubtedly leates the reader wondering |, -
about the current status of federal policy in edugationakR and D. At a general level of discourse .
. that is an easy question to answer. The poli'éy charter is the four-point mpndate to NIE which Whs
. noted earlier. That is surely not a bad charter undéi which to be operating. 'But to cast that policy . N
" statement in more operational terms it wo:.rld\e well to be reminded of }he nature of governmen- .t
) tal policy which was expressed: cogently and simply by Stepher\Barley and aSSOCIateS in their case
study of school- polltlcs in the Northeast: ) Y e e ;

" .
2 "

“Some people want somethmg from government and build a coalltxon of influence
to get it; other people want something different and build.a coalition of influence to
block or modify the designs of the f1rst group; strategnc and tactical campaigns are
i . ‘fought; constitutional wielders of power determine winners and losers by laWws passed r ,
3 and executive and. Judlclal actions taken. The process is never-ending, As soon as a ' .
o govemmental decision'is made a néw dialectic begms »6. Y : . P
. \3 ‘- . . .
‘ The educational R and D communlty wanted & broad extension of support for educational
R and D, and they wanted a National Institute of Education. With the strong support of certa1n .

Congressional leaders they won those tactical ca]mpalgns But they may havé&mlssed two other

2 e ' R
. . .. .
15 ; . ‘ C T N .
> cis S. Chase, cit 29-30.- .
F}"m op. cit., pp. . . S |
16gtephen K. Balley, Richard T. Frost Paulp Marsh, and Robert C. Wood, Schoolmenand ~ *»  =°
Pohtlcs (Syracuse, New York: Syracuse Unlverslty Press, 1962), p 517. 7 " ¥
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critical notatlons of Barley s (1) that non-constltutlonal wielders of power in the executive branch
would mtetpret and administer the programs and (2) the new dialectic about the.proper role of the
, federal government in educational R and D began the day each of the laws was passed and is con-

. tinuing right now. It is perfectly within the realm of p0531b111ty (although I think it highly improb-
able) that NIE and the 1972 policy statement in regard'/ to educational R and D will be thrown out
lock, stock, and barrel on July 1, 197 5. Federal policy in a broad sense and federal programs in

. their specifijcs are obvxously volatile proposxtlons Unless the federal government retreats from the
- scene altogether or, delimits its involvement aé sharply as the Act of 1867, there will never again be
. a consistent posture of federal policy for educatlonal R and. wh1ch will survive for eighty-seven
. “.years. ‘ ,e ST, ,
Let me, try, then i in summary form to note where educatlonal Rand Dis and where it is likely
" tobe gomg .

%
- ]
- »

— The current policy of the federal government in'support of educational R and D is more
comprehensive, vigorous, and supportive ¢han any previous policy or combination of pohcxes have
_ been in this arena. . \ - "N L€

-

with the federal dollar investment in educatlonal R and D which is held thhm both the executive
y and legislative: branches. - _— -

3 v -
— The battle-may have been won-in answermg in general terms the question as to whether
more can be learned about education through systematic inquiry (general leglslatlve hlstory of the
past twenty years would seem to indicate that is true); but decision-makers have not been con-

vmcéd that what is learned has or will improve schopls (as demonstrated by a wxllmgness to. forego

R and D expendltures as budget crises emerge and/or to jump ‘from program type to program type .

. as educatlonal impact seein letharglc
— Everyqne should now be convinced that the problems of mountmg and sustammg an effi- |

c1ent and gfectrve federal level program in eduéational R and D will not_be solved by organization
and reorgamzatron inside or without the Office of Educatlon or the National Institute of Education.

-

-~

) - Educatlonal R and Dis skﬂl a fedékal edu tional pohcy arena without a constituency. Thls
continuing dlfflculty is more nearly the explanation for the vacillation in and underfundmg of fed-
eral programs in R and' D than exther\structural (i.e., organizational) problems or the debate over
what is or is not, being produced by educatlonairQ and D, .- .

. o 9 . . .
- The field is caught currently in a critical shortage of funds which rans the danger of elevat-.
" ing the competition for funds into what appears to be a solid intellectual’debate over researu.h stxa-
tegles and tactics, e.g., support of development vs. research, institutional support vs. program pur- .
chase,etc. Thisis no time to settle such issues when their geneéns is more than likely lack of funds

. 1

.to support-nécessary diverse éfforts. . - 3 : ’
. . had - \ . J/J't ‘ . . . * »
. " — The current and immediate past leadership of NIE has lost the confidence of Congress, on

the one hand, and its field constituencies on the other. This should not be interpreted as a suffi-,
clent explanatlon for the current state of. affan's The sharp reductions and eliminations in the

- “ st

. *

~ The policy is a thmly-velled masK thrown over considerable doubt about and dgssatlsfactxon o




l:?boratory program, the research training support, Title III, and indivfdual project. suf)port pre-
ceded NIE and jts leadership. The problem is more pervasive than an individual or group of indi-
wduals in leadershlp Dbositions in an agency. o .

-

‘”>,¢v

—The -current. attacks of the credlblhty of educaolonal R and D are not new, mll not go away
m the néxt few years, and can only be coped *with by contmually ¢ngaging a diverse set .of.educa-
“tional constltuencles m‘ the. walect about educatlonal R and D. ) .
.+ . —Every new admmlstratlon (and every new ad lmstrator) wants his “thing” and needs dis-
cretlonary funds to obtain it. There is no absolute d':t\ﬁse against this inconstancy in federal be-
havior but the best defense yet devised is a-vocal constituency that negotlates the changes and
the1r magmtude w1th “the new face in-town.” \ .

- —- If all gees well with educatlonal R and D over the next- two years, httle will occur either
in modifying the mandate for the field or in appropriations to support the field, i.e., educational
" Rand D will be fortunate to hold its own fiscally; reaffirm the current broad pohey statement of
Congress; prevent the executive branch from' cannibalizing extant pf{)grams to offer the appearance
of new 1mt1at1t)‘es -and set the stage for a point in time two or three years from now (FY *77 or

"78). when some significant progress on increased support and program revitalization may be pos- o

sxble This short range future would represent a successful tactlcal campalgn

-

- To achleve even- these limited goals Wlll requlte a sgi;% coalitipn mcludmg diverse interests

_’ and _emphases, e.g., American Educational Research Association, American Association of Colleges
for ’I"eachenEducatwn, National Education Association, National Councxl of Chief State School

Officers, American Federation of Teachers, Council for Eduéational Development and Research,
Deans of Schoqls and Colleges of Education in State Universities and Land Grant Colleges, Nat10na1

Schqol Boardi*%ssoclatlon, American Assoclatlon of Sehool Administrators, ete. Such a coalition .

has nevet existed in the past-but is a must for the present and future. o
o~ The basis for this coahtlon will have to be bullt upon a reconceptl.ahzatlon of the role of
RandDi irreducation wiich will diversify-the {ypes of and sites for productivity in educational R

.and D. The process-of inquiry wil] have to be byought closer to the point of .effective action in

education, i.e., will involve the dxrec participation of practltloner agen‘cles in all the processes of

educatlonal R and D. The negotiation required to form the coalition will not success so long as -

some principals.to negotiation continue to insist upon narrow defmltlons of Ran Das, for exam-
ple, local education agencies being viewed as target systems and sfate education agencies being.
viewed as tangentlal to or an Mpedlment in thie diffusion process 17 -

- It is;50t unreasonable to imagine that anational conference board (sirzfilar in ir!tent'if not
in structure to the New York State Educational Conference Board which worked so effectively in

\ H
V. R N -

v «
rd

17por an amplification of this point of efew see: Egon G. Guba and David L.-Clark, The Con-

/ﬁ ational Perspective: A New View of Educational Knowledge Production®and Utilization

(Washmgton, D.C:: Council for Educat)onal Development and Research, 197 5)
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mobilizing a State platform for school support in New York)!® could be organized to formulate a
national policy and action platform for educational R and D. If.this turns out not-to be feasible,
the current pattern of under-funding and vacillation from program to program will continue in-
deﬁmtely Federal decxsxon-makers will continue to view educational R and D as a form of social
action in education.1? Socia! action goals will not be attamed unless the major actors are repre-
sented vigorously in the process.

- ‘e - .4-,4
18gtephen K. Bailey, et al., Schoolmen and Politics, op. cit., pp.f36-7l.

’

Y For additional aetml on this view see: Hendrik D. Gideonse, Social Science Policy and the
Federal Government (Washmgton D.C.: Memorandum to Committee on Science and Astronautics,
’ August 14 1974).
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CLARK LECTURE QUESTIONS
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What are the likely prospects of orchestratlng the joint effort acress such dlverse groups §s
those mentioned? - . ) .

‘ l‘hlnk the prospects are-very good. Recall that just this past year the Council forhducatlon- ‘ q
al Development and Research (CEDR) and the National Council 'of Chief State School Offi- ’
cers (on the face of it an unlikely alliance) were able to formulate and promote.successfully
the joint sponsorship of a diffusion program which would have operated within NIE. The
alliance was held together by the fact that neither of the two organizations tried to compro-
mise out Something that was needed*and wanted by the other orgamzatlon The Natlonal L
Education Association, National School Boards Association, American Association of School ,
Administrators have all adopted resolutions in the recent past supportive of NIE with nothing
- promised or offered in. return. If they had input to the programs and pollcles of the agency
I thlnk they would be more than casually supportive. But this will require, as I noted in-the

+ paper, some ‘basic re-orientation in thinking by some who still consider R and D the province °
of colleges and universities or centers and labs. I think necessity will cause it to happen.

What do you project might be the role of local and state educatlon agenues in educatlonal ‘
. R and D,ln the future" .. . e R

Thereis no questlon in my mind- but that LEAs and SEAs will play a central.role in both ‘

knowledge production and knowledge utilization. As a matter of fact, the trend is already .

with us. Titles I and III of ESEA made it clear that educatignal R and D funds were not

going to remain in Washington to be employed as the exclusive province of R and D agencles

The emphasis on revenue sharing in general fiscal policy is just another indication that the "

. locus of federal dollars hhs and will change. The more 1mportant reason, however, fro my

_ point of view is that diversification of R and D functions, sites, and tactics i is a necessity if

we are to appeal to a more diversified constituency and educational R and D must have that \
constituency. In the future, I expect to see LEAs and SEAs operating educational R and D e
. programs which are complementary to those being conducted in more formal research s1tes

How much is the need for educational R a_n/d D appreciated by educators generally? Aren’t
there meny in leadership positions who contend that we ]ust need more money to do what

»”

we already know how to do? , C e )

Obviously the current oase of support is too narrow. It is probably trye that most classroom
teachers in the country are not convinced of the utility of educational R and D‘even when, in
some instances, they are using products that come out of the R g,nd D community in their
own classrooms? The argument that we already know so mucy @ore than we are doing that
our problem is diffusion not research has been with, us since the inception of governmental
level support for research. Unfortunately, I think, our response to these challenges has too
often been one of exhortation and publlc relations. We will have to demonstrate rather than

exhort =

L4
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Knowledge prodhctlon and utilization programs need to be supported at the local level where

. teacher-leaders are participants. We should agree with those who contend that we have a vein
-of untapped knowledge and press for complementary emphases on knowledge utilization and
diffusion programs which will,.by their success, demand more not less emphasis gn systematic

inqtriry.
Isn’t it true that we will never make much progress until we mobilize the teachers in support
of R and D in education? Aren’t those in preservice teacher education programs an especxally
useful group - a-captive audience that can be attuned to. 1nqli1ry" .

Yes and no, to both.questions. It is probably unrealistic to assume that two and a half million”
teachers will pick-up R and D in education as a prime legislative target when one considers the
range of other legislative concerns closer to their personal interests. I think, however, thatis
not unrealistic to assume that the NEA and AFT could be convinced to assume national level
leadership for the teachers in at least elevating the legislative priority for R and D if they felt
the organized teaching profession had some voice in policy and program directions for R and
Din education; and, I suppose, if they felt that the programs were having a positive effect at
the local level. If a prime interest at the national level is in demonstrating the efficacy of
voucher plans and accountability programs, the R and D community can probably anticipate
further letters of congratulatlon from teacher organizations to Congress’when funds are re-
duced. The preservice audience seems to me not very promising. Obviously I would hope
that the preservice experience would utilize the products of educational R and D and would
stimulate the trainees to use inquiry techniques in their professxonal careers. But if the studies
from the Texas R and D Center are examined ifi terms of teacher trainee needs, I would con-
clude that this is not an optimal learning period for the teacher. Their personal insecurities
are so high and so much in need of amelioration that I would suspect their interest in educa-
tional R and D directed toward improved leammg environments for students mlght be very

low y;

. Would the kind 'of coalition you’re talking about be effecti\}e in coihmurﬁeatinJg to Congress

the long range need for research in education and the littie that has actually been.inyested in
educational R and D? . . ,

. N -y
X
- o .

That all depends, I guess, on the approach the:coalition used toward Congress. Isurely would
not begin by contrasting the espenditures dn.educational R and D with those in‘other fields
to demonstrate how niggardly"Congress has been to date. The Congress has figures from USOE,

. NIE, and the-testimony of experts going back twenty years estimating that from 1/10th to

4/10ths of 1 percent of the expendntures in education go to,R and D, and that that percentage
is lower than every other field from agriculture, space, and medicine to the development of
plastic spoons. Those who are already core suppotters of R and D in education in Congress
don’t need more of this general information and those who are unconvinced will not become g
convinced by,these data. We need a constituency which the coalition might provide. We need
products that are attractive and mterestmg, and data about the number of children in each con-
gressional district who are-using the materials. We need testimony from educational agencies
of all types in the various districts who are participating actively in programs of diffusion, re-
search, and development. We need examples that the Congressmen can use in their own pre- "
sentations to their constltuencles about the utlllty of a program they have supported or are

14
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bemg asked to support. We nee need to provide amm amnumtxon that can be used by the core of
Congressmen that are already convinced about bur case 'ihen they are, in turn, attempting
to convince their colleagues.

K

What about research trammg" What is the long term future for bulldmg up a cadre of sophl-
stxcated R and D specialists? .

-~ o 4

That really strikes me as a partlculanzed version of the more general question of the long
range prospects for educatxonal R and D. Support for training programs will follow not lead
support for R and D generally As most of you know the training programs initiated under
ESEA Title IV are essentially dead. The field provided a good setting for training from 1966
to 1971 beacuse of the rapid increase in support for educatxonal R and D in general. Fortu-
nately the cadre of young men and women who entered the field during that period were
considerably below the average age of persons entering graduate work in education in the
previous ten years. This group has infiltrated institutions of hxgher education (especlally
schools and colleges of educatlon) and are likely. to have a positive influence on upgrading
mquu'y training programs in graduate school settmgs for some time to come. I think there

is no realistic hope for a revival of significant support on the part of the federal government

for training research personnel in education in-the foreseeable future.
b{ -
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