. 2

"

] ‘ DOCUMENT RESUNE ' N\
ED 118°269 o " PS 008 378 .
AUTHEOR . ‘ Hurt, Maure, Jr., Ed.; Hertz, Thomas W., Ed.
TITLE . Proceedings of the Conference on Compayability in

Research (2nd, George Washington University,
Washington, D.C., May 5 and 6, 1975).

"INSTITUTION . George Washington Unlv.. iashington, D.C. Social -
: - P Research Group.
- SPONS MGENCY - Department of Health, Educatlon, and Welfare,
; Washington, D.C. - - En ‘
PUB DATE .Bay 75 \ > ? .
NOTE \ ' 72?. . ‘-
EDBRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$3.50 Plus Postage
DESCRIPTORS Comparative Analysis; Conference Reporté *Elenentary

Secondary Education; Generalization; *Government
Role; Graduate Study; Information Dissemination;
Measurement Instruments; *Research Coordinating
ints. Research Design; Research Methodology;
*Research Needs; *Research Utilization; Synthesis

"IDENTIFIERS ' *Research Comparability

“A
ABSTRACT ‘
Thls report presents the proceedings of a conference
for researchers and trainers of researchers, convened to discuss the

‘issues involved in improving knowledge .by finding better ways to
" permit cross-research analyses or longitudinal research analyses.

Included are: (1) a description of the history, goals, and activities
of ‘the Interagency Panel on Early Childhood Research and Development
and the Interagency Panel for Research and Development on
Adolescence; (2) an address defining the need for comparability and

- generalizability in research and the problems involved; (3) summaries

of the discussions of four separate conference workgroups; (4)
post-conference reactions of some of the participants; (5) a brief
description of the paneis' conference follovup activities; and (6) a
short paper-which summarizes the major recurring recomnendatgons of |
workgroups from this conference and a preceding one. The paper «
suggests the organlzation of Research Progress Monitoring Groups, a
tripartite structure of interrelated groups designed to translate
policy guestions ‘into research questions and to attain ansuers to
these questions as quickly as possible. (ED)

v, ' -

e

L)

R R AR R R ARk

Doguments acquired by ERIC include many ;;fornal unpublished *
* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal =*
* reproducibility are often encountered and tlis affects the quality *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not *
* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
* *
# »

suppY¥ied by EDRS are the best that can be nadeée from the original.
*t*******************************t*******t*********************#*(***
.-
- ) . Coa T




Social Research Group
The George Washingten Universit U'S DEFARTMENT OF HEALTH. ‘ L .
EDUCATION & WELFARE ‘

Washington, D.C. ’ R NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF _ .

EDUCATION //.
THOY  DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO
“

(D . QUCED EXAITILY AY RECEIVED FROM-
. THE PERLBSUN OR ORGANIZATION GRIGIN 8
- . ATING 1T BOINTSOF vIE W OR OPINIONS
STATED DI NGT NECESSARILY REPRE
i

SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTFE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

[

“a

e

PROCEEDINGS OF THE SECOND CONFERENCE
ON COMPARABILITY IN RESEARCH

May 5 and 6, 1975

’ Sponsdred by

The Interagency Panel on Early Childhood )
Research and Development

The Interagency Panel for Research
and Development on Adolescence ™

-~ ‘ Edited by:

Maure Hurt, Jr., Ph.D.
Thomas W. Hertz, Ph.D.

m The preparation of this publication was perfermed
pursuant to contract :HEW 100-75-0010 with the
& Department of Health, Education, and Welfare  :if
Summer, 1975 :

2




-

Acknowledgments.

The Office of Chil& Development, on behalf of the Interagency

Ranei on Eérly Childhood Research and Developmeqp and the Inter-
N ,
agency Panel for Research and Development on Adolescence, contracts

with the Social Research Group of The George Washington University

for sypport activities necessary to carry out the‘goals of the

~

Panels. The Second Conference on Comparability in Research was a

’

part of these support activities. ~ -
A »

' As director of the project at the Social Research Group, I

Y

would like to take this opportunity to express my thanks to all those

who contributed to the planning apd organizing of the conference.

@

Among these are Panel members who shared their time, skills/ and expéri—
e . .

ence in the planning phases, as well as at the conference itself, es-

N Y
pecially the Chairperson of the Panels, Edith Grotberg; and also Social

Regearch Group staff membars’ who gave, exceedingly careful attention to

-éhe\myxiad of details before, during, and after the conference, most

noiably Helen Somerville and Judy Miller, wpo were responsible for

organizing the schedules, activities, facilities and accommodations,

'

and for developing the matérials for the Proceedings.

' Maure Hurt, Jr., Ph.D.
. ] . Social Research Group




"‘S
‘-
TABLE OF CONTENTS i
| — o { .
B Page
WELCOME AND OPENXNG REMARKS . . . « ¢« + ¢« ¢« « o« « « .« 1
Edith H. Grotbefg, Ph.D. s
Y
THE NEED FOR COMPARABILITY IN. RESEARCH S |
Richard Q. Bell Ph.D. .
SUMMARIES OF THE WORKGROUP DISCUSSIONS:
WORKGROUP I . . . . P
David Pearl, Ph.D., Moderator '
WORKGROUP II. . . . e e e e e e e 22
Richard Q. Bell, Ph D Moderator
WORKGROUP III . . . . T ) §
Carol McHale, Ph. D ’ Moderator
JWORKGROUP IV . o v v v v v v v v v e v w e o o+ 39
Joseph M. Bobbitt, Ph.D., Moderator
REFLECTIONS ON THE CONFERENCE . . . . . . . . + . . . 47
FOLLOW-ON ACTIVITIES. . + . + « « v « « « « « « « « « 51

Edith H. Grotberg, Ph.D.

WORKING PAPER: SYNTHESIS OF TOPICS FROM FIRST AND
SECOND CONFERENCES ON COMPARABILITY IN RESEARCH . . . 53
Richard Q. Bell, PRh.D.

ROSTER OF NAMES AND ADDRESSES:

UNIVERSITY REPRESENTATIVES AND OTHER GUESTS
ATTENDING THE CONFERENCE. . . . . . . . . . . . . 63

>

MEMBERS OF THE INTERAGENCY.PANELS . . . . . . . . 67




o

"dination among Agencies of research effort concerning children. What

. of various Agencies within .the Department who supported research on children.

Vd

WELCOME AND OPENING REMARKS
Edith H. Grotberg, Ph.D., Chairperson
Interagency Panel on Early Childhood Research and Development

3 L Co
, \ . M o

-

We are déiighted you could attend this Second Conference on Comperability

. % . ) .
of Research. The first one was held ih November and editors of the leading ’

. ) .
behavioral science and medical science journals attended. .They discussed '
some of the same issues you will be discussing today and tomorrow, but they
examined the issues from the point of view of editors, while you will do it
from the perspective of researchers and trainers of researchers. We are
holdipg the Conferences because we need’help in improving the cumulativEness.
of knowledge through finding ‘better ways to permit cross-research analyses
or longitudinal research analyses. We feel you can help us here At the

Federal Agency and Department levels and we trust we can help you as you ,

grapple with problems of cumulative knowledge. But let me give you a quick

‘historical sketch of who we are and what we wish to accomplish to improve

research data for cumulative knowledge. We must begin with the establishment
/
of the two Interagency Panels.
The Interagency Panel on Early Childhood Research and Development was

. ! ]
established in 1970 as a resylt of the Secretary of the Department-of Health

Education, and Welfare requesting one of the Agencies within the Depértment
/
the Office of Child Development, to take the lead in achieving greater coor- i

{
prompted this request was the 1ncreased evidence that Agencies frequently

v

duplicated research, overlapped research or ignored important gaps in research.

r )

The Director-of the Office of Child DeJélopment called together representatives

L
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. After a series of meetings and é géod deal of discussion on structure, the

'

, Panel format was accepted. This structure assuzed the legislative and mission
ing

autonomy of each member Agency while provid vehicle tﬁrough which to

promote the coordination of research planning and utilization. The Panel was
[ [} b

not to be a superordinate structure, but rather a point at which Agencies could

’ -
L4

meet for agreed ubon'agtﬁyities. The Office of Child Development established

an Information Secret;riat, the head of which became Chajirperson for the Panel.
L . - S

By 1972, the Secretary of the Department of Health, Educatian, and Welfare, upon

the request of the Panel, invited other Depargments to send representatives
R ‘

a8 new members to the Panel. The Department of Labor, the United States Depart-

ment of Agriculture, and the Department of Housing and Urban Deveigpment responded
. . .

to the invitation, and Retame members.

N : In 1972, also, a second Panel was established to address the problems of
‘ ) : S , |
research concerning adolescence. Research staff from several Agencies who

knew about the work of the Interagency Panel on Early Childhood Research and - J

«

. Development felt the need for similar kinds of work to solve similar kinds of

,problems relating to research on adolescence. The Director of the Office of 7
/

Child Devélopment asked the Secretary of DHEW to invite Agencies and Departments
. |

to designate representatives to an Interagency Panel for Research and.Develop- .
ment on Adolescence. The same Agencies and Departments responded but now
designating a representative who specialized in research planning and development

on adolescence. The first meeting was convened by. the Chairéerson of the
‘ 0O -
"Early Childhood Panel and the new Panel decided to adopt the organizational
. ~

Al

structure of the Early Childhood Panel as well as sharing the staff, the
L . i

)
resources, and the Chairperson.

)
The two Panels have developed an Information System which contains information

. on each research project fufed By member Agéncies. This information includes
{ - ﬂ -
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all on-going research as well as new starts and 1is updatgd %nnually. The

. information provides the basis for an Annual Report. Each ;ear a report is
éublished tontaining descriptions and analyses of current vesearch funding
activities of the Panels' member Agencies. The réport includes charts and
narrative, comparing what the Agencies are sﬁpporting in research. Other
sections of the Annual Report address the problems of identifyidg needbxand
gaps in redegrch as well as deter&ing where overlaps and duplicatiéns occur.

The Panels érequently hold special interest meetings relating to an area

of research in whish‘many:of the member Agencies have interest or are able by
legislation to address. OQtstanding researchers prgsent papers at these
meetings and Panel members interact with the invited researchers-as well as -
among themselves. From these meetings the member Agencies draw ideas for

<

interagency coordination of research planning and support. Follow-up meetings

¢

‘1nvite“on1y those Agencies interested in coordination in the 8pecific,research
area. Some of the special interest meetings have addressed the following areas

of research: (1) home-based programs; (2) longitudional/intervention research;
©

t

(3) work experienceé; (4) the family; and (5) marker variables and marker

measures. , . : '
, ;

In addition to coordination of research planning and support through the
device of special interest meétiqgﬁi the Panel members share the current and

forward plans of their Agencies: These plans are tncluded in the Annual Reports
. ’ s,
and are analyzed in terms of the foci of the various Agencies,’@From these

current and forward plans the member Agencies are able to determine where they

1

may wish to coordinate their research on an interagency basis.

Not only da Agencies wish go use their resources well in terms of sup-

porting research where needs are most critical and where unnecessary duplication

@

v
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and overlapping are avoided, but they also want to be-éertaiq the research
findings are usable. Research findingspmay be usable for application to problems,
for ograﬁ development, for services, but a critical use of resear;h findings
157to compare-them with findings from other researchi Cros;—research and

umulative research analyses are meaningful only if there ére some bases for

comparability; i.e,, the various research studies are using comparable sub-

-
A

jects, comparable definition; of variable;, comparable geasurement instruments.
.As any researcher knows, it is very easy and 6ften'more productive for the
researcher's own purposes to describe and define and measure w}@ﬁrpew terms
and new instruments created by the researcher. Probably the c&ncern for
imposing some limits on researchers' creativity accounts for the fact that
few Agencies address the'probiem of comparability. The United States De-
partment of Agriculture is the major Agency among Panel members whiéh supports
cooperativé’research, a kind gf research requiring all researéhers who )
participate to agree on common definitions and measures. But for individual o
research no Agencigs, including USDA, requifé’such agreements.

. To address this problem the Panels established a special interest group
on marker variables and markér measures. The problem is gomplex, as the
Panels soon learned. Many meetings of the special interest group have surfaced
the many aspects of the probiem, and several meetingsLhave been held with
foundations and professional organizations such as the American Psycholo%ical
Association, the American Educational Research A890ciatiqn, to involve them
in discussions of the problem. A sub—committee of the Panels drafted a state-

f . .
ment which set some guidelir®s for Agencies a3 well as foundations and

.

professional associations which may serve to promote valid crosg-research and {
g ‘
cumulative research analyses. These guidelines include requests for clearly ..

“ -

stated definitions of population characteristics as well as an

o .
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inclusion of certain population characteristics, such as age, sex,‘ethnié

e

identity, residence, etc. Some reaeérch does not need all of these population
characterisfica, but their.incluaioﬁ permitis other researcherp'to conduct com-
parative studies or analyses.

The meeting today)and-tomorfowuia to address this problem of research
éomparébility.g\We.yant a frank, open discussion and suggest that we break

&
up this afternoen into smaller work groups so that everyone may speak. Each

group 1s chaired by a member of one of the Panels and each group has a recorder.

The recorders will work tonight and have summaries for us tomotrow morning
80 ;haé each group may distribute and discuss with the entire group the
deliberations. This is an iﬁportant meeting for us and we hope it will be

Richard Bell, whom most of you know, and who has just left NIMH for the

seen that way by you.

University of Virginia, has heen very crucial in helping the Panels work on the
problem of cumulative knowledge, markér measures and marker variables. He

» ! -
will present to you a statement on the problem from a researcher's point of

view. Dick. , - )

~Z




. THE NEED FOR‘(DMPAR:\BILITY IN RESEARCH

.  Richard Q. Bell, Ph.D. | : v
- The University of Virginia )

My interest in this ar;a of compa?ability and géneralizability came
from a varig}yfof'experiences including those of.friends within and outside
the Government. My pe;sonal experience came when I found myself in the

. position of defendihg behavioral science research before administrators at
the National Institute of Health. Some cf my friendé had to go before Con-
gressional committees to try to get moﬁey for research. Others in stéte,

- A]

-universities or agencies had to go before legislatures to get funds for
—
research. The experience common to all of us was frustration at éur inability
to point to clear-cut, well-agreed upon findings in aréas‘that had reéeived
suppogt for years.

- ~ One st;dy from my experience further i#5ustrates the proslem. After a
graduate student poureg/xhrbugh the literagare for him, the investigator
summed up resulés in that area for a 10 ;ear period, covering a large humber
of studies. Unfortunately what the review came up with has come to be known

as "Berelson's findings.'" Berelson has caustically pointed out that research

'findings in the behavioral social sciences come down to this, typically: 1)

the problem is more comglicated than orlginally thought; (2) 'a larger sample
i8 needed; and (3) morevresea;ch is8 needed. .
Obviously, these conclusions are not uniformly true acfoss 81;>areas o?i
inquiry., There heve been some ar¢as of social sciénce research in which gilant
strided have beg@ﬁnade, in which changes have come very rapidly. In other

areas we have moved glacially. Paradoxically it seems as though these are

|
often the areas iﬂ/;hich the public need is greatest. There are many reasons J
|

why this happens. Tom Hertz and I have been ekamining this phenomenon for

0o / :
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several months, and quite often: it seems that there just haven't been any new

ideas in a glven field.‘ Or, there haven't been any breakﬁbroughs in instrument
- development, no new techniques, and so the field stagnatés.v Another contributing

k/ factor has to do with comparability and generalizabiliiy\of findings coming

i

out of coﬁpleted studies. This 1is our major concern at present.

In the paper that Tom and I have written, we take the position that very
N

of ten the, problem is at the level of sample description and sampling. In

- some cases the samples aren't big enough, .or don't represent populations to which

one needs to generalize. Very often the pfoblem is just at the level of sample |
“ ‘ ! .

description. For example, someone may be trying to do an article for the Psycho-
logical Review covering the last few years in an active research area. There 3
.-

are many studies, yet the results can'i be added up. The main reason is that

there isn’'t sufficient information to make it possible to say that the samples

- ¢ ~
are similar or in what ways they differ.

i

. 4
_ Another problem seems to lie in the area of measurement. Very often

résearchers develop their own measures because that's a way to get points for
being creative, not because the existing ones are inadequate. Then they neglect
to use any measures Fbat others have used in the past, so that thé relationship ;
of their work to that of others can be cbecked.
The o;he} problem lies in the lack of collaboration. FEven if there isn't
a need for large-scale collaboration, some fieids could benefit from small
scale,_ more informal, and flexible kinds of collaboration. When peoplg are
aware of what others are doing they at least have the opportunity to align their
methodolog&, instrumentation, or samples so as to assist comparability.
Lnfortun;tely, at this time, no matter how one discusses comparability and

generalizability, the spectre of Government control arises. Although Government

control isn't advocated in our paper, and despite our best efforts to emphasize

ERIC ) | 11




that it isn't.,somé researchers will immediately see a threat to free research.

~

1 think there's an understandable reason for this "knee jerk' response. We're

all sensitive right noﬁ, highly sensitive, to the central regulation of research -

| . .
because of the difficult issues involved in the protection of human subjects.

a

So to write é,phper that points to the need for researchers to work together
and consider their cumulative impact is like throwing gasoline on a fire.

Nonetheless, we think‘compargbility and generalizabilipy4}s an important area

, \
that needs to be discussed.
N

Central‘rggulation is nof just a'problem of whether there is Federal regula-

*

tion of research, but whether there is central direction from any source. . It.

can occur from funding sources within fhe research community. It can also

é

occur because\thére is a conformity within the community of researchera;
'Central regulation can be latent. ¥I can say' this to reassure you, that I'm
sympathetic and equally conc;rned about"qentral regulation, because in the in-
hégs;\reaearch program at NIMH I was also subjecf to 1it. The prqcedures ﬁha&
the Budget h?d in effect fiéd me up\Bn‘a-reseapch prqject

'

for a year. If you had a questionnaire sent out to more than 10 or more sub-

%he former Bureau of

3

jects. you had to send it up fdr'clearance. It took at Leasi a year trying to
get a project approved that Earl Shaffer and I were doing on parental attitudes.
' /

Thus, although I have beep in the governmert for many years

before going to the

University of Virginia, I have had exper}ences similar ‘to those outside thé

government . S v -

Rshwe lqokgd over‘th; ligerature for efforts :o achieve better COmparaﬁility
and 8e4eralizability in research, Tom{an I didcovered that theé; efforts cam?wn
about sbonggzzzuslx by invesé;ga}ors in the field. 1In my oﬁn area of infant

. research, P rémember Earl Lipton’buggestéd years ago that we ;get together to try
£ ' ) . o

~

to° develop a few measures that most of us could use, no matter how we did our |

: . .

~a ~
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studies. Unfortunately, we never did get together. . o .
Partly as a result of talking to people who have served on-advisory groups

[
*. . L4 :

. .+ to the Interagency ?énels, and consultants, we have dfscov®red that there have

)

been quite a few efforts to do somefhiﬂg ébodf comparability, spoﬁténeouslyf
“ . ‘¥ [ .

T developed by the investightors themselves. qheirdexperiences are usefui becéuse,

\;rh_en you'léno‘w w'hat's- been done in the past, ym.x can getyan 1dea‘of. potential

~

B . . h ; N - : . N -
o h ‘guidelines for the future. These guidelines can be Based on what investigators :
'themselvesvhsve decided needed to be done. In this case we are cléérly not

talking about something imposed by‘a government agency, but .what investigatérs
. .
themselves feel that we need to do. For example, one of the efforts that we

mentioned in- the paper was the development of the "Upstart" group. The members‘

of this group were all involved in early childhood intervention research,

efforts to offset defieits fn the enviromment of children who were disadvantaged.

This'group, with very little help, got together and decided on common protocols

-

for recording eampii_characteristics. ’ ‘ )
Sﬁh Messick tol&ﬁ@& about;an;ther group, in tPis case involved in factoridi/
.studies of various questionnaire measures of creativify. This group met several
times, finally aéreeing on sets of marker Qariables that were available to any-
' t
. bady carrying out'fg%égrial studies in any one of several areas. Kits were
made available éont;;%ing meésures of these markef variables, }mking it verzéﬁﬁu

& .
eagsy for people to use these measurement instruments. If an idvestigator were

planning a study in a certain area of creativity, and he wanted to tap, for
@ A

instance, factors X, Y, and Z, there were one or two measures that cobuld be

included to "mark" those factors.

Another example comes from the area of sleep research and, again, this was

, ¢ .
a gpontaneous development. The investigators 4h this area were concerned .

' about all the different criteria for stages of infant siqu——a very difficult

N »
i3 |

[XN
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aree of research. They got together td tackle the problem because they had = -
b - 1 ) v
been sensitized by exchanges at meetings which went something like this: "Well,
: v '
I scored variabl X this way,' and another one said, "I measure it that way,"

and, "I included the transitiOn periods u and‘ "Well, Tvdon't use this measure

I3

and 1 didn' t count the trapsition pqriods. They found out that they couldn't
. 4 . e ‘

put the.results together. Sleep research had evidently passed through a 'stade

-

where the best thing to do 15 to just cut everybody loose and let them see

what they can come up with in the way of criteria. Now it wds time to get
together. They developed speciﬂie kits which are used by the'ﬁeﬁyers as guide-
. A R g E =2

lines. The quality of the specimen kits is good because the measures have been

worked out by people who are quite knowledgeable in the area. That ia, if ,

*

you want to use them, O.K., ifwyou don't, you don't have to. The individual
’ . .

investigator has to make up his own mind on hoﬁ to dd‘his research.

Now another point that is brought out in the paper is that comparability

N

‘ and generalizability are very specif c to research in given ereas; There are

areas in which exactly the opposite is the prob}em, people have been doing the

same¢ thing for so long that the research has_become stereotyped. They have

been using the sanie paradigms, the same experimentalvprocedures, and because '
o . .

of ‘this they\ggxnot getting anywhere. By way of contrast, very often there is

P [

an area of research in which very few investigators are involved who are _

teally at the leading edge of a new field, and just gettiqg started. In this

case it is difficult tofsee the direction that the resea;tﬁbwill take. 'There

is no point in talking about comparability and generalizePility in sucﬂ’areas.
Our main concern is areas in which thg;e has been a lot of research

and it hasn't added up too well. It may not have added up for manj reasons,

but one thing one can look for is whethe¥fthere has been enough attention paid a

S

‘to comparability and geﬂeralizability“ So we'lre very much talking about certain
L ta ° ) n

14
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\

areas and one kind of feedback that would be very helpful from the participants

N

would be: What are the areas in which these concerns are appropriate. In

which areas are they not pertinent? Comparability and generalizability are

" important to research policy, but n3§ on a blanket basis. . Vé,need to address o

these issues in each individual fesearch area.

1

=
.
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WORKGROUP I j\
- ‘ .
Participants in the Workgroup

-

David Pearl, Hoderator .
National Institute of Mental Health

Nina Beauchamp, Tuskegee Institute
John Befgan, University of Arizona

Yvonne Brackbill,HUniversity of Florida

o
p)

*.. Juarlyn Gaiter, National Institute of Child Health and

Human Development

»
Mo ’

‘Lawrence E. Gary, Howard University .
Laurence G. Goebel, Office of Education
" Willard Hartup, University of Minnesota

Thomas Hertz, Social Research Group, The George Washington
University

-

. {
" Cleopatra Howard, Howard University

+ Miriam Johnson, University of Oregon

, . / )
David B. Lynn, University of California-Davis
Rosemarie McCartin, University-of Washington

Karin Nelson, National Institute of Neurological and
Communicative Disorders and Stroke

Bernard Spolsky, The University of New Mexico !
7’ ! . '

Kathleen White, Boston University

Mary Ann Zentner,, Department of Agriculture
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WORKGROUP I
Summary of the Discussion

Moderator: ' David Pearl . ~
' National Institute of Mental Health

Before they di#gcussed compgrability in research and the accumulation'df
scientific knowledge, the participants in this workgroqp focused on the current
climate for research in the nation. There was agreement that Congresé and

“the public are becoming 1ncreasingl§ skeptical about research activities and

are demanding greater accountabilit§ in research. According to some partici-
pants, this growing disillusionment is aggravated by a genéral failure of scientists
to communicatg'the outcome of their\{esearch to these non-scientific audien;es.
"While researchers are usually trained well to write ;rticles for scientific
journalé, most are neither able nor willing to wriwe reports that are both clear
and compelling to non-scientists. «Steps in this direction will have to be under- °
taken, however, if the climate for research is to impgove.' Participants pointed
out'thaF4without adeﬁuate fund; for research, siénificant progress in solving
scientific and social problems wili be difficult to achievé:rno matter-what
- courses might be chartgd for. the training of résearchers and tﬁe practice ;f
research.’ . _ L ’

Can researchers themselves be expected to reportitheir findings clearly,,
promptly and effectively to the general public? The feeling among the discussanté
was that researchers should not be asked to take on tﬁis additionai task. One
suggestion which received considerable attention was that more science writers
be trained to meet this need for liaison between the sciemtific and noz:scientific
communities. A few small pilot programs might be designed to train'individuals
to syqtheﬁize research findings, and then "translate" this scientific inéorma-
tion\inté everyday language. : t ‘ - i

-

The discussion turned next to the need for improved disseminatdor of research

findings and exchange of information within the research community proper. Many

-
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) 1)

of the participants expressed dissatisfaction in particular with current policies
of research support which allow unpublished technical reports to be buried in
agency filing cabinets, and long periods of time to elapse before the proceedings
or reports of Federal meetings are made available to the ;esearbh‘community.

a

Noting that proﬁiens assoclated with the process of reporting findings were

14

-

of only periphfral importance if the findings themselves could not be meaning-
éully analyzed in the first place, the discu;sants'shifted their attention froﬁ
the issue of dissemination to the primary‘focus of the conference, comparability -
in research. There was general agreement tgat diversity in conceﬁts, measuré;'
'~and‘methods often made it 1mp§ssib1e to synthesize rééearch findings from dif-
fgrent studies even withim a narrow sub-area of re;earch. Participants complained

-

, that many areas are‘plagued by confusion because of differences in the way

—

LS

researcher; dgfine their terminology. While there are éertainly newly devélop—
ihg areés:whe;é efforts to gccelera§e~agreeqent on concepts mighé\be érematuré,
there are countless are;s ;here agreement on definitional matters would be feasi-.
ble and fruitful. barticipants endorsed the suggestion that Federal agencies
support more conferences or workshops where investigators QorLing within a common
substantive area could convene in orde; to exchange information and try to develop
a common frame of reference.(

In addréssing themselvesvto specific mechﬁnismq for increasing comélra—
bility, the discussants agreed that standardization-of measures an&>techniques
could be beneficial to a field, but wﬁrned that it should not be carried out to

~
such an extent or in such an inflexible manner, that it routinizes research and
discourages new theoreticalAdevelopments. Comparability should be promoted so
-as not to disc;urage the continuous questioning of the concepts, measures and

methods used in an area. This caution was thought to be particularly germane

to the use of marker variables. The process of selecting specific marker

RRIC . 19
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variables and measures, even within a narrowly circumscribed area of researc¢h,

' - - v

will be extremely difficult. Discussants argued that we will never reach the ”
- B »£

point where all researchers will be able to agrée on which marker variables to
‘measure, in any one study, much less in a number of studies across an entire

area, and over an indeterminate time period. For one thing, .the aépropriateness

of a variable as a marker will derive -in part from the particular theoretical
approach favored by the researcher. Accordingly, the participants opposed any
system of directly regulating comparability, and especially one that would impose
a specific set 9f variables upon an area. On the other hand,. while they felt
" that if was inadvisable to force investigatorg{to adopt specific measures, thgz’
thought that it was reasonable to ask investigators to make an effort, in their

own fashion,, to clarify the relationship between thei; research terms, measures

and techniques and those of other‘research projects which focus on similar
problems. Specifically, researchers might be encouraged to seiect their own

‘marker variables and measures, or to modify those seleoted b; others‘a; they. ‘ ‘
deem 1t necessary. In this way, magker measures could be usgd to increase com-

L)

]
parability within 'an area of research, yet because these measures would be
-

altered or replaced as they are jpdged obsolete, irrelevant, or simply less

informative than other measures, the area would continue to evolve freely,

without undue standardization. Furthermore, even if it were not objectionablg,
on the grounds outlined above, to giv; the responsibility to a small group of
experts, bhe%taak of determining the szt effective meaau:eé to 1ncreaae com-
parability in a comtinually changing area of research, would be inordinately
difficult and time-conauming. The task might be more feasible, however, if
it were left to the individual researcher to decidsﬁwhich marker measures to
include. By explaining his reasons for selecting certain measures rather than
‘

others, each researcher would be contributing to a general theory of comparability

and marker variables within that area.

‘ A 20 - _
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Participants pointed out that as an area of research evolves, so too do
the needs for information. A variable, 'such as eye color, may seem irrelevant

to a particular research problem today, but turn out to be significant

*
. tomorrow.” Can investigators be expected to predict future needs when they design

S

x;heir studies? Ome solution might be to over-report backgro;nd information. This
_nggestion prompted some dqbate among the discussants concerning tge extent to
which an investigator could be expected to include "extra" information or
va;fhbles beyond those that have 1mmed1g%e relevance. Some paf?icipants thought
that over-reporting ;ﬁs preferable to under-reporting, and expresseq their own
willingness to collect any additional information, as long as they were funded

.

accordingly, and the means for storing.the resulting data were provided. Others

t

said that théy would not be willing to include variables which did not appear
. to have anf real bearing on the processes being studied, and contended that the

collection of information on a vast array of variables, gselected on the chance
- o ) ) -eet :

. ‘ -~ . .
that they may prove to be relevant someday, would impose an unreasonable burden

on the researcher and constituted poor scientific procedure , The number of

N\
potentially relevant variaples, it was argued, would be s0 large that this
. ’ v
strategy would not be practical.

With regard to the question of how to store extensive background‘{nforma—
tion; mosl participants took the position that there was no room in journal
Srticles to include data which were not directly relevant ;o the study being
reported, and that it was tdo costly and'cumbersome for researchers themselves
to store comprehengive backgr0und.data, especially over long periods of time.
The possibility of establishing data banks for marker variableé’was suggested.

(-

A theme that recurred throughout the discussion was that there are many ’

, .
institutional arrangements and pressures within the research communfty which

inadvertently discou%age comparability in research and the synthesis of research

i
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findings. Many kinds of research getivities which are critical to the accumula-

“tion of scientific knowledge, such as reviews, replication studies, collabora-

-

tive research, methodological research, and instrument development, hpve relatively

little "pay-off" in terms of institutional rewards. At the time the‘ are being
J ‘. v

trained, graduate students are pressed to be innovative and to undertake work

on new research problems, not to replicate prior studies or build directly on

{

the work of others. After graduate training is completed, the researcher is

faced with new pressures which reinforce the same basic pattern. Since tenure

decisions often are based more on the quantity of work accomplished than the
quality or significance of the contribution, the syst?m tends to discourage long-

term, sequential, or collaboratfve studies.
According ta.one participant, developmental psycﬁologists have been’ delin-

quedt when it comes to validatipg their own instruments;‘ In contrast to the
edrly years of research on children, there is little interest in scaling, and
too seldom do researchers carefully examine the properties of their tests and

measures, even when they administer them to children in different age groups.

Toward the end of the session, the participants considered specific mechan-

isms that might be used to attain greater compérability‘in research. A coopera-

tive research model employed by the USDA was described to the group. The USDA
often brings together investigators from several universities who are interested
in working on a common problem, and helps them plan their'objectives. With
.this approach, data which is collected in different states or regions of the
countfy can be meaningfully compared and sometimes even pooled. An interesting
aspect of the strassgy is that it allows for both comparability and flexibility.
While the different groups may agree on certain aspects of design, methodology
and sampling, a group might also pursue its own 1nterests'and apply its own

Eigg of expertise in particular areas. . -

. e
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Returning to the topic of marker variables, the discussants concluded that

the most appropriate way for the federal agencies to increase comparability in

-

research is not through regulations or guidelines concerning the use of marker

3

" variables, but through suﬁﬁdrt for conferences in which researchers working

-

within common substantive areas couid-clarify and synthesize theoretical con-

cepts, measures, and methods involved in their research. An agency representa-

\

tive pointed<?ut that some Federal agencies are in fact responsive to suggestions
from researchers for conferences in areas of concern to them. Participants

complained that it was difficult for many researthers.to find out what mechanisms

-

already are available, and it was recommended that channels of coﬁhunicafion'“
' ‘ -~
between agencies and researchers be impxoved.’ oo ’
R - ? N

. . 4 e .
Literature reviéws and state~of-the-art papers were endorsed as.other means

fng sraremeTH

of making research more chmulaﬁ}vé. Some participants cautioned, however, that

an aimless explosion of such §cxiv%51es would be wasteful and.unproductive, and
¢ -
should be carefully weighed within each particular

that the need for suéh papers
area of research.
Strong support was expressed for any steps that would improve the researéher's

access to scientific repo;te and'data. Several participants guggested the need

for a computerized information é;drage and retrieval systé;"which would be

P
\

comprehensive (e.g., provide access to unpublished government reports and biblio-.

- graphies as well as published documents), and readily available (and inexpensive)

to the individual researcher. The better acquainted researchers are with the
latest developments throughout their areas of interest, the easier it will be
for them to build some potential for comparability into their research.

With regard to graduate training programs, participants saw need for change,

.
but were not optimistic about the chances of altering pfactices which run counter

to comparability and thé'synthesig of research findings. As one participant put

-

o
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.1t, we train graduate students primarily to carry out research that will be

publishable, and until the current system of rewards is changed, it is not

N >

realistic to expect graduate programs to change significantly. Nevertheless,

it was argued that greater attention should be given by universities to fhe

kind of problems raised in this conference, as they relate to training programs.
Finally, there was some discussion about the source of funds fér activities

intended to increase comparability in research. Unless new appropriations are -

2

sought, which most participants thought unlikely, any,extra funds req%}red will

have to be diverted from some other

areas or types of research activitx. Several
? ] N . . 1

discussants . stresged that decisions to implement efforts to increase compara- °
bilit ‘could not be made iﬁ the absgtract, 'and that, budgetary realiffbé would

have to be taken into consideration.

-
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'parability. Participants thought that, given app

’ WORKGROUP II1
Summary of the Discussion

Moderator: Richard Q. Bell

Univergity of Virginia

Kl
<

- 'ad N Ps 1

: ’As the session began, participants acknowledged that there was a definite

need for increased comparability in research. 'Pr6§id1ng examples from their

own areas of interest, they pointed out that the continual development of new

. 4 g

concepts, definitions, measures, and techniques makes it difficult to synthesize

»

findings from different studies. There was considerable give and take con-

- cerning the means by which this sitdation‘might be improved. General support ' -

was expressed for the use of marker variables as 168trategy of increasing com~
priate funding, many
researchers ﬁqght be willing to include background measures that would relate

their studies to other studies focused on the same general problems, even if

*

.these‘measures were irrelevant to their.owh hypotheses. s

[

Although the marker variable strategy was not questioned, some felt that

~

the ACtual task of selecting demographic and marker variables could ﬁrésent a
dilemma for researchers. Ideally, in brger éor researchers to seléct the par- .
ticular variables that will best enable research studies to'he tied tégether,
they would h;ve to identify variables that would be relevant to future concep-
tualizations of the research problem. After all, as most areés of research

have evolved investigators have discovered that, in order ‘to undefétand‘the

&

processes being studied, they have had to consider factors which previously had

‘ been ignored completely. For instance, in many areas of research, data from

subjects of both sexes has always been pooled. Investigators then discover

that there were in fact significant sex differences in performance on experi-

mental tasks. Clearly there is no way for researchers to foresee future devel-

opments. One.way to help researchers select the moat_gffectivg marker variables

26




their research goals. The present system, participants suggested, discouraged

.
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&
might be to enable them to meetlberiodically to assess progress in a particular

area of research, and to identify new directions or promising approaches and

1
“

measures.

:

Along the same lines, participants pointed out that in some areas dif-
ferences in the way researchers conceptualized theirfproblems and defined their

terms were so great tha s-ny attempt to increase comparability through'tpe use

L)

of marker variables would bé premature. The first priority in such areas . -

»

should be to bring researchers together to clear up the conceptual’"uhderbrush“.

v .

A < N
Questions about the role of the Federal agencies in efforts.to increase’

comparability prompted Wiscussion about priorities in research sdpport. Par-
) .
ticipants wondered whether agencies would encourage increased comparability -

across the hoard, or wouid concentrate on a few high priority areas. . Similarly,

—_—

there was some debate as to whether the use of marker variables would be encour-

aged primarily iw-research that was applied or had social policy implications.

Although one ﬁarticipant contended that in ;valuating large scale interventioﬁ"“
programs it was pediglly c;ucial to be able to compare different studiés, the
group concluded 't there was a.peed for comparabilify in basic research as

well as applied research% .

While on the topic of agency priorities and pians; discu;sants suggested

that fragmentation oflresearch effort stems in part from the regdearcher's lack
of inforﬁation abqpt agency prioriti;s, and’recommended more effective communi-
cation of agency goalé and i;terests to researchers in the field. Aﬁgthér aspect
of. this topic congerned thé m;dner in which agenéies fqrmulated and ~pursued

comprehensive and cohesive programs ofresearch. It was argued that grants

were awarded most .often to investigators who undertaké new and different kinds

of research, as opposed to replications, cooperative projects, or studies that

’ N 4



tie‘in closely with prior work or other‘ongoing worh.k Some participants hypo-
thesized that a systems approach to research might be the logical implication

of Federal interest in comparability and cumulative research. With this

approach, more\tommonly applied to the physical sciences, problegs most in

need of solution would be defined' and'for each problem pOssible hypotheses would 7
be identified Different groups would systematically attack these hypotheses,
proceeding to others as éome were eliminated. It was,commented that this

. model of research had not been as successful as hed been hoped on the few
occasions thatvit hed‘heen applied to the social sciences. No consensus was
reached on the advantages or ﬁisadvau;ages of this kind of coordinated research.

The group listened to a description of a model of regional and national
planning used by }he ﬁSDA, wherein' researchers and administrators. from the
agricultural experiﬁéht stations get together to examine problems in agriculture

-and rural\life, to evaluate resedrch and the knowledge it produces, and to
point out directiohs for future research. The USDA often uses panels of
investigators, who are themselves drawn from the experiment stations, to
review the program of a particular experiment station.'

The description of the USDA panel-review system sparked a discussion
about the feasibility of instituting a system of panels that would address
pressing problems in early childhood and adolescence research. .The~f0110wing
geueral‘oroposal for such a system emerged from the various comments and
recommendations. The panels coyld be combrised of experts ‘in the field, who
could monitor particular areas of research on children and youth in order to
evaluate research progress, identify problems in need of attention, and
recommend how to distribute efforts in order to increase comparability and to

make research more cumulative. The primary functioh of the panels would be

to help researchers come up with answers in areas in which there is pressing.

’

9
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public need. Omne primary task would be to clear up any-confusion caused by
g .
differences between.concepts, definitions, and measures used in particular

areas. It would be the panel's responsibility(to see that ‘all relevant linesv
of research were showing progress, whether this involved basic research,
applied research, conferences, or reviews and syntheses of the literature.
Thus the pa@ would help to fill in the kind of gaps in our present research
. “~ .
system that have‘?sen identified in both of the Interagency Panels' conferences
)
un comparability. Presently; this function of adding up the pattern of research
is "falling bétween the tracks”, with no one element of the research community
capable of taking it on. For instance, editors of journals cannot be asked 5?
play tﬂis role; they do not have access to all studies in an area, and, at any
rate, the task of assessing comparability and progress in a general area would
be overwhelmingl; time—consuming for a small group of individuals.‘/iy con-
gentr?ting on the overall picture of research and the long raﬁge implications
of work in an area, the panels could provide researchers with information and
help that is not available from other sources, such as the researcher's col-
leagues.

The panels might be susported by foundations and Federal agencies, but
it was suggested that the members might;bqnpppointed indepen&ently of these
institutions, perhaps by krofessional gsocieties. Members should be drawn
from many disciplines, and from all sectors of thé research communigy, includ-
ing the Federal agencies. While the membership of the panels could be rotated
in order to assure the steady influx of fresh ideas, terms could be staggered
to provide continuity in the panels' activities. One participant cautioned
that with the broad interdisciplinary scope of the panels, special efforts

would have to be made to keep the panels task oriented and to prevent them from

tuining into ineffective bureaucracies. The discussants considered the question

/
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as to whether such panels might tend to become conservative and have a
dampening effect on the devé?bpment of novel ideas. Most agreed that the.
panel approach might encourage conformity to some extent, as does any form of
peer review, but since the panels' role would be to advise and not‘éoerce
researchers, the discussants concluded that the gdvantages would outweigﬁ the
disadvantages.

The next topic considered by the group was graduate training. How can
graduate'brograms more effectively sensitxze young researchers to the prob-
lems of comparability and cumulative resear(:’h:l It was recommended that more
opportunities be created for graduate students to spend a yedr as interns in

et

Federal research agencies, in order to learn about the whole range of;problems

. & Y
and issues that relate to the synthesis of research at the national level,

and to the interface between researéh and policy.
"
- A major problem, according to participants, is that the topics of com—-
o ~ ! /
parability and the selection of measures simply receive short shrift in most

[
graduate programs. The ability to design research that id cumulative derives

+

fnot so much from specific technical skills, it was felt, as from a general

.

sensitivity to what is going on in the field as a whole. Even if specific
methods to increase comparabili;y cannot bg“taqght directly, however, at least’

Q better feel for pro?iggs involved in synfhesizing and comparing studies could

be imparted to students fhrough courses and textbooks. A good way to he{p

students become more sopbisticated in the selection of marker variables might

be to write an historical textbook that 8pécializes in "critical-incident?" in
which the course of research in variousi?reas was altered when a previouély

1énored variggle was discovergd to be relevant to the;g;qggfses under investi-
gation. Also,—reports analyzing the comparability of measures in specific

v Y

areas of research, such as the recent document on family research prepared for

o | 30 -
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-+ the Interagency Panels, would be suitable material for graduate courses.
Discussgnts noted some apparent trends in graduate training which might
increase semnsitivity QQ problems of comparabiiity. Perhaps most significént
‘ is the substitution of review articles for the more traditional area examina-
tions, as the quafification for Ph.D. candidacy. This approach may help the
student to see the relationship of individual research effor;Q to a larger'
pattern of long-term efforts. The group recommended a thgrough examination
of the function of the key graduate requirements, such as the qualifyigg
examination and the dissertation. For instance, should students be expected
to make a uhique contribution in graduate level research? Or should they try
{>\\\\\\ to fill in a gap within an area of research, even if that were to entail a
“ simple replication?

Another area of concern pertained to the graduate studént's access to
information. To some extent, the graduate student's knowledge of what is going
on in an area of research is contingent on the expertise and involvement df
the fapult& at that institution. Without access to preprints and other
materials exchanged through the informal but often comprehensive communication

\ networks that exist between many researchers, students must depend primarily
on published materials, whiéh report research completed much earlier. The
discussants emphasized the need to improve the dissemination of unpublished
information, including technical reports deposited in agency files, in order
to enable graduate students (and all researchers) to study the field in a more
systematic way. Similarly, data banks should be open and available to interested
researchérs. Complaints were expressed that some ressgplhers guard their data
tog?jgalously, réfusing, even after a reasonable lgngth of time, to share it .

»

[

,with other interested researchers who could carry out further analyses.
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With regard to the general climate for research within univé{g};yjdépart-
ments, participants argued that there 1§ a need to modify the existing reward
‘éystem. The system by which tenure is granted, with ité emphasis ;n the
quantity of an individual's research, discourages programmatic and'long-term

work. Similarly, cooperative research carried out by several investigators

generally carries less prestige than do studies wiﬁh single authorship.

z
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WORKGROUP III >
. Summary of the Discussion '

Moderator: Carol McHale - )
DHEW/Office of the Assistant Secretary ‘
for Planning and Evaluation >
The keynote of discussion in this group highlighted interdependent
issues to be addressed:
1. Is comparability in research results a desirable goal

and to what degree has it been achieved in research on .

early childhood and adolesceﬁce?
’ &

2. Given that there is a problem, can govermment and the

research community work together toward a solution?
3. What are appropriate strategies for doing this?

4. What are approbriate roles for the government and the

4

research community for accomplishing these strqtegies?

Immediately a question arose as to the goals facilitated' by cqpparability
in resea;ch. On the one hand will greater comparability allow for more
sophisticated conceptual systems, or on the other, more effective social
action? The group felt that the use of comparability approaches in research
toward ;pplied social policy is more appropriate than that directed toward the
basic conceptual systems. When efforts are directed toward development of
basic conceptual systems a certain amount of error is expected and tolergted.
The same error in development and implementation in applied social policy
can result in the loss of huge amounts of money and severe damage to the

-

reputations of the social sciences in the mind of the public. Later on in the

group session the developing thought was that comparability related to research

, 31
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directed to appiications is a more appropriate role than ih‘developmént of
basic conceptual systems especialiy in the initial .stages.

The main concern voiced in thé”vpening session of this conference was:
how do the social sciences answer té the policy makers iﬁ te;ms of research
output and research provided answers. The agency directors, agcording to
one participant, are not interested ip comparability per se, rather they
ask, "Why don't you have any answers?" And the reason that researchers don't
have answers is that the answers are so disparate, so different aé to results
concerning the same phenomenon that we are reluctant to make a definitive
statement. Anbther participant asked if it would be possible to get some sort
of survey on the number and type of questions aéked by the policy makers in
the legislative and executive branches of govermment.

One suggested response to this question 18 to gather together the questions
policy makers ask, probably 5 or 6 basic questions which keep recurring. Then
gather five or six of tﬂe best people you can find on a given issue with five
or six consumers of information on that same issue and map the research needed
for that iésue. The answers which emerge stand the best chance of being the
;1ght ones.,

The group turned Eheir g&}ention to exploring ways to achieve comparability
and the subject of marker variables arose. In the course of the discussion,
the group fe]lt tﬁat in.using marker variables to achieve comparability in basic
conceptual systems cértain problems emerge. Using as an example the early work
on stuttering, one participant recounted that some 30 theories were advanced,
most have'since fallen by the wayside as research results refuted them. To
try to establish definitions and marker variabies'during this early multi-theory

period would be extremely difficult if not futile. The group consensus was

that there is a developmental period in a research area during which not enough

35
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is known to specify marker variables to deuﬁhop common definitions. As
fields develop they may become '"ripe" for movemént toward comparability.
Short term memory was suggested as a field which might be apﬁropriate for \\mhm ’
marker variable inclusion. The characteristics which support this contention

x
are: (1) large number of investiga{;rs; (2) relatively similar methodologies®
and procedures; and (3) a fairly well circumscribed area of investigation.

The chairperson opened a possible area of profitable inquiry, that of
process, posing the question: What steps would facilitate decisions on marker
variables in the research process?

One basic condition preliminary to the use of marker varigbles is suf-

. ficient knowledge of the phenomenon under study. Without ihis knowledge no
intelligent choice of functional marker variables can be made. O;e participant
observed that the selection of marker variables is allied to predicting the
future. One must select those variables which are pertinent:-to the relating

of a pfesent study with a future one. A number of participanté voiced the
opinion that the people working in a given area are thé ones who are best
qualified to propose the variables of significance for marker variables. This
concern was voiced in the light of mahdatory specified marker variables and

other dictated procedures summed up in the statement: If comparability means.

prescription or proscription, it is not a good idea. The Panel members present

vehemently responded that this was not the intentioﬂ.of the agencies.

One suggestion was in describing behaviors and procedures in a given study
to provide benchmarks for comparability. Amother of the participants remarked
that it is possible to get significant res;Its with extre?ply small samples
provided the procedures-and behaviors are carefullf described. He used the
work of Piaget and Roger Brown as exayples and ventured that these small sample

-

studies produced more knowledge of the structure of language than all of the

36




hundreds of others that have been done in the area. The major reason is the
length of time devoted by those two researchers. To gain insight- and under-
standing the researcher has to stay with it over a period of years. Others

cannot replicate the changing conditions nor achieve ecological validity, but

with careful gtudy of the interaction of‘variables and because the conceptual

framework is clearly explained and understood, compafison is possible. Unfor-

tunately, the present Federal funding patterns tend to preclude this with the

usual one year study or at most the three year study. \

Id

The mention of Federal funding patterns gave rise to a new topic. In

achieving greater comparatility and generalizahility in reséarch a number of

" problems can be anticipated and. from a variety of sources. The participamts in

the group pointeJ‘éome of these out. One problem is that of Federal funding

.o
patterns. ‘Ehe,analogy was made to a "pie" in which 80X may be devoted to

directed research and 20X to non-directed, S;t the entire pie will sh;ink as
long as policy makers see non-e{}bles emerging from the pie in terms of non-
generalizablearesearch results or contradicting ones. In the same fiscal -
vein, there is a problem with marker variables in t%e case where the marker
variable and its associated ﬁéasures are so complex and expensive to collect
that the main risearch effort»is adversely affected.

The participants turned their discussion to the'question of replication and
the inherent’ difficulties. In connection with thesé difficultireq, the
importance of the "Joe Mqran" factor was mentioned. This factor was concerned
with the unique input of unnea;ured variables such as an“Butstanding teacher
(i.e., "Joe Moran") which tend to be irreproducible in replicative studies.
Replication and coEggrability also tend to be based on the organizatidhal

structure as well as a time sequence. This organizational structure is

extremely difficult to reproduce and to explain to others for the purposes of

'
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comparability. Two reasons why compgrability is weak are: (1) researchers

do not know how to achieve it, or (2) they've forgotten. The first can be

ameliorated by graduate programs, the secopd by "reinforcement of the reinforcers"

so that the researcher/professors are reminded of the need for comparability

<&
as well.

N

All in-all, the group felt that comparability could assist in @b®eering
“5{ 3 - :
replication of significant studies to test reliability and validity of the

findings, which is a hallmark of good science whether it be applied or basic

research.

X, \

Toward the latter part of the session, the group began to explore ways to

t
resolve some of the problems the issue of comparability poses. Some of the

suggestions follow.

+ <Ome way to enhance comparability and generalizibility in research

»r

would be to encourage more articles on the subject in order to call

[y

attention to it, especially in the training of graduate students

and to remind the established researchers to attend to the same

—

problem.

. The second proposal stated that a multivariate approach to marker
A\\, . variables should be investigated. A thorough multivariate analysis
would 1dent}fy the best estimates as tp whether or not- marker variables

. . are valid and include measures of them to provide more definition as to

N «

“ those that are truly valid. Those areas of study which can accommodate

multivariate analysis are potential ones to examine for marker variable
applications. ’ N ,

. The third proposal indicated that although c;mpkrébility in this con-
ference has explicitly been used to relate research to research, implicitly

there is the need.for cofiparability from research to development to

evaluation to dissemination to service.
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It was pointed oUt.&Pat translating the conceptual framework of a
theoretical systeﬁ into praétical-applications is a different typé
oﬁ‘task than the initial intellectual effort in devgioping the o;iginal
framework. It can be facilitated by a hlgﬁly knowledgeable group of
5 or 6 specialists sitting down to get to delineate the best potential
approaches to the problem and then coordinate by their working closely
together uging a commog'set of variables over 5 to 7 years. In
developing comparability in research a number of patticipants indicated
that directed research on a comparative basis may have to be initiated
perhaps on the USDA model of cooperative research. )
Research in the area of instrument development seems to be an impor-
tant component in furthering comparability via marker variaﬁies. For
an effective marker variablé approach, there has to be reliable, valid
instrumentation in the rﬁsearch area and too many areas lack this
quality of instrumentation.
Some consideration was given to the "natural"’development of a research
area and how this relates to comparability. In fact, somé participanps
felt that "auto-comparability" will occur as a field of study becomes
better understood. It tends to be aﬁ outcome, but whether it can be
incorporated as aﬁ input factor to hasten the arrival of the "weli
understood" condition is unknown. It was suggested thgt study be
devoted to this possibility; In this context, the devéigﬁﬁent of
definitions in a field is seen as an aid to aligning resﬁlts. Defini-
tions tend to clarify distinctions.

"Maxim: Comparability emerges in a field when the researchers discover

what functional variables are important to the field."

On a closing'note the group decidedfiﬁat‘with regard to marker variables as
=~ '
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an approach to comparability, the field has got to arrive at the point where

4 .

enough is known to determine those variables which are "functioning variables."
There is’a tremendous amount of social pressure to include those variaSles
which are recognized as having a potentially 1mpo§t§nt impact on the phénomenon
under examination. This -tends eventually to form a sélf—correctihg mechanism
via critiques of the reports generated by research in particular areas, but it
must also,se ex 2935 535§§, perhaps 3 to 5/years based on the publicatiqn time

lag. When the field is aware of the importance of a particular variable there

v

will be a gort of automatic comparability as people fall into the method of
choice that becomes clear in # field. Until that happens it may be dysfunctional

to push marker variables and limit the researcher's options to discard non—

functional variables by institutionalizing them.
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\ WORKGROUP IV
Summary of the Discussion

Moderator: Joseph M. Bobbitt

National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development

;f comparability is vital in research, that is, if the results of research
study\must be potentially comparable with results of other studies or problems,
how can this be achieved? The éroup was asked to address this concern in the
context of traininétthe future researchers and from their own perspectives as
researchers. ,

In the general discussion that followed, one immediate response was that
for the graduate student, in the development of the conceptual framework of
the dissertation, comparability is vital. On one side oé the issue, the student.
mugt have the skills necessary to make the comparisons and then synthesize. On
the other, - the research should be so organizequand execaf%d that the potenti;k
for comparability does actually exist.

A whole range of problems hinders comparability. Comparability based on
the use of instruments and methodology tends to suffer over time as new develop-
ments or improvements come about and instruments and methodology become out-
moded. This is "instrument decay," especially critical in long term longitudi-

’ 4
nal studies. Actually, the fact that we have a problem of comparability with
older. studies 1ndigates progress in itself, as was ruefully observed by one

o
participant.

%

Comparability is an issue of differing magnitude in different disciplines.

It was mentioned that additivity of research results is vefy important in

e

sociology whereas in some areas of psychology it is not seen as a highly

critical issue. One of the participants related that anthropology has long

5

atfgmpted to accomplish inter-cultural comparisons from an external viewpoint,
a
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now there seems to be a trend to examine cditures from(an internal one. Some )
of OCD's_family studies projects relate to this soint. Even though external
demographic variables may not at@ substantially, if the investigators could
collaborate, a more "internal" focus would be initiated. The structures of the
projects could be more closely correlat through facilitating comparability.
In line with this thought, some of the participants felt that the return would
not be worth a great effort to develop'a return on the deﬁdgraphic }evel marker
variables. They do not proceed that far along the road to comparability and

&
As a hypothesis, there may be different levels of comparability, one 1is

é generalizability that the research is sfeking.
on a superficial/demographic level, while the other deeper one 18 on a con-
ceptual level. fhis deeper level was perceived as having a greater payoff, although
much more difficult to achieve. '
-The discussion then switched to the process of research and research
funding and how this might affect comparability. This need for comparability

is observed at policy and legislative levels. One of the Panel members observed

that the results of applied research are often needed to answer congressional

' inquiries and that from this vantage point comparability is indeed critical.
Unfortunately the means to determine comparability ari‘scarce on the descriptive
level and almost nonexistent on the conceptual level. In moving to address

'this need among others, a Panel member notedAthat the basic funding mechanism
. , © , .
of the Federal government‘has been the grant and still 1s, but as the current

trend seems to indicate, the contract "*;gbecome more and more prevalent.

.This means the directions and condit{gmi of research will be constrained by. the

requirements get forth in the RFP (Request for Proposal) and altEgggh the

. S

govermment scientists and research administrators strive to do 1t right, it

remaine a difficult task. In response a participant noted that if a marker

~ | 13"
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variable approach is adopted in toto,to require the "wrong" marker variables

would be a terrible mistake and even the ''rtght" ones could have negative'side

effects. The hajor da;ger seen 1s in concentrating on the tabulation of mafkgr‘
"

variables at the experise of the ieal purpose of the investigation.

On the other hand, it was countered, some of the proposals funded by
the Panel agencles are lacking in even the demograpgic level variabies which
may be superficial in some ways, but stiil this lack demonstrates a lack oé
éensitivity to the problem.

Following up on the negative side effects, an example of misuse of marker
variables was gfven concerning a midweste;q university which requirea‘a specific
standardized test for subjects in all doctoral studies. These tests.wére
normally administered by the school dfgtricts and the graduate students would
get the data from school records. Unfortunately, those children in diétricts
which didn't Gse the test were excluded from any studies and, unless the doc-
toral students had the time and funds to do their own test’administration, the.
results were unavailable.

When speéific marker variables were discussed, one that received attention
was socloeconomic class. SES is rela;ed‘to a‘wide range of social behavior
and differentiates between 1eVb1§. SES as ; marker variable is a very complex
variable with perhaps too simple a marker‘measure. The functional level of
this concept 1s extremely gowerful so_that_even peripheral measures‘havé high
correlations. The complexiéy of the construct shouldn't §e judged by the

’

measures used. In fact, the need for research on the variable may be put*off
: \

by the ease of scoring at 1eas€ a part of SES with quite simple measures, such

as income. If there could be a satisfactory form of measurement it would cer-

tainly help explain interstudy differences in results.

14 ,
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To effectively use mafE;;%;Zriables for comparison ef results, their
"moderator" effect must be known. That is to say, the relationshI‘Vbetween T
the phenomeno? under investigation and the marker variable must be known,
together with any potential 1nteractions. This level of knowledge is directly
related to the threshold level of development in a field. The Panel members
seem to be in a strategie position to recognize research areas that are at a
critical stage of development and 'ready'" for coordinative meetings.

A suggestion was made to develop’a "model" of an area of inquiry and see
what descriptors or marker variables’/could be applied and then test the \
potential for establishing relationshiﬁs and the functional ability of that
particular set of marker variables. Perhaps the set could be changed and
retested. Then if it seems feasible, formulate the field approach and require-
ments. There could be two levéls of marker-veriables; one at the descriptor
level and a second at the cohceptual level. The second level is difficult to
reach when the theoretical tramework of the field 18 not well deve}oped.

A participant noted that one part of the marker‘variabie approach which
may be misleading is the concentration on the individual. When conditions of
measurement are varied so are scores. This would indicate that we should look
at measurements of enviromment as critical to comparability as well as measurement
of‘subjects. Marker varigbles ¢in the ecological setting of the experiment such

e
as sex of'experimenter, time of year could be iﬁportant aé&;:;ker veriables
too. . S

The Panel members voiced an overall request for definitions of what should
be supported in the area of comparability and then asked the University par-
ticipents for backing in such a hrhpositio;.

3 In response, one participant said that the idea is, that while we as

researchers endorse the general move toward greater comparability irf research,

and we endorse the idea of pinpointing, tagging, end highlighting individual

45>
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o
diffe;ence variables, such as are implied by socioeconomic status, the age and
grade level of the thildren that are being studied, the race of the subjects
andrso on, we also have rgservaﬁions and apprehensions{about the trend in that

7’
direction if appropriate qualificatﬂgns and if appropriate correctives are not

F

e

v

made. One qf the very mo;t important gorrectives would be to introduce additional
monies and additional orientation towardrthe study of these very individual
difference vagiible; that we want to have highlighted, that we want to use as
markers. There has to be an investment in the st;dy of individual differences
among the subjects whose behavior or other attributed are explored, and there
has to be further study of the techmology, the tests, or whatever the measures
are, that are used in these studies. éo that, for example, although the cover
sheet of an application might say Ehe WISC. is going to be used, there should
also be some investment on the part of the researcher and on the part of the
agency that's going to support the research to further explore the natyre of o
that Wechsler test, and the ways in which individual difference attributes come
into play in performance on that test.

”

As the discussion turned to the actual use,of marker v;riablea‘in research

3 "
2 *

and the group’ talked about when and how marker variablés could be used, the grQGp
felt that there seems to be a threshold level in the development of a field-
before it is 1nte11ect:}11y profitable to sit down together to delineate the
cdmmonalities in a research field. The researchers workipg onAthe psychophysiology
of dleep were ready to do that and were'able to develop comﬁ?n definitions and
commonly understood methodological approacheé.

Meetings of researchers have been effective in bringing SOEQ;QIOSS*fertili-
zation of techﬁlques and methodology. A qugstion arises as to how well this

means can operate at the conceptual level and with theoretical issues. Too

heavy a concentration on marker variables can havqbunfortunate consequences in

16 . -




% - 44 ~

- that more problems will arise than are solved. -The over concentration on
methodolegy will obscure the substantive questions, especially in the absence
of a theoretical or;conceptual framework. There is a problem in the instance
where comparability becomes of. such paramount concern that creativity is stifled.
" Marke; v§riables and comparability shouid not be;seeﬁ as an end in itself, but
as a facilitating mechanism toward achieving more productive consequences from
research. ‘ | |
The starting level for comparability in the more applied researsh levels
or in evaluative {esearch should probably be at the local level and byild upward
rather than at national level and be reflected downward. In-this, the group
felt that it would be helpful in a dissemination effort to have the Social
Reseﬁrch Gfoup supply papers for distribution to the participants of seminars
held at and by the universities for graduate students and éaculty. This help
would be even more appreciated if a staff member or Panel member could act as

-
a resource person at regional meetings hosted by a university.

Although the participants felt that long-term change could be achieved

via graduate school training, a more immediate impact would be seen if the

,

active researchers were adﬁressed. It was noted that very few of the graduating

Ph.D.s will Secome active researchers.
\

.
N

There was a feeling among the university representatives that funds should
be available to coordinate research and to involve the researchers themselves
. *in this coordination. 1In this effort, "face to face" coordination should take
place. 1In coﬁjunction with this, data exchange would be a good thing. Let
~v\‘ one investigator have a small grant to analyze the data of a second investigator
from a different perspective and better yet, get the two of them together in

s

direct contact to discuss the differences and similarities within- their respective

analytical frameworks.' One drawback to the exchange of data especially when the

v
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work is done at different points in time, is that extensive record keeping of

’

data becomes not only time consuming, but is affected by other factors such as

, ¥

invasion of privacy concerns and the resultant safeguarding and constraints on
release of sensitive information. As another source of data for comparability
estimates, the final reports of Federally funded projects are more likely to
have information for comparability than the informafion in the literature.
These reports should be in a repository and available to the research community.
As a final note, the group also auggeatea that conferences on thée issues

in training graduate students would be worthwhile for a number of reaaoni/}ﬁ’

addition to comparability.

48




REFLECTIONS ON THE CONFERENCE

-

Upon returning to their;untversitieg, many of the Conferente participants
wrote letfers to the Panels expressing aftefthoughts and suggestions concern-
ing comparability in research. Excerpts from some of these letters are pre-
sented below, in the hope that they might ;timulate consideration of 1issues

‘? beyond those raised in the Conference. Thg Panels Y?uld cQPtinue}to welcome
other reactions and ideas both from those who participated in tpe Conference
and from those who read these proceedings. Letters could be addressed to the

Panels through the Social Research Group, G.W.U., 2401 Virginia Avenue, N.W.,

L) s 20037. By providing input in this way, researchers in the field could guide

~

the Panels in their efforts to increase comparability in research, and 1n€Fnrn

could benefit from the general exch!ﬁge of ideas and information that might \i>

result.

] The issue of cumulative research is certainly an 1mportant one,
and I was happy to be part of a group considering it. Another
series of groups composed of individuals with common substantive
research interests should be ahle to go beyond agreeing in princi-
Ple that the problem of comparability is a real one and begin to
make some more oconcrete suggestions as to vital demographic vari-
ables and potential marker variables.

~-Kathleen M. White
Boston University

@ I am at this time negotiating with the Graduate School to ascertain
a date and the possibility of a conference here on campus. It
- would be delightful to have you and/or one of the project group to .
discuss the matter of comparability as 1t might exist on campus
as well as on the national scene

--Rogsemarie E. McCartin
University of Washington

® Throughout both conferences I have attended, the comparability
issues have been discussed in relation to proposals. From looking
at the guidelines for submitting a Final Report to OCD, much com—
parability could be achieved if the guidelines were to include the

. 19
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comparability issues. That way, all Final Réports of research
submitted to federal agencies would include comparability data.
Were Final Reports to include the descriptiqa of "marker variables
and measures", however defined, it would increase the Government's
ability to synthesize, utilize, and just know what it knows on &
given research topic.

=~Jualynne Dodson
Atlanta University

Just a note to say that I found the recent conference on research
comparability very interesting and instructive. While I developed
a renewed respect for the necessity of achieving some generaliza-
bility of findings, I became more appreciative as well of some of
the possible scientific dangers involved in becoming obsessively
concerned with comparability and the inclusion of marker variables.
I think, for example, that the National Collaborative Perinatal
Project tried to achieve comparability (with only limited success
in some areas, incidentally) across 14 institutions in their respec-
tive psychological, pediatric and other assessments, quite possibly
to the detriment of other investments that should have been made

in the study and in the study population at that time.

--Lewis Lipsitt
Br University

1. T got a rather schizophrenic feeling. For several years we have
been hearing with increasing clarity messages from people like Bruner,
Bronfenbrenner, Cole and myself that ecological factors are of pro-
found importance in development and that moreover the ecology of the
experimental situation is o6ften a major determinant of tested levels
and styles of functioning. Accordingly, a proposal to establish
comparability on the basis of demographic’factors in the main rums
counter to that view and seems to be somewhat regressive.

2. Similarly, there has been increasing understanding that é:;ndard
tests are not s0 standard as they are administered in different
ecologies dpd to different cultural groups. Thus, the second aspect
of comparabjlity is open to question on the same grounds as the first.

3. Neither of the above points argues against the attempt to establish
comparability, but they do argue for the complexity of the issue. It
seems clear that marker v:i%ables should themselves be made objects

of questioninf rather than 'being assumed as known from the outset. The
problem is not simple description, since each description functions
like a theory f what is important in accounting for the event.

be called for-teither of which I would be glad to be involved in.
First, there shbuld be conferences (not necessarily elite) about the
psychological or descriptive meaningfulness of those marker variables
currently offeré? for sale. Similarly there should be conferences

4. In order t§§make some headway I think that two major efforts would

\ - <0
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devoted to an attempt to develop a descriptive typology of experi-
mental enviromments and data sources so as to give a balanced "marking
of the various research efforts considered for comparability.

All of the above presumes that the issue is, in fact, a research

issue and that, accordingly, the best description of the comparability
or non-comparability of experiments, etc. is in fact best for the
purpose &t hand. However, none of the above makes sense if the

effort is a strategy of the research community to adapg itself to the
categories-of decision makgers without a corresppnding attempt to alter
those categories. I belifeve that it would ultimately be irresponsible
and counterproductive to adopt categories that we know to be false in
order to save our funding skins. Hence, I hope that we are on the
same side in wanting to see some intellectually defensible set of
markers established that reflect current thinking in the field. To

do so would involve a commitfment to study the issue and to establish™
markers relevant to both subjects and situations.

~-Joseph Glick

) City University of New York
I want to endorse the. idea that people from Washington go out to uni-
versities to .give talks or seminars on comparability. This is an
excellent way to get the message directly to graduate students and
faculty. It also provides students and faculty a chance to meet' infor-
mally with someone from the Washington scene and learn about the
agency's perspective, plans, and programs. . . .

I urge you to consider the possibility of more extended conferences.
ngbably something like summer conferences of 3-6 weeks, located at
some retreat-like setting, where work sessions arnd day-to-day contact
would be maintained. There are examples of this vehicle in psychology
and developmental psychology. Several private foundations and govern-
mental agencies have supported these conferences. ‘I can see the con-
tent and participants forming in several different directions. One
could be a "boulder-like'" conference on training in developmental
psychology. . . .

Another possibility would be a conference on the topie of comparability
of research. Participants could be researchers and directors of train-
ing programs in human development. Presumably a volume reporting\the
conference papers would emerge from the summer.

A third possibility would be a summer institute on comparability of
research. In this format, advanced graduate students and recent doc-
torates would be selected to attend the institute and a faculty would
be assembled to teach 5 or 6 week courses on the topic. The faculty
should include govermment and university people.

I believe that the USDA model of extension centers on various agri-
cultural campuSes to be a model worthy of serious study. One does
not want to stOp using current methods of supporting research and

o1
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training. However, I am convinced that supporting centers in the

USDA manner at certain places could have enormous long-range benefits
for social policy, applied and demonstration research, basic research
and theory, and training. I should think that centers at widely dis-
persed loeations, building upon local pools of talent, could work

very well. Centers could be established in states such as: California,
Minnesota, New York, Georgia, North Carolina, Texas, and Illinois.

Using a university base in each state and grafting the center onto
existing programs and personnel, yet maintaining the fundamental nature
of the USDA model. .

-

;—Martin Manosevitz
University of Texas at Austin




FOLLOW-ON ACTIVITIES

v

Patticipahts:»
éou may wish to know'what the Interagency Panels have been doing since
the Conference, besides organzing-the Proceedings. A number of things have
happened. .
(fgé\ganels have had the topic on each of their meeting agenda for June,
July, and August. The discussions have been on what actions should be t;ken

)
and what forms the actions should take to assure a continued thrust on the

comparability, cumulativ; data/knowledge issugs. From these discussions a
consensus was reached that the issue of comparability and cumulative data/
knowledge must continually be séen in the larger context of social policy and
N .

relevant research. Comparability is one sub-facet of the entire scope of
research addre%:ing social policy concerns. And, further, comparability
problems can only be addressed depending on the state-of-the-art of a par-
ticular concept, variable clarity and measurement. Many of you pointed some
of'these things out during the conference and in your subsequent letters to
us. y
As a result of the Panels' discussions, a paper was commissioned to
Richérd Beli.“ His paper became a discussion and work paper for Panel meetings
and the model he presented was adopted, as modified, by both Panels. The
adopted model is included in the Proceedings for your examination. It has
become a guide for us and places research activities, including compgiability
and data/knowledge issues, in proper perspecéive.

Presently, the Panels are determininé which broadvﬁolicy issues they

: 3
wish to address on an interagency basis. Once these are selected, the Bell

model will guide areas of action and discussion. One of these, you note, is

a meeting of consumers and researchers to identify research questions appro-
i 53 |
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priate for addressing the soc policy. A State has already expressed a

-

desire to use the entire

ate as a consumer of research and is interested in
addressing research' d& to carry éht the social policy. Another area is |
that of comparability and cumulative d?ta/knowledge. Here, again, meetings
' ?

will be held to discyss the state-of-the-art and needed actions. The Panels
will use the data base of current research supported by the Federgl Govern-
ment for identifying reseafzh relevant to selected social policy areas and .
to analyze that research in terms' of its statgs\for further action, including
comparabilit); and cumulative data/knowledge actions.

We are also responding to your requesth to make presentatioqg;;t your

institutions. And we look forward to a continuing relationship wit}f you,

either as an entire group ¢r as individuals particularly expert and/or inter-

ested in research on the social policy areas selected by the Panels. We will

iO/Z o
Edith H. Grotberg, Ph.D.
Chairperson

 August 1975

keep you informed.
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This ‘effort will confine itself to comments or suggegtions that appeared

in tpe transcripts of two or fore subgroups at the conferences. First of/// \\\\
all, the conferees repeatedly accepted the necessity of addressing research \ \
to pressing pn;;cy issues with which federal, state and other agenéies, and
- the g neral‘public are concerned. There was no doubt but that the research
estabiishment should (1) organize itself to produce answers to researchable

questions entailed by these policy issues, and (2) assure that progress
on researchablg issues 18 achieved in a reasonable time relative to the
urgency of the public need.

Second, it was recommended that Consu;er-Researcher Groups be organized
to acquaine scientists withqtne'nature of the problems involved in a policy
question, and recinrqpally, te cnmmunicate QL consumer|group8 (representatives
of agencies, or puniic groups that bear the brunt of the p}oblems involve&),
the kind of assistance thnt may or may not be feasible in research.

A third ;ecommendation was that there be Research Progress Monitoring
Groups that would. be responsible for keeping track of ‘research felevant to
eertain key areas to determine whether reasonable progress has been made,
or whether a number of approaches should be used to stimulate and facilitate
the research.

A fourth recommendation was that several kinds of conferences for
researchers be organized, ranging from those intended to work on conceptual
problems (so es to produée better, definitions in an area), thgough to
conferences of potential collaborators having common research interests, to

groups which have reached a stage where they could standardize the collection

of demographic: information ans'develop marker variables. All of these

¢ 96
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efforts were intended to provide Eor a more cumulative effect of 1ndiv1duél
research gfforts.

A fifth recommendation was that submission to scientifigﬂjournals be
accompanied by more complete desctiptions o£ subjects, tests and procedures,
and "the setting, than would normally be published because of 1imitati§ns of
journal space. This suppleﬁentarysdescriptive material (needed in order to
tie results from different projects together) should be deposited in central
data banks where it could be accessible to interested researchers.

All of these recommendationW could be integrated in a tripartite
strutture of in;etrelaﬁed groups designed to translate policy questions into
research questions, and attaig,answers to these questions as quickly as possible

The. first need in putting such a structure into effect, is for the
Interagéncy Panélé to collate and ihtegrate policy questions submitted by
agenéies. The policy questions could come out of such problem areas as
family breakdown; day care, violence in schools, runaway childfen, and
child abuse. These policy questions could be addressed by Consumer-
Researcher Groups which would be convened to explore various aspects and
ramifications of the problem, to bring to bear the widest possible range of
viéwpoints, and open up as many research possibilities as possible.b The
éZnsumer—Researcﬁer Groups might meet once or several times but would be
considered to have discharged'their function when they had outlined the aspects
of the problem for which research of various kinds might be helpful, whether
it be action-oriented research, evaluation research, or basic research
designed to produce new information. Their recommendations would lead in

s
some cases to the. establishment of Research Progress Monitoring Groups.

The&e groups would consist of experts in research for that area, who had
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a vital interest in obtaining answers to the questions raised by the

Consumer—-Researcher Groups, whether the questions lay in the areas of

(l)GFc;ibn programs, (2) evaluation, or (3) obtaining new information.
Thus, three different kinds of Research Progress Monitoring Groups could
be seen. All of these groups would be continuing in nature and have 1063-
term responsibilities relative to obtaining answers to the researéh questions
that led to the creation of the group. They would be responsible for
periodic progress reports.

The operation of one of the three kinds of Research Progress Monitoring

.Groups could be projected by way of illustration. One intended to yield
new research information couldgdétermine that progress in the area was
sufficient without further stimulus to the field, and could discharge their
function with periodic reports on results, and how they bore on the policyr‘
questions. On the other hand, it might de;ermine that there was a need for
better dggegraphic information, and request the cooperation of journal editors
and others in obtaining information for a data bank that they would maintain.

. Alternatively, or in addition, it might be determined that the key need in
this particular field at a given time was for conferences drawing together
leading researchers, to assist them in clarifying concepts, and in develop-
ing better theory. They could determine that research in the area had
regxhed a point at which it was very important that there be a variety Gf
studies attempting to check out the same or related findings; thus, they
could encourage collaborative research.inVOIVing a small number of investigators
pursuing the same topics, and interested in working togethef. They might

conclude that, because of insufficient use of marker variables, it was not

possible to synthesize the results of studies that had been carried out in

the research area they were monitoring. Accordingly, they could recommend
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to agencies or specific groups of agencies théfjanvestigators be brought

togetﬁer to survey their area of research with the objective of developing

v

marker variables as well as means of measuring them. "

;,P The purpose of the foregoing structure would be to provide a mdére certain

linkage of research efforts to public policy questions, but not to replace
research support \for investigators who submit requests under the 6pen
submission categ)fies existing in many agencies and foundations. This
schema carries no implications for a shift of research support away from
basic science. It is recogniz;d that a great deal of progress in meeting
public needs results from the efforts of individual‘scientists who themselves
select what they consider to be the important problems and determine for
themselves how to pursue them. Rather, the structure of these groups presently
being recommended wouldi}e intended to'prevent the kind of situation‘that
Urie Bronfenbrenner haé’brought to the attention of investigators in
developmental psychology in editorials and speeches at conventions.
Bronfenbrenner has simply pointed out that very little research has been carried
oyt on some policy questions because on? lack of interest on the part of
qualified scientists, or becaus; the structure of their research system is
'such that there are no rewards to the investigators in pursuing answers to
these public policy questions. Intshort, the purpose of the structure of
research groups would be to insure that reasonable progress (of the kind
that agencies, congressmen, and ehe publicvhaQe a right to expect), will be
forthcoming from the research‘;stablishment in return for the general support
of research on human.development.
It is clear that parts of the flow chart,tfrom agency policy questions
through to the convening of expert groups, are already in effect in some areas

and for some problems. The idea of the Research Monitoring Groups is one

of the more novel elements in the scheme. The main utility of the flow
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chart is that it organizes a number of recommendations that have been made
by very knowledgeable investigators that had been convened by the

Interagency Panels, A large number of specific recommendations that

can otherwise be trea%;d only as.a laundry list, find a place within this
framework. The structure is also responsive to the repeated recommendation
that solutions to research problems be pursued by area and that very general
recommendations, whether they are concerned with better reporting of
demographic variables or more use of co%@aborative research, could be
inappropriate for some research areas at best, or stultifying and counter-
productive at the worst. Tﬁus, this effort go integrate the high—frequency~
recommendations of the conferees places a réaponsibility'fof deierming
appropriate acglon in‘the hands of a group of research experts who would
know better than anyone else what'approachea are needeq, and how a number

of these apprgaches might have to be adapted for that particular area of

2
research. /
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