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‘ Educa tional researgi and development (educatnonal
PGD), more recently called educational ‘’knowledge production and
’ utilization, has beccme a prominent feature of the educational scene
with many of its salient characteristics having taken shape. durlng
the last ten years. The federal role in educational R&D began in 1867
'with the formation of the National Department of Educatlon. The s
passage of the Cooperative Research Act of 1954, thé Nationdl Defense
_Education Act of 1958, and the creation of the Natiomal Institute of
Education in 1972 expressed federal concern for stepping up efforﬂs
to improve the educational system. Although funds have decreased * ¢
during the- last decade, educational RE&D laboratories and centers have
* prospered. One benefit gained recently from educaticnal RED is that
‘the mcnolithic structure of the school system is giving way to a
greater recognintion of differences among individuals. In general;
the effects of educational 2&D upon educational practice have been
disappointing because-the effort has been too small,-the trained
researchers too few, and the resources too ‘limited. An 11-point
agenda for educational RED during the next decade includes: (1)
building a constituency; .(2) broadening the ¢ollegial base; (3)
strengthenlng all parts of ‘the educational R&D enterprise; (4)
recognizing that education is a total .system; (5) shifting emphasis
from correlational studies and 51ngle variable experimental studies
o to more complex experlmental “studies, interventions, and ¢linical-
analyses; (6) maklng ‘more modest claims; (7) building a better,
e national educational R&D agenda; (8) 'effectively advancing the * .
T interdisciplinary clains of eddcational R&D; (9) strengthening o
university participation ifi educational RED; (10) increasing .
attention to cost/benefit consideration; (11) reestablishing the
upward trend of expendltures fdr educational R&D. (SK)
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The missidn.of the\ Stanford Center for Research and- ° - %
Development in Teaching \s to improve. teaching in Ametrican
schools. Current major oRerations include three rese€arch and
development programs--Teacking Effectiveness, The Environment
for Teaching, and Teaching ¥nd Linguistic Pluralism--and :two
Programs combining research nd technical assistance, .the,
Stanford Urban/Rural: Leadership Training Institute and the
Hoover/Stanfo}dVTeacher Corps Project. The ERIC gﬁearing—
house on Information Resources 'is also, a part of the Center.
A program of‘ééplofagory and lated studies provides for
smaller studies not pary of theNpajor programs. :

- . N ¢

» . N .

N o
~

This paper reflects a decade oR experience by its author, =
who served as director of. the Center from 1965 through 1976. -
. .




v EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT THE NEXT DECADE
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. - v Rdbert N. Bush .
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| - St Educatlonal research and‘development has become a. o K
N, N T
> L )promlnent feature of the educatlonal scene.today, W1th manv o
. © o ofits sallent character1St1cs hav1ng taken shape dur1ng the

last ten years,, It has been my- good fertune “to play some,
. part ln th1s shaplng(- Taklng advantage of that experlence,
| 1 w1sh to con81der,what educational R&D’ may become 1n the:
T '*future 1f it wlll learn from the lessons of, the last decade
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e The outline is as folloWs:'ﬁirst,na definition of
P ' educatlonal R&D; second a warnlnq about my brases——I prefer

) Zto call them my “though ful assumptlops ; thlrd ,~ some hlstory—-.:

’ " goxng back as far.-as lOO years but mostly coverlng the- last -

‘ ' ten years durlng wh1ch educatlonal R&D has become a more. ’

E o a actlve force, f1nally, speculatlon about the future, not so

e much by way of predlctron but more in the nature\of the v

’leSSons we have leafned that may hFIp us 1mto the next '
., 7 decdade, - .’7 e .3 .
AT P et o .f:{:‘ . N | O f] j P .
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' What do I mean when -1 use the words educational research

= and development (educatlonal R&D)" - words that have become i
sUch a promlnent part of the current educatlonal landscape’ .

A new set of words, meanlng almost the same, 1s now coming . .

.
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Adapted from an address glven at. the Stanford Education Alumnl
. Dinner durlng the San Francisco meetlng of the Amerlcan
s "Educational Research Association, April 19, 1976. ' The, author
’ © served asfdlrector of the Stanford Center for ‘Research and
'Development in Teachlng from: L965 through August, 1976.
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. into promlnence. “knowledge productlon and utlllzatlon l
I (KPY)". - nga and Clark, in an 1nterest1ng dlscusslon 1n a
paper ent1tled "The Configurational Perspectlve' A Vlew of
Educatlonal Knowledge Production and Utlllzatlon" (Guba &
Clark, 1975), -prefer KPU" to\educatlonal R&D They consider
i the term to be more comprehens1ve in 1ts greater empha51s
' upon the use of knowledge and products*to 1mprove schools.
. In this ;discussion, I use.the terms 1nterchangeably, but
preferrlng educational R&D. -Guba and, Clark argue that .KPU
efforts, especially those of the federal government, have
fallen far short of their mark, malnly because of a faculty
.o conceptualization ‘of the process. This' they attempt to

i

.o remedy by their .conrlguratlonal" concept, which is opposed

1

to the more traditional ‘linear model. .

— = : A ‘ t
Interestlngly, both the educational R&D and .the KPU

¢« concepts dermve from the nOn-academlc world, primarily from

PAN

bu51ness, 1ndﬁstry, agriculture, and space. This is nothlng
new, as educatlon has always borrowed concepts and pract1ces?
from other f1elds -- not always to -our advantaqe. My
definition of educatlonal R&D in academlc terms, at the .
simplest and most-par51monlous level, includes (a) dlscoverx
of new knowledge and 1ts application in the. solutlon of

Eroblems, and (b) the relatlng of theory and;practlce. The
' weakness of the links bet\\én these two facets has long been

a contlnulng lament both among ourselves and on the part of
&
the publlc.

noo 00

"The dlgcovery of knowledge and 1ts appllcatlon, anqythe
“ relatlng of th ory and. practlce, are two functions whlch'

must -be, 301ned ‘This task lles clearly at ,the heart of our.
concern in thﬁ Stanford School of Education, which is one of

the Six Qrofesslonal schools of the university. Educatlonal

R&D 15, concerned w1th the-whole c¢hain, network, or conflgura-

. . . ~
> ., .
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tion of events and processes denoted by the following words:
basic research, applied research, development, laboratory

'andeield tes#ing, experimenﬁation, dissemination, installa-
tionu apﬁlicq&ion - howeveﬁ; whenever, or by whomever they

!
are performed.

v

Frank Chase, one of the most perceptive students of
educational R&D, early captured its essence for me when he
testified in 1971 before the U.S. House of Representatives
Select Subcommitteée on Education. In reviewing for them the

hlstory of labs and centers, heostated~
\Q~

One: characf#ristic (of the labs and centers)is

théTLr) systematlc attempt to work out cycles
oﬁ!g g§d assessment, specification of objectives,
an i of alternative strategies and treatments,
leading to choices among a}ternatlves, construc-
tion of partial or tentative systems or proto-
types of testing under field conditions in a
variety’ of situations and continuing evaluation and
refinement. No other educational institutions in
our society have committed themselves so fully to
this re-cycling of processes until the intended
effects are #chieved to a satisfactory degree.

It is perhaps this characteristic which, ‘although
not yet fully realized, most clearly sets aside
* the operatlons of these research and development
agencies fme\typlcal operations’in the field of °
education; and it is this which represents their -
greatest potential and promise® for the 1mprove— '
ment of education (Chase, 1971) AN

—

v

Whlle many different groups had been geallng w1th one or
another aspec@anf this whole process,ffor the flrst tlme
during the last ‘decade 'we have created’ some 1nst1tut10ns
whose exclusive dttention has been directed to educathna
R&D,. namely the regional educational laboratories and the
R&D dente&s To conclude my definition statement. let me/

¥

fall back upon the psychologists, who when pressed too hard
for deﬁlnltlons of 1ntelllgenCe tend to reply "IntelllgeHCe

~

¢

r ‘ o
“
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is what intelligence tests measure".,K We might say with some

truth that "educational R&D is what these new R&D 1nst1tu— i

tions are d01ng e 2 ‘;,
»/ N . ‘
My ‘Personal Perspective } f

pproaching the subject, I draw upon ten yearQ.
devoted almost wholly to work in the Stanford Center. for
Rese rch and DevelOpment in Teachlng How did I flrst\get .
into thrs’work? During the previous  decade and a half, \1950
to 1965, I had been studying the nature of secondary educa-
tion and ways in which it could be improved. I became in-
crea51ngly conv1ncé& of the central role of teachers and of
the -importance of their education and re-education. Durlng
that perlod _we-'secured a grang from the Ford Foundatlon to
develop some experinmental work? This was an 1nterest1ng and
productive period in which we tried out some eXperlmental
" teacher training programs, developed new procedures for
teacher training such as mlcro teach1ng, developed new means
for making scheols more flex1ble, u51ng comDuters to prOV1de
schedules, and forrulated concepts of techn1cal skills and
gfbfe551onal dec151on-mak1ng in teachlng, which helpéd lay
the basis for the current work in performance-based teacher

edtcation. . < . ,

%ut a fundamental lack in all of this work was a solid
knowledge base to sustaln and 1llum1nate experlmental
practlces. Consequéntly, when the federal government dec1ded
to-establish some educatlonal R&D cgpability, we coalesced a
number of interests in the School and made“a proposal for an
R&D Center that might help remedy this 1nsuff1c1ent _knowledge
base. The names of those faculty members who 301ned 1n?mak1ng
the proposal for the Center include Nate Gage, DW1ght Allen, -

Edward Begle, Norman Boyan, Lee Crpnbachl Alfred .Grommon,
Richard Gross, John Krumboltz, Nathan Maccoby, Frederick

" 0y

.



MeDonald, Robert Politzer, Pauline Sears, Fanny Shaftel,

s Wesley So&ards, and myself. It was an-interesting group and.

" we got off to a good start. Some have since left and new

‘and ave been among its most productiQe members. \

orlgs have joined -- including, I might add, a group of sociol-
ogigts (Elizabeth Cohen, Sanford Dornbusch, Richard Scott
and\gohn Meyer) who joined the Center almost eight years -ago

. o . 8

ﬁI*fipd_'t clarifyiné\to view the educational world as
pogulatef with three kinds of people: (1) the curious,
(2) those who wish to dolgood,and (3) tho;e with a combination
of the two quaiities. The  first two groubs need eaohvother
and we all need more of the third. Professional schoolé
would be greatly improved if we had more of the third group.
It has been my aim at SCRDT to influence the curious to do
good and to stimulate'ﬁhe do‘gooders to be curious. -It'is
an uphill battle..aNevertheless, it remalns a dé51rable
objectiVe; - The Center,'as I have trled to direct 1t,
represents an aftempt £o institutionalize that effort. The
recent histor& of our own School of Education has withessed

a marked'strengthening of the "curious" side of the ledger,.

and currently there is a continuous battle to keep it from
J

swamping the number two side. The normal unlver51ty cllmate

favors the curious,jwho are indispensable and’at thelr best

.illuminate the affairs of the world. At their worst,. they
’ Y

become narrpow and pedantic. Those who wish to improve matters, *

in their best form, exercise leadership, move mnstltutlons

and _practices significantly forward and 1mprove our -daily,

llves. At worst, , they become a menace, promoting change for

the 'sakKe of change, trying to hurtle us down any pathway that

'sﬁits their fancy While I bave long been an advocate of °

the nymber two ﬁlew,‘my blas is towérd the curious 51de. 'But
L .
my chief criticism of this group is their mode of inquiry, *
which often fails to’ recognize that the inquiry that leads
¢8

R - hd ' * . &
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to the Hiscovery of new, knowledqe in the behavioral sciences
and in .the applled fields is often best pUrsued ¥in the normal
naturallstlc arena 1n wh1ch the phenomena under inquiry
exist. . . . ) . -,
: . . . . -
Dornbusch at the Centen cites some recent.views of
behav1iral sc1ent1sts who are/recognlzlng this problem. He
reports that Recommendatlons for future National Instltute wy
of Child Health ﬁevelopment research were solicited from
senlor research psychologlsts and soc1olog1sts...." The results
show that ' the behav1oral science community ddes not view
basic researoh and applled research as antagonistic, but
_con51ders a balance between -the two as approprlate both for
the development of the sc1ence and for the re€sponse to
society.'s needs. There was general approval by the -behavioral
scientists who were polled of the current level of support
"for both types of research and a desire for increased collab-
“oration of basic and applied researchers. Imaginative and )
sustained attention to applied research can produce fundamental
knowledge" (Dornbusch, personal communication). o

our aim as a professional school should be the improve=
ment of the educatlonal system, not just*understandlng or °
changing it. We can and must do better than merely drhW1ng
upon the accumulated w1sdom of the ages especially if we Qy
wish to keep our educational institutions from breaking doWn-
with obsolescence. I am convinced that’échools have beerr’
important, and wil¥ continue to be so in the future.. I'do
not subscribe to the de-schooling of soc{ety line of thought.
'Our main obl{gz;ioh as I see it, was set forth by the:late« '

d

distinguishe d.beloved Marcus Foster in the title. of hlS\

’ v

provocative llttle book Maklng Schools Work . B

While I am not one of the prophets of the 1mpend1nq doom

of the school system, I confess to an 1ncreas1ng dlsquletude f'

»
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that we may be losing ground and that educatlon is not
mov1ng forward fast enough to keep pace with its surround-
1ng forces~l "The process that began' as far back as, Sputnlk
Fred

1976 1ssue of Saturday

in the 1950's seems almost to “have overwhelmed us.
Hechinger, wrltlng in the March\io
Review, under an alarm1ng headllne entltled "Murder 1n L

Academé\- the Demise of Educatlon" _suggests that as a result
. of assaults,. both from the . left and the rlght, educatlon is

llterafly hanglng on the ropes.

He claims that we have lost,.L

our faith in the efflcacy of education and schools to keep
—~—

our social system open and to keep the streams of upward <

But a (

ritical question is’ tq\how ‘to keep the R&D»system.moving

<

i~
.

\mobility uhclogged. I ar not that pe351mlst1c.

forward, how to keep it from be1ng turned into. a short¥lived
band wagon, and how to see that the mandate of the Congress
" to the new but faltering Natlonal Instltute of Educatlon f

lrves up to the tasﬁx
ll p01nt agenda. derived from our experience of the last

To this end, I w1ll later propose an

decade. But before - preséntlng that-agenda, I wlsh to comment

_ton our brlef educational R&D hlstory A ‘ -

\Vﬂ __The Histdry of EdpﬁZETBEBk’ﬁg@—KPU T

S i o i

' The federal role in educat];nal R&D may be'sald to have
begun with *the formatlon 1n 1867 of the Nat;onal Departhent -
of\Educatlon.

The purpose, as stated ln the statute, ‘wab
;.. colledtlng'such StatlSthS and facts as shall show the
condltlon and progress of educatlon in the several states'
and t&rrltorlesm and of dlffu51ng.such 1nformatlon respecting

the organfﬁatlon and management of schools ‘and school systems,

.
\

the methods of teach1ng,

as shall -aid the people of the o

United Statés in the establlshment and malntenance of effl-'

, cient school systems...ﬁ (c1ted‘1n Clarkﬂ 1974) «

. This act

ﬁemalned 1n plagce until. the passage~of the COoperative

. - s ’
. " . *
- L .
. . - « .
N v . N,
- .

. . .
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.Research Act.in'1954 From the establlshment ‘of the department
“down _to the mid- 1950" s, a ‘narrow 1nterpretatlon was taken of

3 ?, . thisg charge, namely to collect facts and to publlsh then.

L But beginning in the mid- l950“s,4the federal concern for . o

. stepplng ‘up efforts to 1mprove the educatlonal system began

‘ to be felt. The first efforts were to develop new curricu-

.

L lums, espec1ally ln sc1enoe, mathematlcs and fereign language.

f Y .
“ \ v ‘\‘
o

'
- -

P The recent development of R&D 1nst1tutlons (in this
country. and abroad)‘has been in response paxtly to twe major
forces‘ (l) large sotial pressures and problems that appear

‘on the horizon and (2) problems stemming from inadequacies
in the‘educatlonal System itself. n

N " Lot . .

In the first 1nstance, after World War II, the _pace of
S change in all’ parts’of soc1ety began to ac elerate at an
,j un recédented rate.. Fndustrlal product1v1 y and agrlcultural
output were burgeonlng, but the educational. system continued
. 7 to'lag further and flrther behind. rUnless ¢ e sitwation ) )
changed, it would be 1mp0551bye to meet the rey\iution of 1{‘

R . rising eXpectatlons for a better way of life th a global

[

system of communlcatlons had communlcated to the poor peoples
of the world. Genuine natlonal concern for the improvement
of the educational systém began in the 1950's after:thé

;l’ . launching of the Russian'Sputnik and with the. famous Brown o
Vs. Topéka decision on segregatlonqln schools. New and ~
powerful societal -orces began to press for the expan51on of

educatIon and for 1ncrea51ng its quality and its product1v1ty

.
-

- ' . g . %
National education leaders then noted that whereas
American industry and agriculture hadlwell'developed and: .
financed résearch and development ‘systems which fueled their
constantly 1ncrea51ng product1v1ty, educatron had almost none.
Agrlculture and industz?y anested 5% to 10% of the1r total =
expendltures in research and development. In educatlon, a

-




' . .comparable figure is-a small fractlon,of less than l% S ;ﬁi
-’ s Educatlon spends almost all of 1ts funds 1n Operatlng the

system __almost ‘none in systematlcnstudy and the fashlonlng 31 )

of new ways to’ 1mprove 1t " As a,result tested new methods - "\
have been scarce unt11 recently The tlme lag in educatlon: 5 -
between the dlscoverx of new ki owledge and 1ts wxdespread Y

5 oY

‘ Sl Aappllcatlon in classrooms is es 1mated to be between 40~and" t}“i
50 years,’ in industry and’ agm ulture it S:anges from 3" to 5 L

. years. ‘Industry and. agrlcult:

have aclong tradition rev
T '; flected in englneerlng and 1n agrlcultural experlment statrons
“r © .and field agents whlch prov1de the bridge between the theo—
N : retical knowledge in the sc1ent1f1c fields of blology, phys1cs,
"chemlstry and agronomy and theﬂpractlcal problem solvers and N ,
. dec1s1on makers 1nn1ndustr1al productlon and farmlng . Af: .' 5 -
;. complex system of relatlonshlps and:’ 1nst1tut1ons encourages
L - "the invention and development of hew products and their- 1n— S
. 3 : :stallatlon in the factdrles ‘and the farms Any such pattern ‘
S t\'was, until’ reCently, almost totally 1ack1nq in the soc1al ST
. : sciences %nd in- the edhcatlonal system. /Educatlonal leadersg. )
o ' reasoned that if education could devel&p an R&D system, it *% .
< | “' might beg1n to catch up by lmprov1ng 1ts efficiency. and 3 ' ?’ ‘
—'_ . effectlveness. ) . . ) .
e T f ¥ ST
Faced with.new challenges, w%,began to look more care- ‘
fully at'why the almost 100 years of limited investment in
educational research had not yielded. arger dividends. The .
scientific approach to-educational prjhlems (which began with '
the foundation of a new Federal Department of Education in' .
1867 but is largely a phenomenon of thlg century) has really
occupied only a short time in hlstorlcal perspectlve. Even

so, the effects of educational research upon educational ///”

practice have been disappointing. I have previously iden-
- tified several possible reasons (Bush,, 1975). The effort has
been too small; the trained researchers too few; the resources

% : s top ke RS N

o “~

S -
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‘ 12 ‘ )
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s
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too limited; efforts too fragmented. Research has been i
directed to small; isolated parts of the totel system, The “v
methodologies and samples have been so diverse as to preclude ) . g
cumulative effect. Methods unduly copied designs from the

natural sciences. and were often inappropriate for the problems i
I under considefation. Most educatioffal research was carried#%%
on-by individual professors and a few graduate students, work-

ing in isolated, doctoral dissertation-sized chunks, whose ) s

results were filed, only to gather dust on university llbrary,

shelves. ] ¢ , “ ////, .

A3 -~

The new R&D system, in process of formation during Ehe
last decade, is attempting to remedy some of these difficulties.
Before attempting to assess its results, let me summarize .
- what I see as the essential ingredients of ®this R&D approach,

again drawing upon a previous paper

- ' Systems approach. An overarching feature of the ‘ )
R&D effort in- €ducation is its attempt to be com-
' /}h»' prehensive,- to consider all elements.- ) ‘ "
P/
Y ) . ’ . % -
_;éf Crftical mass. Successful R&D aims to assemble , ’ -

a "critical mass" of talent that greatly enhances
the solutlon of complex problems. .
. Interdlsc1plinary team.. Most 1mportant educationgl’ -
problems requlre the full power of many relevant
~ . disciplines, ‘e.g., psycholdgy, soc1ology, anthro-
pology, economics, polltlcal sgierce, law, and
- medicine. R&D institutions are attracting inter-
disciplinary teams and providihg them with a con-
geniadl working environment. , -

Design and field test. The heart of an effective
4 R&D effort is the design and field-test stages of: -
the work. Drawing upon both basic and applied , ’ -
research, the staff engages in the creative task '
~of inventing new solutions/to problems, designing

new educational products, créating new models. It~

g then tries out these.models, first using rigorous . .
L tests as to workability in limited field.settings,

> ' ‘then later in ‘more normal settings. “The models or ) . .
products go through as Jjnany tests and revisions as . -

-~

o . -

) ) p : ’ ) . -l0-

) \) ‘ ’ N . ‘ ,’ ) v,:r X
LMC\ y . v;?‘ 13 l . A .
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‘acts that inaugurated this- new attempt at educathnal R&D - “'_ .

L e £ ’ ’ O

« .hecessary to reach acceptabIe levels of ‘performance..

» This step is qulte .expensive. But it is a critical ) i
step, "‘typically absent ir*“the past in many_ com- ) . <
mer01ally produ?ed educational products " ' ‘

'Dlssemlnation and installation. The process is’
net considered complete until the product has been

x installed apd made to work_successfully il ene or Vo
more practical’ settings, Further, it is also . ‘ -
necessary tqQ see that the idea i§, then made w1deLy B
known to potentlal users. . ‘ R

N

\

PR

Continuous feedback and revis1ons., A. des1rable »
feature, not yet fully #ealized, is, feedbackK from
- users, sQ ‘that a product can ,be, further-modlfled : 5 .
.- or even withdrawn if it beglns to work badly or- . o A
« 1f it produCes uqant1c1pated undes1rable effects~ ' ’

- P L 2

* Focus on a m1ss10n. “An- effectlve R&D effort does - 7 " A /

’ not dissipate its %nergles by trylng to do every- , ° ‘
thing. ‘It concentrates upon accompllsh;ng a well™

-deflned m1s51on, with exp11c1t objectives whicH

requfire spec1f1c programs and prOJects. ce ,(“' F

e
3

VlSlbllltyrand accountablllty. “For the astronauts,(

the task was clear: they either got to the moon .or’ - e
not. Clearly stating what the’ mission is.’and then =~ . -~
following all the necessary steps’'gives a high- . ) L
degree of, visibility, which 1n«turn lmparté,a hlqh . o
degree of accountability to R&D 1nst1tut10ns (Bush,

1975, pp. 5-6). .

I

Returnlng to our brief h1stor1cal survey, the landmark

~ .

were:’ ’ ‘ ‘ ’
# . . , -
. N . 5y 4 ‘o , ) v - 4: e
., 1. The'Cooperative Research Act, passed:'in’ 1954 Lo .
with-an appropriation of approximately $1 SO
million, wglchfhas not made available until ' T '

o two years after its initial passage, and then TR
with the proviso that the funds should be ° _ \
spent mostly (4wo-thirds) on the study of .

. the education‘of mentally retarded children:

This act was the basis for establishing the g
? labs and centers almost 10 years later. )
2. The Nation&l Defense Education Act, passed o r
. in 1958, ‘under which many of the curriculum
3 Fe ‘ - ) ' ‘ ' -




- .

‘a

-

+ even though the effort remalns small by comparison ‘with R&D

&
-
o [ . . ) ., .

'development projects ‘were 1naugurated aft "
‘Sputhnik. ) ) . , 9 '
3. The.Elementary and‘Secondary Education ‘Act \
. - of 1965; which amended the Cooperative Research.
N Act.: ) ” , , . k

. . . ‘ . .o \

4. The Education Amendments Act of 1972, wﬁlch \
created tlie Natlonal Instltute of Educatlon.'

-~
v
LN

over these 20-plus years ‘the expenditures for educational
_R&D rose dramatically’ (that is, dramatfcally for education,

-

in fields - out51de of educatlon) from approx1mately $1 million

in 1954 to $14 million by 1963 aﬂd to almost $200 million by '~ '/

1968. The 1960 S were the boom decade. Immediately after - r
the creat;on of NIE in 1972, however, the top was reached,’
and it has ‘been decllnlng s1nce then.  Thus 1n 1954 began a
ﬂong and torturous journey to bulld an educatlonal R&D system,

A
1nvthe face of what Steven, Balley has characterized as

.. "w.. the hoary notlon that the federal government should

B

.
13

leave. the dlrectlon of educatlon to the mercigs of plurallstlc
and oftEn contentlous centers of~de¢entrallzed authority."

The results are clarmed to be either 1mpress1ve or d1smal
dependlng upon,. the expert consultant." My conservative
answen 1s that the case for edudational R&D 1s promlslng-——
but not fully proven. ObVLously, ‘the mlllenlum has not
arrived The educatlonal system has‘not_been dramatically
transformed in the past ten years. And indeed, this should

: . R * ’

‘not-have been our expectation.™ - - RN

. . . ~
. 4 ‘ 2

Some s1gn1f1cant beglnnlngs can be seen. In the f1rst
place, the monollthlp structure of the’ school system, whlch

T attempted to cast everyone " ;nto a common mold, is dgiving way

to a greater'recognltlon of dlfferences among ;ndrv1duals .,
and of groups._ In part thas has come about in reSponse to‘

' powerful social forces that are movlng "thé whole- soc1ety

{ R . .. [N - . " R *
. ;
. .
o+ . “ o
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. But our educatlonal 1nst1tutlons would have been unable to |
< respond to these social forces had' not the educatlonal R&D

_ communlty produced materlais and procedures that ‘enabled
“5 S school systems and teachers to begln successfully to offer
~ ’ more plurallstlc and alternatlve programs. "An- 1ncreas1ng _
o array of new,'lmaglﬁatlve, and ‘tested products is begihning
appear’ on ,the educational market. The Fourth Edition of
the CEDaR Catalog, publlshed in April 1974 (CEDaR is the

a‘ronym of the Council for Educational Development and

- . Research, whlch is the natipnal organlzatlon of educatlonal
_ RED labs and centers) describes in its first vo lume 250 '
. o c mpleted apd available products, and in its second volumes
162 anticipated products that will be available W1th1n a year

‘r two." '

.y

Y

- ' . i .
.The number of instructional packages available for class- .

4

oom use that go beyond simple textbooks is mounting. So too,
) ‘are the manuals, training systems, and other means for show-

Q-, ' ing educatibﬁal personnel how to .use these products success-

fully ~ The number, variety, . and quallty of these products

is slgniflcantly greater than was " true ten years -sgo, when

the productlon of rnstructlonal materlals was left almost

! ' solely to the prlvate sector and to 1nd1V1duals worklng alone
».' T " o

o in colleges and universities. ) .‘ C <y L
. o # R " ) ﬁ‘ * "“
af b Educatlonal R&D has contrlbuted to the,reform of tra- "

y 8 ! "
dltlonally weak teacher—tralnlng practrces. Teacher education

is moving out frqm the relative 1solatron of college-and

P

unlverslty settings into .the mote practlcal and field settlngs

a

Sf the "real" educational world. Powerful new trafhlng

packages are 1ncreas1ngly becomlng avallable Tfor the deVelop~
. ment of the competencies that have been 166nt1f1ed and .vali-
W o dated by R&D efforts.’ The 1ncreas1ng flex1blllty of .the .

: educatlonal system Ln respondlng successfully tfo the dlverse,_‘

* -
‘.
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needs of 1nd1v1duals and’ groups 1s beglnnlng to be more flrmly
based in fundamerntal- research about’ the different ways that . Y

1nd1v1duals‘learn best and about ‘the different kinds- and styles’

of teaohiné which’are accordingly most appropriate. - '

2 . B -

. Vevertheless,-the results‘have not been as good as we

. had'hoped for or.promised and certainly not.as far—reachlng
or va;uable as many' pr0ponents clalm. The results of the

* '. prOJects.dld not, in the v1ew'of some Congressmen, taxpayers,

and practitionexs in the field, lead dlrectly or qulckly

enough to, observable changes and ‘desired 1mprovemenhs gn ‘edu-

catlonal practlce. That more was not‘accompllshed 1ﬁ4the

short perlod ‘of tlme is not surprlslng when we con51dé% the ,
- Nt -
accelerated pace of the early effort. As we began to under-

I

~take this new push in educational R&D, unprecedented aqcom— . e

(\
1n two?years ‘after’ the passage. of the authorlzlng ﬁ%ﬁlslatlon, é .
(‘ ESEA in 1963 -2} R&D centers, ten of them unlyer51ty—based, “ [

\
|
pllshn@nts 1n establlshlng new 1nst1tutlons ook place. " With- i B ,.,j
a
|

had.oeen created and 20 regional labdratories and lOO_researchlb' -
.. + and deve10pment tra1n1ng programs had been-set up. A national
. . educatronak 1nformat10n retr1eval system, ERIC had beéen
- establlshed, and thousands of Title III progects were funded. ' |
:Q to see that the produpts'of educatlonal R&D were transmitted- ‘
< '. to anéﬁused 1n the‘schoofs. Wlth such a ‘frantic scrambling *

'

y,:‘; to bulld a new capablllty, many horror storles were predlctably
\.f,reported ALV

.
. oL . P v,
. ) : -t . - PR . Aa L v ‘ "
"2. . L T ot . Pos w7l - .

~

ST T e - Unreallstlc xpectqﬁ;gns for, and erratic treatment of,

N educatlon are noi lew. When President Andrew Johnson appointed
'?r Henry Barnard -as the flrst Comm1s51oner of Educatlon in %. ¢

© . :March of 1867, 1mmeddate disenchantment set’ln. By .July 1868,

. A .

N .less than two months\after Barnard submitted 'his flrst annual

~ e

- repprt to the Congress, the approprlatlon for the new.agency . .
ol was: reduced from $12 000 to $9, 400 ‘and Barnard and his three




\ - ‘. . ‘ . . . ) \ , . . -
. clerks'were‘moved to a mlnof office.in the U.S. Department
X .. ofb:Interior. The NIE may take some small comfort from the
\ fact that its treatment is not unprecedented

L
.

-V . In retrbspect the R&D effo during the last' decade

. can be seen as hav1ng been besieged ‘ cannlballstlc" -

. pract1ces, in whrc each year, the OfflCe Qg\fd;catlon, faced -
t with a shortage of £ ds, decided to eliminateé™dhe br more Lo '

ayallable for the stronger o)

This was not exactly a

morade 1nduc1ng procedure. Indl idual researchers, who had . S,

L ) previously secured support’ through the field-initiated

o . studies program protested that the then new institutions were
draining funds away from them. A highly - promising research

, tra1n1ng program was aborted just as its first group of
‘graduates began to move 1nto the fleld Moreover, just as .|

M ~the surviving R&D 1nst1tutlons were beg1nn1ng to flourlsh, ‘

5 the pollcy of the government ‘¢hanged ‘from one of 1nst1tutlona1

- support {o that of program purchase. The alleged bad manage—

‘ ment of educatlonal R&D by OE, whié&h "had, been one of the main’
mot1vatlons fot the creatlon of the NIE, carr1ed over to NIE B

4

and at times became ‘even worse. This situation is now

kY

7 changing for the better under the neyw director of NIE. R

» bd
K *

In spite of these d1ff1cult1es and problems,’ however, R
. the educational R&D system and the labs and centers prospered
under adverslty they became stronger and ﬁore«robust, untit
they emerged as- one of the Ieadlng spokesmen for educatlonal s "

. R&D in thé country and have ihcreasingly been ‘looked upon as

<

promlnent contr1butors to .the improvement, of edugatlonal ?

practices. Several‘recent surveys, both by NIE and by 1nde—'
pendent agencies, of promising new educational products that
are appearing on the horizon reveal that the majority of them

have come from the laboratories and the centers. . .

- — - N -
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. ' , The Next Decade L.

‘Even with the consideréble turbulence and trouble of the
past 10 to 15 years, we:are in my judgment’on the verge of a 5
burgeoning creative decgde anead if we will pay dttention to
some of the lessons that we haye lqupéd. Drawing from these

lessons, I offer an ll-pcint agenda for educational R&D during

€

, *.he next decade.

. "~ -." 1. Build a constituency.

. What should have heen understood earlier but was not
gntii‘the crunch came in Congress in 1974 when Edith Green
iecommendea zero fuﬁding for NIE, was- that the educational

';-$commun1ty as a whole did not seem to care about oy .understand

) educational R&D and felt little touched by it. 'This is not

to say that there  had not been much good work done but rather

that "those out there," presumaﬂly the beneficiaries of edu-

. ¢ational R&D, simply were not informed and‘operated not only ~

out of ignprance but’often from ancient and deep-seated .
beliefs abo t the esoterlc character of educational research.
By virtue of he palnful lesson of prospective zero fundlng
in the Congres we have tardlly begun systematic substantlal ¢
efforts to build a constituency for educational R&D. The

Council for Educational Development and Research (CEDaR), an
organization formed by the <abs and cenQers several years .

ago, has taken active leadership in this effort -- not without

opposition'from some in the educational (research) community.

| '

The lesson to berlearned is that those who have been
* the principal figures in educational researcﬁ in. the past,
that is, those 1n the colleges and unlver51t}es, must come
" out of their isolation @nd join hands as equal colleagues
with .all elements in the educational community. Among the *
critical actors who have not heretofore been fully recognized

are the state departments of education,. local education

| . 19

~ o, L ' ' . —16—




)

{ . . ¢ 5
. . .
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agencies, professional educational associations, adﬁ&nistr -
tors, and teachers. Nothing-short of such a partnership wild——
enable us to build the kind of constituency that will be
‘persuasive to state.and federal legislators and‘othersiwho

are in charge of funds for educatgbn. ) .

34 . N
2. Broaden thé/collegial basg. ‘

It is time f6r us to begin t& think, to,believe, and to

behave differently about who are %he contributing colleagues
in the educatiohal R&D enterprise.’ A main requirement is to
get rid of the

practitioner as dunce" syndrome, especially
as held by thpose in the universities, - Another sterebtype - |
that needs d smantling is that of universities as producers,
and practit oners as consumers, pf research * Indeed,

seems to m that as our practice% and beliefs change to reflect
a gehuine/partnership, we need’ to develop some new terminol—

ogy which reflects that there are different kinds of persons

who participate in R&D, but that they are‘differentiated
horizontally, not vertically; consider, for example, those
who are disc1p11ne—or1ented and those who are clihically-
oriented. " In addition to those who work in the universities
and/in the regional laboratories, there is a substantial
grwup in private, non—profit educational corporations who
cgntribute significantly. There ‘are competent R&D persons
n state and local educational agencies anhd in the large
network of Title III centers, which have thus far been largely

~

overlooked. ) . //

4 -
3

Educational R&D institutions should in the next decade

be looked upon increa31ngly as a rewarding place for larger

’ numbers of post- doctoral fellows and those who would profit
from mid-career refreshment of théir professional careers in

teaching and administration.  In achieving this collaborative

¢

effort, we need to understand that..educational R&D at its

. . ‘
.
4
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best will bring the classrooms of a nation’ into vital contact
with the.current rissues of society and the frontiers of knowl-

edge.

3. .Strengthen all parts of the R&D enterprise.

D1scuss1on of educatlonal R&D is currently fllled with
llvely debate concerning wh1ch parts ‘of .the,system neéd the -
largest expendltures, with each segment arquing for a larger
shaye. Last year, the orlglnal proposal for NIE's budget

provided for trlpllng expendltures for dissemination W1thout
any increase in. the total, which meant cutting back on. -
development -- am;d loud outcr1es from the developers. The
researchers claim that NIE is still spendlng almost»nothlng

on research And so the argument gbes. In the next decade,
it must be recognlzed that the total system needs developlnq,“

and, that:those parts which have been weakest or almost non-
ex1stent in[the past need te¢ be brought up to decent 1evels '
of performance. ‘ o o .

¢ - . -

3

4. Recoghize that educatlon ;s a total system*

I

substantlal improvement of educatlon for students cannot bé'
ach1eved:by manlpulatlng ohe or another isolated part'of the
.system. Frank Chase points out that "attentlon to all .
elements cruc1al to system performance is somethlng new in
educatlon." He goes on to 1nd1qate that laboratorles and:
centers have advanced "a long way from the nalve belief that -
great 1mprovements in edueation will spring from such plece—
meal, reforﬂs as 1ntroduc1ng & new method of instruction or
1n~serv1ce education/ re-grouping learners, organizing teachers

.1nto teams,,or adoptlng programmed 1nstruct10n. They recog—

' nlze the” 1mportance of compatlble SYstems in wh1ch behavlor

a

of persons, media of communlcatlons, and the context of com-

. munlcatlons, the schedullng of activities, the’ reward system,

-
.
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* One s1gn1f1eant lesson of the last decade is that Y
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and many/other factors operate to produce effects. They are
therefore as concerned in helplng school personnel to acqqlre
needed skllls and ;confidence in new roles as they are in

" developing 1nstrpct;pnal materials or management systems”

. . , . { . N
(Chase, 1971), . . - ] \

¢
’

Improv1ng the tralnlng of teachers and admlnlstrLtors,
advanc1ng organlzatlohal development, and produc1ng new
Lnstructlonal materials are all. 1mportant act1v1t1es, no one
1s suff1c1ent g Thls we did ‘not know or.see so clearly at- the
beglnnlng of the decade, as dlfferent labs and centers. under—

7 took to change one or anothér of these aspects. . As the_

' h1story of labs and centers has shown»‘those who were con-

~

cerned with educational products soon becéme 1nVOIVed in. ]
teacher’ tralnlng. Those concerned prlmarlly in the beglnnlng
* with teacher*tralnlng ofﬁen soon moveﬁ vnto the . productlon
of educaﬁional materlals, Most have seen the necesslty for
becomlng concerned wrth organlzatlonal matterg. . Not all can

do everythlng. There- must ‘be speclallzation but there must

.

also be artlculatlon amongst the, varlous parts. .

¥ * .
.

Il

5. Sh1ft emphasis £fom correlatlonal studies and slngle—

j varlable experimental studles to more complex experlmental

. studies; - 1nterventlons, and clinical analyses. . -,
» N . | L
L

o

)

tlon, has relied. heav1ly upon. correlational studles_. “As a
“result of the1r 1nconclus1véness and' of our dawnlng reallza-

+ tion of the Gestalt character Qf the varlables influencing ,
educatlonal achlevement we can.note a beglnnlng trend toward .
fashlonlng promlslng 1nterventlons, making comprehensive '
approaches to 1mprov1ng classrooms,»and evaluat1ng'thbse new‘
1nterventlons in a model of successlve approximations until
a more power ful program is developed, in contrast to’ the

more traditional correlational and single-variable experimental

i ot . 2,

The bulk of educatlonal research partlcularly on 1nstruc*'
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. studies. This tyend needs to be encouragedi : -’ ‘ a o

6” Make more modest claims.- R oo

i ’ A S .
. . !

-

. © . " We,need to come down from our evangellcal pulplts in’

v prop051ng edudatlonal solutiong and promlslng 1n§tant -results.
. ‘ When,.durlng the past ten years, the prOSpect of some funds
for educatlonal R&Diat long last began to appear, propdsers
tended to overstate ant1c1pated results._ One of the galns

. ; 8£-the past, decade has been results from behav1oral sc1ence

“ studies that' have 1nformed the publlc, as ‘well as ourselves,
‘that educatlon is not a'panacea, and that schoollng is not

. - all-powerful. We should not now go to the extreme of "de-

o schoollng soesety ‘But we should not mislead ourselves or
"\\\ others about how much educatlon ¢an accomplish. We-must be

clear that‘tlme w1ll be requlred to fashion. new procedurés

and programs and to put them into operatlon.
! . . . \ N B

* 3 - |
2 . . * s
|

Nonethelessthhose~engaged “in R&D do need some pro;ects ' |
that can -show relatlvely quick -results. Whlle healthy. R&D - ' i
//organlzatlons ne;d,projects w1th short—term,»mlddle -range, S i
~and long range payoff% it is 1mportant to heed the results 5 |
of a year-long anulry 1nto "Basic Innovatlons in the Socials

- . Sc1ence§‘" reported recently in the New York Times, which

Fa

- . .states, as one of its conclusions. that-the ‘first’ major 1mpact 1

© of an advante 1s generally delayed by 10+-15 years, and that

: 9
—\’_'/ a

,research should be supported in 10- to 15-y ear-blucks to. - L ae s 7 |
\ e ‘
N consolidate advances' (New York Times, 1971) " o i

3

o,

7. %ulld a better natlonal educational research and % .

.‘,-

develOpment agenda." o ) L '

ThlS 1s\one 6f the most important matters for attentmon ' AU

+

during the next_deCade. _No definitive. and acceptable natlonal”
educational research and development agenda currently exists.
To the extent that'any natlonal agenda ex1sts, elther

. . < o . .
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explicitly or implicitly, in the educational RéD'programs’
now being funded, it-consists to a large extent of bits and
pieces that fortuitously emerged as new actors éntered the
picture over the last -decade. The original labs!and centers

were not the result of an attempt to fund programs to fit a

natlonal agendai asmuch as NIE is noéw charged with the -
responslblllty for @ veloplng a national R&D system, it 1s

essential that a compe’ling national educational’R&D.agendaA
be formulated to serve aX a guideline, not only for the ex-
penditures of NIé, but’ forkthose of other organlzations who
are‘concerned with educatlon

improvement. This is not the
time or place to suggest how tb

ls p oblem ‘might be approached.
what must, and I believe can s« be \ac 1eved 1s anxagenda derived -
from a healthy 1nteractlon of vigorous grass- -roots tontributors

w1th thoughtful national’ leadersh1p7 not concentrated in any

one branch of government or segment of the professlon. -

-As a footnote to the national agenda-setting process, I
comment on several areas of importance that SCRDT mlght con—
sider, beyond our attefition ta teaching’ and teacher educatlonj
of -the last decade. Let me mention fiwe Freas ‘that T thihk

,mlght well be attended to both because of our partlcular

array.of talent at Stanford and because of natlonal needs.

) F1rst ;s the area- ‘of policy stud1es.= We repeatedly L
embark upon large spendlng that stems from assumptlons and
educatlonal polic1es that ‘have little: or no foundation in
fact. Both the press "and professlonal literature dally
abound with nveexamples. Stephen Balley, for example,
recently pointed to one such. situation while d1scuss1ng the

effLC1ency of spendlng~bllllons of dollars to help mllllons ¢

fof underachlevers in our. schools, with the’ comment that "the /'

ev1dence is 1ncrea51ngly clear that ur educatlonal system

addltlonal money
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effectively for the rédress of educational disadvantage"'

(Bailey, -1970). Currently, there is great emphasis upon i o e

"mainstreaming." In a recent issue of Education Dally, the .

/ testlmony of Vale psychologlst Ed Zlgler to Congress concern-

N 1nq support for research on t%e mentally retarded is head- .
llned as “skeptical -on marnstneamlng. Zlgler~p01nted out - y
, that 'seyeral years ago experts_convinced decision makers that ‘ ‘
spec1aL education was the solution to the problem of tralnlng ) oo
= B the mentally retarded. Now that spec1al education is looked ) o

» o

upon as an undesirable form of grouping ‘or segreqatlon, the 7 -~ ! f

pendulumfbeglns to swing in the,oppos1te dlrectlon. Dec1S1on K

makers are now committing themselves to such concepts.as

"normalization" and " de- institutionalization™ under the head- -
o ing of “maihstréaming " Zigler states: "I join with my senior

N .. workers in the field who view these concepts as little more-

than slogans that are badly 1n=ﬁe$d of .a data base." Yet

. .: ) we already find states"ﬁgssrng laws mandating mainstreaming

- befome there are any bas;c data to support it. As Zigler

- says, "It makes little sense to appropriate’ Hundreds of oLy

mllllons of dollars on questionable social qractlces and

fall to flnd a\few million for researchers committed to
. discbvering the actual effects of such practices " (Educatlon ‘ Prou

baily, March 22, 1976) '

R

These 1llustratlons underllne the’ need for greater
'\ _attentlon to pollcy stud;\s in the next decade. - Stanford is _ \
- uniquely qualified 1nﬁthus regard. - . " \ ‘ o

-
-

. ‘ vy
SR . A second area has ﬂo do with productlvlty, 1nstructﬂonal . -

improvement and organlzatlonal development in higher educa— R i ‘

.

_ tion. The'cpst problem in post- secondary educatlon 1s‘° Vo
espec1ally S vere, because the per-unit cost of 1nstructlon \ L e
, o

‘is much grea er han in the lower schools.. . o oL .,

I ’
- "~ : 4 . .
. N D <

. \ ‘SCRDT ha a_unique opportunity to -centribute to the’
. N N PR N i *

.
‘ . - I
, . N . \




of "the admlnlstratlon in-the un1vers1ty

. AEEAE CoL N
improvement of. instriction and the furtherance of érganizatidnal
development at;the higher education levels. .We can build

f -~

here on current efforts in instructional improvement in the

§§anford School of Humanltles and Sciences, supported by
prlvate foundatlons,,earl;er work at the Center, especj ly

by sociologists; and current expertise iorganizational
¥h the School of Educa-

tion and in the departments of coﬁmunlcatlon, soc1ology,

theory and instructional technology

polltlcal sc1ence, and phriosophy as well as in top levels

o
5

”; " A unlque resource ig the SCRDT teac@gng laboratory
fhls facility, located in the central area of the university,
1s a tool for studying instruction in its various forms --
large'groups, regular classes, small groupssltutorials, and
student—machine'fnteraction. The vision Rind this facility
was aimed toward experimental work on metm§H§ for improving
the effectiveness and efficiency of universfty instruction,
especially at Stanford. Because of reduced federal funding
for educatlonal R&D, the- support to develop the software and
Jforx experlmentatlon has not yet permltted the full use of -

this unique facility. . Fortunately, the bulldlng was planned

) flex1bly for cKanglng ,use so that space has not been wasted.

g
However, there is tech ologlcal equ;pment Xhlch could be

brought to bear on pre s1ng problems in tertiary education

Wwhith we hope to engag 1n our future work.

\

These efforts .

£ §omputers, videotapes,

%he‘Ef 1c1enck.o ﬁé?ching;

media for improvin
\‘ .

-

envision a g eater% se’

Desplte future finangial strlngéhC1es in higher educa-

- tion, courses w1ll be reQulred in areas which -do not currently

enroll large numbers of students but whlch are- essentlal for

K=
d ‘curriculum of the hlghest callberrr,Prodhctlon of instruc-
tional programs that can be’ stored and retrleved for use. G

Il




&
Uby individual stydents as .a means of en;iching the curriculum,
of adjusting the pace of instruction to individual needs, and
ultimately of providing a sawing of highly skilled instructional

time is one aim of this exploratory development. . A

!
o

Third, we need to redress an imbalance of the iast'decade
Dy bringihg to pear the force of humanistic and artistic
studies upon/ouf inquiriesrhpafticularly as they bear upon
‘the field of instruction We have made a small beglnnlng in
' our Center through the ~work of Elliot Eisner, but not nearly
as much as there should be.in thé ne%t decade. f sounded
this note about a decade ago in a national -Phi Delta Kappa
symposium‘at Stanfora (Bush, 1966), I now see s?me promising‘

beginnings but they are‘'slow in coming. = _ ‘ ’

'Fourth,MWe can direét attention to the ethnic and cul-
turally pluralistic® dimensions of educationil institutions.
Several Center progfamé are now aimed at the areas of edu-
cational equity and ethnic. and cultural pluralism Our
society has achleved 1mprovements durlng the past decade, but
the work scarcely begun remains as urgent as ever. SCRDT
could expand its work on technical’problems of achieving
equity through the organization, teaching, and curriculum of '
the schools. As an R&D center, it:could also engage’ faculty
who can help clarify the normativg-phiIOSOphical guestions
raised-by the claim that our nation should move froﬁ a melt- -

/ing pot to a culturally pluralistic‘soéiety.

7 Flnaily, we should acFeleﬁate our attempts to inter- \ \
x natlonallz# and 1ntercultur#ze our a-p oaches We have as \
' much to learn fTOm asyto’ teich Oﬁr frie ﬁs from othej climes

i
f s and cul ufes 1n the fﬂeld of education. \\I is surel trqe,
: ‘ K “') ! 5 '
| as Phlllp doombs has stated, that there Wis ittle distincéion
[ d | ! !
| \ |w\ etween the so-called rdeveypped“ and the ‘so-galled " bder-
l k 4 veloped“\countnles 1n eduéatlon: we are a derde elepéd \
i‘ “ w 1 \ R L - , | ‘ \ |
> : ” | ~ ) - , 27 R ‘.::1..;‘*,.& “1' “‘ 1‘
Py i ! A o j T
, " | ' -24- ( | ) \
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We should}mové ip the né&t decade more to a, mutual problemi' i
_solving sEance,'in~thch international and interdis¢iplinary ,
teams work together in different cultural field'se%tings on . .5 .
mutﬁally important educational R&D pfobieﬁg. The beginnings:‘
of such activities are just emefging.;yA”reédiness for this
develOpﬁent is attested to by our experience, for example,
in Brazil, where we have been laylng the foundation for the,
.collaboration on“some mutual problems, such as improving )
unlver51ty teaching, by several Brazilian-institutions and

several U.S. R&D groups, inclﬁding our Center at Stanfoid.

"’ v

These are five elements that might well be considered .
as SCRDT builds its program in the next decade and plays its
part in strengthenlng the natlonal agenda for educational '
R&D. : ‘ . , ' ,

‘

9

T~ 8. Effectlvely advance the 1nter81501p11na;y clalms
\\Of educational R&D. ‘ A

~

During the next decade we nee o make good our inter-

]
s

disciplinary claims. One basic elemgnt in the argument‘for
large-scale, programmatlc R&D has beeh the need for a gehuine’
interdisciplinary approach to the solution of'importahtjgduca-
tional probléms. - Psychology has no monopoly on the imprbve- d

v ment of classroom instruction, even though it has a central

role. The importance of the organization of *he schoo " and v
¢he'classrqom requires more than the insights of socioiogy,

alfhough these ,are basic. Greater cost effectiveness in '
operating schools 'and classrooms requireé the major contri-

.bution of econgmlcs\buﬁ is surely nf imited to this dis-
\ \ A
An honest appraisal must c%nclude tha

R&D haﬁe fallen fa

Cipline.
i -

-

efforts i‘ educatlonal
-and ouﬁ a

‘\

?ertions.
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talk or collaborate much with the psychologists. When_13
gently chide them, they argue that first the researchers in
one dlsc1pllne must *letarn to talk and work Wlth the practi~-

'tloners > Once they have mastered th1s -‘art, they say, they .

Or

will then turn to talk and work with andther dlsc1p11ne

They
have a point.

The results have been -productive when disci-
plinarians work with the practitioners.

.

When the scholars
become involved and begin to see how ‘their work can mike a

difference 1n improving schools, they gain real satisfaction

and 1ncrease their attention to such work .But the results'

are even greater when the scholar-practitioner collaboration.

, becomes interdisciplinary. Genuine and productlve 1nter—

dlSClpllnary work does not occur readlly It requlres, in ‘
\addltlon to resolve, attltude, tralnlng, and Sklll ’he
setting for 1nterd1sc1pllnary interaction lies 1n“a Wllllng-.“
ness to work, for at least part of our t1me, on a concrete, '.‘
. speclflc problem with colleagues in another dlsc1p11ne -~ '
sometimes as learners, sometlmes as teachers\ As bunnlngham/' L
, st tes, "the university must accept the premlsé that the

est blishment of 1nterdlsc1p11nary resear centers actually

represents the\next stage in the evolutlon of the unlvers1ty"

(Cunningham, 1969). More concrete action a d dess 1lip serv1ce

to interdisciplinary work is 1mbortant for the next decade

r 9‘0\

R&D.
— ’ \ :

The university partnerfln educatlonal R&D

double its effort, bec0me i creas1ngly effective, and not

Sttengthen University,participation in educational
\

needs to re= .

-

position which is its natural 'M

\

s gained‘a fundamental and indis~ \ \

duca 1o\al R&D durlng the past decade whlch

retreat.to a "basic researc "
habit. r

The university
pensable raole in

must not be lost.

It still rests‘
e to thlnk of themselves as some—\

element in the uni ersity s
Of the three places that 1i

ttlng neasily. |

\ ‘ }
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7 whidt similar (Harvard, Chicago, and Stanford) in only one
- . did R&D take root. » For/one/reason or another, the. Unlver51ty
of Chicago never had an R&D Center, although it has beén:a

-t ' productive crltlc and supporter of the movement. Harvard

4
s

dlscontlnued »ts center after several years. Howewer, the
concept has taken deep root at the Unlver51ty of Wlscon51n,
the University of Pltteburgh Texas, UCLA the Un1ver51ty of
Oregon, and Ohio State University, to mgntlon -a few in add1tlon,f
to Stanford : - . . C '

In the 1972 JAERA meetlng Herzog, 1n explalnlng Harvard‘s
decision, . Lndlcated that -"the template for Harvard S\R&D
d1rectors\was not the county agricultural: agent but the
medleval marriage broker who rranged meetlngs of partles‘f
"who otherwrse could not find each other"‘(Herzog, 1972)
While the analogy i§ delightfully amu51ng, 20th- century
educatlonal effort needs something more powerful than” a

_medieval modél.‘ Although we should not- slavishly follow

>

T agricultural or industrial models, current behav1oral science .

. . has more to offer than a marrlage broker model

S There are a variety of ways for the university community
to contribute to.educational:improvement,win;addition to dts
traditional basic research route. But while éxpanding this
effort, we.should dlso COntlnue to build on ‘the strength of -
the educatlonal R&D center model in the unlver51ty Settlng,'
"which has been- deVelOped during the last decade. It.has been

E a significart step forward to encourage groups of university

faculty to wqu together on 1mportant educational problems
so that their work and that’ of the1r graduate students becomes

4

cumulatlve in the solution of larger problems.

¥
. Indeed, one OE the chief values«éf our work in .SGRDT,
as* I have indicate‘ many -times, may be the over 100 doctoral

- . N - . L 1. 4ae -
R . students who have worked with the membersiof the&facultykln'rh

i N ' . - - 4. . \ 4

- \ - \\ . Yoo . ! ’ \\\
‘ ) . § .
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earlier 1nst1tutlons faltered or falled was the lack of an ,

adequate supply of personnel N :

»

As Professor Hllgard p01nts out, "The educatlonal
- b mode of tralnlng and SOClallZlng new researchers will 'be help-
~ful in overcoming some of the prejudlces that have existed

in the past.... Prestige - -and rewards for work well done needs
to be spread across the fleld from the basic to the most

technologlcal and applled" (Hllgard, 1969). The need fo

v

collaborative effort was referred to. in the Stanford . Univer-
.. Sity School of Education Futures Report in 1971, whlch stated:
. "Faculty in* the school have expressed...the desire to cooper-
. ate in team ventures which might have an impact on educational

practlcea..focuslng...on key problems."

}
v

- The university has an important leadershrp role to play
in s€eihg .that the relationships between basi% research,
applied research, development, and dissemination are placed

in balance. N

\ s 10. Increase attentlom to cost/benefits conS1deratlons.

_\ Eff1C1ency has never b%en a very popular word in edu-

. \cational circles. But. glven the c1rcumstances of ‘the times.,

1t w1ll’be 1ncrea51ngly necessary to conslder the relative

-

. benefits of different procedures and programs in‘terms of
their économic, political, and.social costs. Among the
« : ’ . .
relatively unexplored areas which are being advanced by some

of my colleagues in the School of Education are théese:

. - . ~
-
’

| a. The effects on productivfty of shortening or
lengthening the educational ¢ycle under - -

-

possiblle alternative arrangements.

,
~ N - ‘ . - - v R ) « -
- ‘o - * K4 .
. . .
. . .
' - N -




b. . The develOphent of cost-effectivehess models for, . -
assessing productivity in edugation’'and conduct-’

ing such assessments. - . ‘ -

-
1 J .

- c. Optimal use of time, technology, and facilities )
e in improving educational output. N
: d. Evaluatlon of current alternatives to formal B

schoollng‘and genération and testing of, new
- alternatives.; .
e. Impact of collective bargaining on the effective- oo
ness and the distrlbutlon of educational resources. ‘
. £. The bearing of organizational contexts and |

characteristics on.effectlveness and eff1c1ency

o
-

in educatlon.

<
K

11. Re—establish the upward trend of expendi

Aures for

educational ‘R&D.

R

3

We need in thlS next decade to recover, tolre-establish ;
the upward trajectory of fundlng for educational ‘R&D which ‘

This problem merits

marked the beglnnlng of theElast decade.

the direct attack 1t ‘'has been rece1v1ng. Small results are

\
beglnnlng to show, put large results w1ll probably be forth

i
!

coming as we | make ach1evemen

‘goals which I have enumerated. o l‘

'

e should be noted that R&D centers

tf towards t e foregoing ten

nd laboratories

haVe suffered from an almost total lack of? dlscretlonary
fundlng In a study of successful R&D efforts, ‘Carter at
Rand (1966) ,found ﬁhat 43‘of 63 events 4h1ch launched these

successful efforts (both in and . ou351de of educatlon) were . dlSJ

PR

r<%

cretlonary expendltures rather than expepjditures which had

‘been . allocated for that partloular develdpment. - Some way !

their oreatlve potentlal 1 i

K
N

\ . I} . e
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ﬂimporta

Concluding Remarks

3

4 ‘
I come then in closing to call for the continuing of

" educational R&D in the university as well as elsewhere, not

alone for what it has been but for what it has the‘potential
for becoming. In an essaﬁ%entitled "Thoughts on. an Uncharted
Future" in the 1975 issue of Daedelus devoted to American
Higher Education: Toward an Uncertain Future, Caryl P. Haskins,
 former president of the Carnegie Institution in Washington,
D.C., discusses what may b% learned| from a "handful of @enters
of teachlgg and research at- the forefront of sc1ent1flc

endeavor which, here and abroad, haye provided so many remark-

able leaders over the years" (Haskl s, 1975) He points to

the importance of senigpr 1nvest1gat rs and tgachers working
closely Wlth the younger persons, on an almost apprentice

bas1s, in a particular Kand of env1ronment where there are

{ree and flexible small’ g;oqps working around few leaders
af stature. Here it is,\ he/ claims, {that the p thbreaﬁers

of\the next geperatlon haV’idevelope +" After describin
unusual product1v1ty of s veial nontr dltlona* --'and
be hard

ramatlc example of the place df th research -c

’ institution and th; flexible &enter of excelle\

Juniversity -- centers he contlu es, "\ would

‘ouldlng of scientifi c\le dersh\p of a Cr}tlcall

t kind." . L Y ‘ _ ‘»
s

\ ‘ . .
Perhaps the most elusive and least well understood ideag ‘

in the R&D approach to educationdl problems is that we shoul
not expect to find, an answer, that|is a final -answer. It is

‘ exr an emphas1s upon the process. of answering. To buttresg
assertion thatw\every unlvers1ty should establish a|

progtam of research and development in the art and scie ce of
teaEhlng,' my mentdr and first professor of hlgheﬁ eﬁucatlon

in the |Stanford Sdhool of Educatipn, Alvin C. Eu&lch, in /

\ !
a i \ . / b

9




o

N

Reforming American Education, explains that "There are no | R

fixed answers to pressing queéstions about human learning and
growth and development. That is why I\considerythe inhovative
approach the most promlslng because’ 1ts essence is the effort--
continuous and unrelentlng -- to find’ the best p0551ble

an{we rs'

(Eurich,

and then push on_ to find riew and better ones"
1969). . | )

. ’

It was p01nted out in airecent report to the Congress
that"The lab and center Ppeople ... live in a\state of excite-
ment partly generated by the fact ‘that they a&e close to the.
scene of action and pért because “they are c ose’ to the ‘
sources of knowledge. Iirls a conjunctlon of he knowledgec
as it is being create& ttn its appl%catlon on the scene of

action where it affects he children, the paren_s, the teachers
that generatef;thls exc1tement" (Chase, 1971), | f\

\ Bulldlng upon this excitement and draw1ng co %tructlvely
oP the experience of the last decade in R&D, I anf %nfident

tbat we will move on to greater ‘educationad thieVément in s
the decade ahead, not only in ‘the unlver51ty, but in

eaucatlonal system as a whole, here and abroad ,
i . N 3 \

I
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