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National Educational Research Policy and Priorities Board

Washington DC 20208-7564 Tel: (202) 208-0692 E-mail: nerppb@ed.gov

August 12, 1999

Dear Colleague:

Knowing of your interest in the impending Congressional reauthorization of
the Office of Educational Research and Improvement, we have assembled the
enclosed packet of materials for your perusal. It contains comments and
testinony from individuals and groups, including the Board, all of whom have
an informed perspective on how research in education should be conducted
and supported at the federal level.

This collection does not exhaust the topic, but I think it represents a spectrum
of opinion, and we are pleased to include with it a chart which summarizes the
positions taken by the major commentators to date. I hope you will find this
collection useful as well as convenient, and I welcome your comments and
additions. You may send your comments tc me in care of

The National Educational Research Policy and Priorities Board
80 F St. NW, Suite 100

Washington, DC 20208-7564

Tel: (202) 208-0692

Fax: (202) 219-1528.

I may also be reached by e-mail: £ ve_Bither(@ed.gov. Thank you for your
interest, and I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Zug M ’&7@&/&,

Eve M. Bither
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Chaix_'_man Jeffords, Chairman (:~adling, Members of the Senate and House Committees:
Good Morning and thank you for inviting me to provide my thoughts and perspectives on

the very important topic of educational research.

If I may, permit me to provide a bit of personal background ;elativé to this topic. When
the legislation creating the National Institute of Education was passed in 1972, I was the
deputy assistant secretary for education legislation in the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare. In that capacity, I worked very closely with Secretary Elliott
Richardson and the committee leadership on both sides of the aisle, in both the House the
Senaté, to secure the eria_ctment of the NIE legislation. That legislation separated the
research and statistics function from the old Office of Education and made it an

independent agency within HEW.

Following my service in HEW, I joined the staff of the House Committee on Education

-and Labor where my responsibilities included the NIE legislation. That enabled me to

stay current with this new agency. Upon leaving the Hill, I joined the private sector
where I then spent moré than a decade with firms that served as contractors to Federal
agencies including, on rare occasions, NIE an.d,' later, OERi. In 1986, I was asked to chair
a panel examining the regional labs for OERI. In 1989, I was appointed assistant secretary
fo; educational research and improvement. More recently, I have served as a member of

the committee that developed recommendations for the OERI priorities board on peer
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review and, in a related area, I chair the Independent Review Panel on Evaluation,
providing guidance to the Planning and Evaluation Service in the office of the Deputy

Secretary.

I'have given that background only to show that [ have closely followed, and often been

involved in, the progress and travails of the Federal research function for nearly 30 years.

What is clear from the history of educational research at the Federal level is that the field-
is troubled, that it has never really found its place, and that it lacks a specific vision and

nission.

As the Congress considers the reauthorization of this extremely important function,

offer a number of points for your consideration.
Mission and Vision

After all of these years, the mission and vision of the Federal role in educational research
rer'nainS unclear. What is an adequate level of funding? How should the agency be
govemed, led, and managed? Is it to engaée in basic research, applied research, or both?
Is the primary audience reseafchers or practitioners? How should research informaﬁon
reach practitioners and policy makers? Is the agency to serve the field directly or through
intermediaries? How does the role of the regional labs fit in the siructuxe? How can the

best people in the field be enticed to become involved? Is OERI to manage research or to
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conduct it with its own staff? What is the relationship between the statistics and research

areas? Should research be separated from program evaluation?

In reauthorization, Congress needs to address and resolve these issues so that there is

clear guidance to the agency.

Funding

Clearly, our investment in research is deficient in the extreme. While most fields spend
from one percent to as much as ten percent of their budgets on research, education spends
a fraction of one percent. Yet, who among us would not agree that education should be
society’s highest p;iority? Who would not agree that progress cannot Be made without an
adequate investment in research and development? While it would clearly not be prudent
to make a huge investment immediately, there should be in place a specific Congressional
plan to increase funding over a period of several years to a level that would assure that at
least two percent of all f_ederal education dollars are being directed to research. At that
-.level, we would be talking about an investment of at least $700 million within a few

'years, compared with a current appropriation for research that is less than $100 million.
Governance

Recent events have raised questions about the independence and governance of OERI and

NCES. There are many issues here that merit consideration. The 1994 amendments to
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OERI created a structure of five separate institutes and a policy board. In my view,
neither the structure nor the board has worked as intended. If OERI were funded at the
level I suggest, an institute structure might work Better but would still be flawed. Right
now, there are too many demands for too little money resulting in an overhead structure
that is too expensive and a fragmentr;ltion of research that is both unproductive and

uncoordinated.

I recommend eliminating the institutes and replacing the policy board with a new board
that has real power, much like the National Science Board at NSF. Specifically, the new
board should be required to establish specific research priorities and align ﬁlndiﬁg and
staffing with those priorities. The board should be composed primarily of practitioners,
policy makerls‘ and researchers. I will addr;ess the research priorities issues in more depth

at a later point.

I ' would also suggest that strong consideration be given to creating the research function
as an independent agency, what I call “The Agency for Learning.” An independent
agency, like NSF, would ensure the integrity of this function, remove it as much as
possible from politics and allow it to have a fresh start. That fresh start should include the

opportunity to select staff from a variety o'f sources, both Federal and non-Federal.




Leadership

The head of OERI should have.a fixed term, one that is not concurrent with the election
of a new administration. If the agency remains in the Department of Education, the head
also should not be an assistant secretary, a position that carries certain political baggage,
but, as in the case of NSF or other agencies, be called a director or commissioner. Again,
if this function remains within the U.S. Department, I would also suggest barring the
person who serves as head of the agency from holding a concurrent title outside of the
agency, such as counselor to the secretary. In addition, I would amend the NCES
legislation to permit the person in office to serve until replaced. However, the term of
office should remain as stated so that these key personnel selections are not made by a

brand new Administration.
Personnel Authority -

When it was created, NIE had the authority to hire a percentage of its staff outside the
normal civil service rules. This was designed to allow the non-permanent appointment of
“senior scholars,” an aﬁthon’ty that is similar to NSF’s ability to bring in staff not in the
civil service. This would allow some major research to be conducted within' the agency,
thereby creating some balance between internal and external work. While the
preponderance of work would be external, it is also important that there be some internal

work as'a way to attract top-flight talent to the agency. Therefore, the exempt authority
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needs to be restored, limited to not more than 10 percent of the staff, and with the ability
to hire up through ihe equivalent of the SES salary levels. I would also suggest that no

: person be permitted to serve more than two years and that terms not be renewable.
However, as a chec_k and balance, an annual report to Congress on the use of this-

authority should be required.
. Basic vs. Non-basic Research

At this point, OERI really does not fund basic research. Work of that nature has taken
.place in NICHD, in DOD and, to an extent, in NSF., OERI needs to have a clear and

explicit basic research program.

Two recent reports from the National Research Council, How People Learn, and
Improving Student Learning: A Strategic Plan for Educational Research and Its
Utilization, present an excellent starting pdint for the consideration of that agenda. A
more recent report, How Pgop{e Learn: Bridging Research and Practice also merits the
attention of both comrnittees..All of these materials significantly advance the discussion
of what the research agenda should be and how it sﬁould be determined. The most

important issue here is that a specific set of priorities is established.

Equally important is that an allocation be made between funds invested in basic and non-

basic research. I would recommend initially that a minimum of 20 percent of funding go

L}

to basic research, rising to 50 percent when total appropriations reach the level of $600
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million. I would not start at the 50 percent level because designing top quality basic
research programs takes considerable time and effort. I would also recommend that
Congress consider the applicability of the NIH consensus development process asa
model to be considered for use in determininé that agenda and in endorsing the efficacy

of “treatments” in education.
Educating Consumers

A major problem in the field of education is that few are trained to become educated
consumers, asking such questions as “What is the research base?” “Where is the data?”
“Has there been peer review of t_he evidence?’; étc. I cannot recall having ever heard of a
prospective teacher trained to ask these questions, knowing where to go for good

information, or knowing what to do with this information if indeed they obtain it.

A guide to comprehensive school reform was published earlier this year by several majorl '
associations. This guide asked explicit questions of mode! developers and thep published
that information. While naturaily controversial, the guide is a wonderful example of what
can be done. I would recommend that the Congress consider funding programs to educate
educators in the field 6f research and require the development of explicit criteria that
would then be applied to evaluate research information. In addition, education schools
should.be required to instruct teacher caﬁdidates in the use of research in the same way

that doctors and lawyers graduate fully aware of the importance and power of resources
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like MEDLINE and LEXIS/NEXIS. We can hardly expect to see .research used and

valued if those who we want to use it are not relatively sophisticated in its use.
Dissemination

The distribution of information to the field has been an issue for decades. The ERIC
system was created to help with that function. However, with the rapid growth in
technology, ERIC is n.o_longer the state of the art. Today, a tgacher athomeorina
classroom, has the ability to access almost anything that they want in the whole world.
Sending them to an “old” system simply does not work. We must harness the power of |

technology in the 21* century to radically transform the dissemination of information.

At the same time we have a systém of ten regional labs across the country. They are
supposed to be providing information to local and state school districts, often information

that is or could be directly accessible to the user via the Intemnet.

We have also done a poor job in requiring the various university-based research centers
to devote enough effort to dissemination. While there are centers that do an excellent job,
others are far less diligent. Every grant and contract award should require both a plan for

dissemination and the earmarking of specific funds for that purpose.

My colleagues know that for a decade I have talked about the need in education for a

learned journal that would be analogous to the New England Journal of Medicine. What I
14




envision is a journal with such prestige that practitioners could rely upon what they read
there as the best information évailable, peer-reviewed and vetted for quality. Sadly, we

lack anything that is even close to that model.

Regional Labs and Technical Assistance

" Ever since the creation of NIE, we have been wrestling with the question of the role and

function of regional labs. Congress has also mandated the creation of several other
technical assistance and dissemination mechanisms, including Title I centers,
comprehensive centers, bilingual centers and more. I am constantly told by people in the
field that they do not know whom to turn to for what. Attached to my statement is a
listing of ﬁ1§se technical assistance providers, excluding the regional labs. This list is
taken from the U.S. Department of Education’s recent report, Federal Education |

Legislation Enacted in 1994.

One potential solution here is to give states and local districts an allowance for the

purchase of technical assistance services and then allow them to purchase these services
from whomever .they wish as long as tvhat. provider meets certain criteria related to
quality, comprehensiveness, and the use of research. This would be a voucher-based
approach. Each of the _existing centers could be given one final grant to allow them to
prepare to meet this neW competitive situation and then be allowed to sink, rherge, or
swim. In any case, there should be clear expectations about what services and

information might be provided through these centers and labs.-Consideration might also

15



be given to removing the labs from the research agency. Frankly, over the years the
politics of the labs have meant that they have prospered while the research function has

withered.
Collaboration With Other Agencies

There are a number of other Federal agencies both within Education and outside of it, that
conduct research relevant to education, NSF, NIH, DOD, to name but a few. Over the
years there has been little or no coordination of research agendas and work across these
various agencies. While I do not advocate that OERI or any successor agency exercise
control over these other agencies, I do believe that coordination is vital, Therefore, |
would suggést that before any research study could be advertised or awarded, that every
other pertinent agency be notifieq and given the opportunity to comment and to provide
notification about any related work that had already beeﬁ funded or is planned. This can
easily be done via the development of an Intranet. I would also require that a database be
maintained of all funded studies and that there be an annual report to Congress on the use

of this mechanism.
NCES Data

The National Center on Education Statistics has developed an enormous set of data, much
of it of a longitudinal nature. For the most part, that data have not been analyzed in a

thorough manner relative to policy and practice. NCES has, quite rightly, taken the
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position that its role is to create and report the data, not to interpret it. Any new
legislation might require that a new data analysis unit be established in OERI (not NCES)
to mine this vast mountain of data for the gems that are surely there. Recent work by
Clifford Adelman on high school course taking and the link to later success is an

excellent example of the work that can and should be done using that data.
Research and Evaluation

The line betweep research and evaluation is often uncle&. Program evaluation is carried
out by the Planning and Evaluation Service in the Office Qf the Deputy Secretary. While
more collaboration has taken place in recent years, more needs to occur. Ido not
recommend that program evaluation be co-located with the research function. However,
evaluation results néed to inform research and research needs to inform the evaluation of
programs. In the interest of producing the best possible information for educators and
policymakers, a Congressional mandate for that coordination needs to be very explicit in

any new legislation

I do hope that my comments will be useful to both Committees as they begin their
consideration of reauthorizing Federal research and data programs. I would be pleased to

respond to any questions that you may have.

=
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IMPROVING FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH,

DEVELOPMENT, AND EVALUATION*

Maris A. Vinovskis

Department of History,
Institute for Social Research,
and School of Public Policy
University of Michigan

Testimony presented at a Joint Hearing on the “Overview of
Federal Education Research and Evaluation Effortsﬁ

U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Education and the
Workforce and the U.S. Senate Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions

June 17, 1999

* This statement is based in part on my two recent essays: (1)
“Missing in Practice? Systematic Development and Rigorous Program
Evaluation at the U.S. Department of Education,” paper delivered
at Conference on Evaluation of Educational Policies, American
Academy of Arts and Sciences, Cambridge, MA, May 13-14, 1999; and
(2) “Restructuring the Office of Educational Research and
Improvement (OERI) and Enhancing the Federal Role in Educational
Research and Development,” paper delivered at the Brookings
Institution’s Conference on the Reauthorization of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act, Washington, DC, May 17-18, 1999. A
revised version of the second paper will be forthcoming in
Brookings Papers on Education Policv. 2000, ed. Diane Ravitch.
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My name is Maris Vinovskis and I am the Bentley Professor of

. History and a Senior Research Scientist at the Institute for

Social Research as well as a Professor in the School of Public
Policy at the University of Michigan. I was also the Research
Advisor to the Office of Educational Research and Improvement
{OERI) in 1992 and 1993 and thus have had the privilege tc work
with both the Bush and Clinton Administrations. T will submit
for the record a copy of the two essays upon which much of this
testimony is based and will briefly summarize my main points for
the Committees now. :

The federal government has been collecting, analyzing and
disseminating educational statistics for more than 130 years.
Over time the focus has shifted from data gathering to emphasis
on research and development in order to find more effective ways
of educating.children at the state and local levels. Work on
educational research and development, however, "usually has not
besn held in high esteem by most academics and policy makers in
the twentieth century. '

The need for federal involvement in educational research,
development, and statistics has increased today. - Analysts and
policy makers are slowly and reluctantly acknowledging that many
of the basic federal compensatory education programs established
in the 1960's are not as effective as we had hoped. Large-scale,
popular federal educational initiatives such as Title I and Head
Start probably do offer some assistance for many disadvantaged
students. But these programs have not provided the same
educational opportunities for at-risk children as for their more
fortunate counterparts. Many of these federal initiatives are
really only general funding mechanisms rather than specific
programs proven to be particularly effective for helping children
who live in more impoverished homes and neighborhoods. Nor do we
have enough sufficiently detailed and reliable statistical
information about our schools to help educators formulate better
policy alternatives. As a result, there is a growing need for
better educational research, development, and statistics to
improve education and schooling for everyone. '

A major problem with educational research and evaluation is
that some of it has not been high quality scholarship; academics
in the other behavioral and social science disciplines frequently
rzgard educational research and evaluation as second-rate
methodologically and conceptually. The low opinion of the

i9



2

quality of much of ecducational research and development is also
shared by many policy makers who consider the work sponsored by
NSF or NIH generally to be more rigorous and scientifically sound
than that produced by first by the ational Institute of
Education (NIE) and then by its successor, the Office of
Educational Research and Improvement (OERI). Similarly, the
quantity and quality of program evaluations by the Office of
Planning and Evaluation Service (PES) have not always been
regarded as satlsfactory during the past 15 years.

One of the serious limitations of educational research and
evaluations has been the lack of adequate funding and I certainly
favor allocating additional monies--as long as. those dollars will
be spent wisely and effectively. Yet the lack of money by itself
cannot account for the problems we face in the field of education
research and evaluation today. While the monies devoted to
research and development have never been adequate, substantial
funds (in constant 1996 dollars) have been spent on the R&D
centers and the regional educational laboratories from FY64
through FY98: $1.16 billion for the centers and $1.59 billion for
the labs. And some large-scale educational research and
development projects such as Follow Through initiated in the late
1960's have cost several billion dollars--though the results- have
been quite disappointing substantively and methodologically.

There are at least nine shortcomings or limitations in the
current educational research and evaluation efforts in the
Department of Education:

(1) while OERI has received much more money since the
late 1980's, increasingly it has been spent on activities
other than research and development.

(2) Congressional mandates on how OERI must spend its
research and development funds continue to hamper the
ability of the agency to operate eff1c1ently and
effectively.

_ (3) OERI has been plagued by rapid turnover in its top
management and has not provided the necessary intellectual
leadership for the field of educational research and
development.

(4) Since 1992 OERI’s staff has been cut by 25 percent
and the agency lacks an adegquate number of distinguished and
innovative researchers.

(5) Large-scale, systematic development is largely
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absent at OERI. Many of the research and development
projects at the R&D centers and the regional educational
laboratories continue to be too small and uncoordinated; and

. the scientific quality of some of the existing developmental
work leaves considerable room for improvement.

(6) Neither PES nor OERI are providing a sufficient
number of scientifically sound and educationally relevant
program evaluations to provide educators and policy makers

" with the information they need.

(7) While there has been a welcome expansion of field-
initiated studies at OERI, more should be done to focus and
coordinate some of these endeavors in order to make them
more useful to educators and policy makers.

(8) The overall quality of the research, development,
and program evaluations produced or supported by the U.S.
Department of Education needs improvement.

(9) Politics continues to intrude periodically and
inappropriately in the operations of OERI. While the nature
of educational research, development, or evaluation makes it
unrealistic to expect that a.l politics will ever be
eliminated, the agency should be protected as much as
possible from the damaging effects of unwarranted
intrusions. ' ' '

Given the diverse and deep-seated problems with the conduct
of research, development, and evaluation in the U.S. Department
of Education, what are some steps that might be taken? I would
suggest that during the reauthorization process, the House and
Senate consider at least seven issues: '

(1) While the periodic restructuring of NIE or OERI in
the past has not always been beneficial, there are some
changes that might be explored:

A. Following upon the earlier recommendations of
Congress as well as the recent statements by OERI”s
Assistant Secretary Kent McGuire, more of the
Department’s research and development should be
concentrated in OERI. At the same time, some of OERI's
technical assistance and more program-oriented
activities might be better housed elsewhere in .the
Department. The activities of OERI should become much
more heavily focused on research and development while

oy oq
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simultaneously the agency works more closely with the
other units within the Department.

B. The political independence of OERI needs to be
vigorously reaffirmed and protected. Some have
suggested setting up an independent agency altogether;
this is certainly a plausible and attractive
alternative that warrants further careful examination.
But other constructive steps also can be taken such as
revamping the OERI Policy Board more along the lines of
the current National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB)
to include bipartisan representation as well as eminent
and open-minded scholars from other disciplines.

C. OERI should work more closely with other
federal agencies such as the National Science
Foundation (NSF) and the National Institutes for Health
(NIH) on mutually beneficial research and development
initiatives.

(2) OERI needs to become more of an intellectual leader
in the field of educational research, development, and
evaluation:

A. It would be very useful if more OERI assistant
secretaries had a distinguished background in research,
development, or .evaluation. Those. assistant :
secretaries who do not have such training or experience
should be able and willing to rely upon the agency’s
staff as well as outside advisors for that expertise.

B. The rapid turnover of most OERI assistant
secretaries needs to be reduced and steps taken to make
transitions in the agency smoother and less disruptive.

C. OERI should reappoint a Research Advisor to
help the agency provide intellectual leadership and
guidance.

D. The size of OERI’'s staff should be returned to
its former 1992 levels (depending in part, of course,
on what programs the agency will continue to oversee)
and additional distinguished research and development
professionals should be recruited. OERI’s excepted
service authority for the agency should be used to hire
temporary specialists for particular needs that cannot
be addressed otherwise. Existing research staff should
be provided with more opportunities for substantive and

«,
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methodologicai training in order to help them keep up
with recent developments in their. field. :

(3) Although the R&D centers and the regional
educational laboratories in the mid-1960's had been expected
to produce large-scale, systematic development of
educational practices and programs, today there is
reiatively little development of that type being done in
OERI. After three decades of generally disappointing and
limited endeavors in this area, it is time to reconsider our
strategy altogether in light of our previous experiences:

A. We should set up a separate program for
soliciting and implementing large-scale, systematic
development. Initially this program might focus its
energies on 3-5 long-term projects in areas such as
developing reading improvement programs or helping at-
risk children make a successful transition from early
childhood programs into the regular classrooms. A
special, distinguished board of experts might oversee
the progress of these development projects and ensure
-the scientific soundness of the work as well as its
usefulness for educators and policymakers. Anyone,
including the existing centers or labbratories, could
compete for these demonstration projects. The open
competition would not only spur existing educational
research and development providers to develop better
proposals, but it might also attract interest from
other major social science ‘research organizations such
as the Manpower Development Corporation (MDRC), RAND,
or the Urban Institute.

B) Since much of the existing work of the
laboratories is providing research-based technical
assistance to their regional clients, the labs and the
Department’s Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers
should be merged. As 5 of the 10 labs are already
running one of the 15 Comprehensive Centers, this
merger would eliminate wasteful duplication and provide
more efficient and effective services. 1In order to
provide more flexibility at the state and local levels,
some of the monies saved by the merger could be
distributed directly to the states and local school
districts so that they could purchase whatever
technical assistance they need (including purchasing
additional services from the newly merged labs and
comprehensive centers). 1In the distribution of
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technical assistance monies to the states and local
districts, one might want to target those funds to
schools lacking the resources necessary to improve
their operations and which serve the most economically
disadvantaged children.

(4) The five-year R&D centers should continue to play
an important role in educational research; but they should
be much larger and their work should be more focused.

Rather than supporting some centers at an annual budget of
only $1.5 or $2.0 million, the minimum size of an R&D center
should be at least $4.0 or $5.0 million annually. Moreover,
these centers should develop a coherent, focused five-year
research program; .centers should not have 20-30 different
small-scale, uncoordinated projects scattered among a half
dozen different institutions throughout the nation.

(S) The Congress in 1994 increased the amount of monies
for field-initiated research in OERI. This was a good idea
and field-initiated research should be expanded in the next.
-reauthorization. At the same time, however, OERI should
target some of its field-initiated research competitions on
particular educational problems by developing more focused
initiatives. Perhaps a useful model to consider would be
the research and evaluation work that as done in the mid-
1970's and 1980's on the issue of adolescent pregnancy and
early childbearing by the National Institute for Child
Health and Human Development (NICHD). The targeted
competitioris for educational research sometimes might be:
most appropriately staffed by distinguished outside experts
who join OERI temporarily as members of the excepted service
staff. '

(6) First-rate, scientifically sound educational
program evaluations have been missing all too often in the’
U.S. Department of Education during the past two decades.
The Department should work with OERI and PES to develop a
unit that initiates and oversees a serious evaluation
program: '

A) The Department’s program professional staff in
that evaluation unit should be knowledgeable and
familiar with the latest work in rigorous program
evaluations using both quantitative and qualitative
approaches when appropriate.
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B) The program evaluation effort should be
overseen by an independent, objective group of experts
wno will not only provide technical assistance, but
ensure that the design, implementation, and
interpretation of the evaluation is scientifically
sound as well as useful to educators and policy makers.

C) "Program evaluations will vary according to the
types of information needed. For the most rigorous and
statistically reliable studies, the use of randomized-
assignment control groups should be considered--though
the much higher costs of these efforts will limit the
number of studies which can be expected to employ this
approach. Planned variation projects, building upon
the work of the early 1970's in educational evaluation,
can be profitably used in many other instarices. And
more limited and less costly information might be
routinely gathered in most projects to provide guidance
and feedback to local areas in order to help them make
any necessary improvements. '

(7) Although concerns about the quality of research and
development usually have not been prominent features at NIE
or OERI, the 1994 legislation took an important step forward
by calling for OERI, in consultation with the Policy Board,
to establish “standards for the conduct and evaluation of
research.” OERI and the Policy Board have risen to that
challienge and issued quality assurance standards and
commissioned an analysis of the peer review system.
Moreover, the Department of Education and OERI have been
involved in an ongoing third-year review of the centers and
labs which hopefully will ascertain the quality of their
research and development. While it is still too early to
know just how effective OERI has been in improving the
quality of its research and development work, it is
gratifying that the agency is now seriously addressing this
important issue and Congress should encourage them to
continue to do so in the future.

As one follows the history of federal educational research
and development during the past three decades, one is struck by
the thoughtful but often repetitive suggestions for making
improvements. Almost everyone involved in these discussions
seems to call for more research funding; better trained
researchers; more permanent and distinguished NIE or OERI
leaders; more strategic pPlanning to meet the needs of classroom
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teachers and students; more long-term, coherent research and
development projects; scientifically sound research and
development that is useful to practitioners; and preservation of
the intellectual and political independence of the agency.
Indeed, most of these recommendations have found their way into
the legislative language of agency’s periodic congressional re-
avthorizations.

Yet as we look back to what has been actually accomplished
at the end of each of the four or five years, the results all too
often do not match the earlier stated expectations and promises.
Structural weaknesses in the design of ‘the agency, inadequate '
funding, and periodic excessive congressional micro-management
all partly explain the deficiencies. But some of the .
responsibility for the agency’s shortcomings must also rest with
its own leadership over the past 25 years; NIE or OERI directors
have not always tried to recruit distinguished researchers or
have been really committed to insisting upon high qualijty work
from all of the agency’s grantees and contractors. Nor have all
members of the educational research community been sufficiently
committed to making NIE or OERI a distinguished agency--
especially if it has meant sacrificing their own short-term
interests by subjecting their own federally-sponsored work to
more rigorous evaluations or facing more frequent competitions
for their funding.

Thus, the issue during this reauthorization of OERI is not

‘jJust how to restructure the agency, but how do we ensure that the

ideas put forth in the legislation will actually be carried out?
In many ways the legislation that reauthorized OERI in 1994 was
quite good and reasonable; and many of the shortcomings that have
appeared subsequently might have been corrected administratively.
Perhaps a large part of the problem rests with how the

legislative suggestions and directives have been implemented in-

practice. As a result, some policy makers are becoming impatient
with listening to the same, familiar promises of improving
research and development in the near future when not enough has
been done during the previous four or five years. Unless
educational policy makers as well as researchers like ourselves
are prepared to make the necessary and often difficult decisions
and sacrifices needed to make OERI into a first-rate, high
quality research and development operation, we should not be

~ surprised if some policy makers feel they might want consider

shifting some of the monies and responsibilities currently
allocated to OERI to other research and statistical agencies
outside the Department of Education.

' Finally, while a review of past and present federal
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strategies for educational research, development, and statistics
often reminds us of the difficulties of making significant and
lasting improvement, it also provides occasional examples of
outstanding success stories. The National Academy of Science
(NAS) Panel in the mid-1980's was so disappointed with the
statistical work of NCES that it recommended the dissolution of
that entity if immediate corrective measures were not taken.
Faced with that harsh reality, a few dedicated and talented
individuals emerged who accepted that challenge. Working closely
with the appropriate OERI staff as well as with several
infiuential members of Congress, they managed within the space o=
only a few years to create an organization is now acknowledged as
a distinguished and effective federal statistical agency. Given
the challenges and opportunities facing OERI today, much more has
to be done to make OERI a first-class federal agency. While the
tasks of reforming and improving OERI will be difficult, they can
be done if both the congress and the executive branch are willing
to work together in a bipartisan fashion to restructure the
agency into one capable of providing the high quality research,
development, and statistics needed to help all American children
thrive educationally in the twenty first century.
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Commission on Behavioral and Social Sciences and Educatlon
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Good morning. I speak today on behalf of Dr. Bruce Alberts, President of the
National Academy of Sciences and Chairman of the Nationa.l Research Council. One of
Dr. Alberts’ highest priorities is to make scientific knowledge highly accessible to
ed_ﬁcators and to help build the capacity of the education system to appreciate and use this
knowledge. -

This year, the National Research Council released three publications that provide
the basis for my comments today. Each of these reports speaks directly to the question of
the pott;ntial value of research to education. The first, How People Learn: Mind, Brain,
Experience, School was fupded by the Department of Education’s Office of Educational
Research and Improvement (OERI). It is the prodtict,of a three—yearl effort by an
interdisciplinary committee to synthesize what we know about human leaming and to
draw out the implicatioﬁs for sch<-)oling.

The exciting conclusion from the How People Learn.effort is that scientific research
in the past few decades has produced some important and straightforward implications for
28
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how we can improve education and student achievement. For ;;urposes of brevity, I will

mention just two of the key findings.

key Findings:

1) To develép competence in any discipline, students must have both a deep foundation
of factual knowledge and they must understand facts a.nd ideas in the context of a
conceptual framework.

For decades we have debated whether schools need to be teaching fac.:ts, or whether
they need to focus on big ideas. Substantial research on the differences between experts
and novices makes it absolutely clear that both are crucial. Experts, regardless of the
field, always draw on a deep, richly structured information base—i.e., facts. They are not
just good thinkers or smart people. The ability to plan a task, to notice patterns, to
generate reasonable arguments and explanations, and to draw analogies to other problems
are all more closely intertwined with factual knowledge than was once believed.

- At the same time, the key to making that factual foundation “usable” knowledge is the

mastery of concepts. The concepté are what allow experts to see patterns and
-relationships, or discrepancies that are not apparent to novices. Not only were we wrong
in thinking there is a tradeoff between the teaching of facts and of concepts, but research
demonstratés that factual information is better remembered and retrieved when it is tied
to concepts or “big ideas.” |

We can use geography as a case in point. Children can be taught to fill out a map
ac.curately by memorizing information. But after the test is over, the information can

quickly be forgotten. The conceptual underpinnings of geography that help explain, for
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example, the importance of water bodies to the deveIOpmex_n of cities and towns and the
defining of borders will allow students to think about the geographic importance of the
Mississippi River in a way that will not quickly be forgotten, and it will help students
lécate important cities along the river’s path. P;erhaps more importantly, such concepts
allow students to transfer what they learn from one lesson to the next. They can look at
the map of Africa with a set of questions and expectations about the geography along the
Nile that will allow them to accumulate the next set of facts more quickly.
The clear implication for schools is that learning facts and concepts should go hand in
hand, and we must come to terms with the notion that to achieve both, we will have to |
- use classroom time to educate children more deeply about fewer topics. We will also _
need to train teachers differently, so they have a deep understanding of the link between a

body of facts and the concepts that give those facts meaning.

2) A second, powerful finding is that highly competent people have wéII-deveIoped
processes for defining learning goals and monitoring their progress in achieving
“tho‘se goals.

Experts and high-achieving students make note of when they need additional
information, whe;her new information is consistent with what they already know, and
what analoéies can be drawn to advance their understanding. But even though much of
this monitoring goes on as an internal dialdgue, the monitoring process can be very
effectively taught in a class?oom environment in which the teacher models the monitoring
and guides students eventually along the path of self-monitoring. The research suggests

that in a variety of subject areas—reading, science, math, writing—these skills improve

~ .
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the achievement of all students. But they help low achieving students most. In some
cases, injtially low achieving students who have mastered the monitoring skills
thoroughly are barely distinguishable in their performance from high achieving students.
= Unfortunately, what we know from research, apd what we do in practice are still
distant relatives. The potential of research to influence practice has gone largely
unrealized. Educators generally do not look to research for guidance for a number of .
reasons. The concern of researchers for the scientific validity of their findings often
differs from the focus of educators on the applicability of those findings in real classroom
settings with many students, restricted time, and a variety of demands.

A further challenge lies in the elaboration of research ideas at the level of detail and
with the level of trairﬁng and guidance needed by classroom teachers. Teachers can be
persuaded of the importance, for example, of teaching both factual knowledge and i(ey
concepts. But they also need to walk into a classroom with the teaching tools and the
professional training experiences that equip them to make the connection between facts
and the key concepts to which those facts can be tied. Teachers need a public that
understands and shares their vision, and séhool administrators and policy makers who
support it. But such coordination of training, education materials, policy making, and

. public opinion takes time, and in education, new ideas often come and go with
remarkable speed.- |
The second NRC report that I want to bring to your attention today is meant to
address. these concems. Improving Student Learning: A Strategic Plan for Ed;zcation
Research and Its Utilization—which we refer to as the Strategic Educ_:ation Research Plan

or SERP--proposes to bring together teachers, researchers, administrators and policy
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makers in a collaborative effort that draws on the strengths of all. The SERP goalis to
focus the efforts of researchers on issues that challenge the teacher in her or his daily
efforts; to bring the worlds, the understandings, and the interests of teachers and
rlsearchers closer together. The SERP proposal is that four “networks” involving each

of these groups be developed and sustained over a fifteen year period, with each network

assigned a “strategic” question. These questions are the following:

1) How can advances in research on human cognition, development, and learning
be incorporated into-educational practice?

2) How can student engagement in the learning [;rocess and motivation to achieve
in school be increased? |

3) How can schools and school distﬁcts be transformed into organizations that
have the capacity t6 continuously improve their practicés?

4) How can the use of research knowledge be increased in schools and school

districts?

To address these questions, SERP calls for a large-scale and sharply defined
| program of research, demonstration, and evaluation. Much of the work will need to be |
embedded in schooi settings; all of it should be informed by the needs of the most
challenging schools, in particular, high-poverty urban schools. ‘Together, we believe
these sustained efforts to translate research for classroom purposes, to transform schools

into institutions that are receptive to new ideas that have a solid research foundation, and



to address student engagement in learning, could advance student achievement
profoundly.
The report proposes a new model for education research as the heart of the SERP

idea. This new model has six crucial features:

1. promotion of collaborative and interdi_sciplina.ry work;

2. provision of constant, ongoing commitment on the part of core teams of
researchers;

3. abuilt-in partnership with the practice and policy communities;

4. iterative and interactive interplay between basic and applied research in a

- structure that combines the richness of field-initiated research and the

purpose of program-driven resgarqh;

5. aplan thatis sustained over a long enough time for results to be cumulative;
and

6. an overall structure that is cumulative in nature—each step planned to build

on pl‘éViOllS steps.

Dr. Alberts has expressed the hope that the SERP idea will spur major new
investments in edﬁcation research--both by federal and state governments and by
foundations and other private donors. But the SERP report does not attempt to say where
this ambitious research program .should be house_d-whether in one or more federal
agencies, a federal/state partnership, or some sort of public/private enterprise. The

feasibility of the plan needs to be widely discussed. The general desi gn features
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suggested in the NRC report need to be forged into workable specifications for a large-
scale, long-term research and development program. Above all, it remains to be seen
whether this plan can generate the kind of political will and financial commitment that

will be needed for its operation. |

The third and final NRC publication relevant to this joint hearing is a recently

.completed a research agenda for OERI entitled How People Learn: Bridging Research

and Practice. Like the SERP proposal, this committee’s report, developed

independently, emphasizes the need-for collaboration among researchers, teacher trainers,

teachers, pqlicy makers, and the p_ub'lic. And like the SERP committee, this committee

emphasized the need to focus rigorous research efforts on classroom practicé, and on the

-development and evaluation of tools for teachers and teacher trainers. Whether it be done

in the SERP context or not, both committees agree that a much broader effort must be
made to carry research ﬁndings that are well supported and convincing through to the
classroom level. We cannot assume that good research will be incorporated by schools as
a matter of course. School receptiveness to new ideas, and the critical features of
effective school reform must themselves be a subject of serious research and intense

cultivation.

It is a striking fact that in the complex world of education—unlike defense, health -

. care, or industrial production—personal experience and ideology are frequently relied on

to make policy choices. In no other field is the research base so inadequate and so little

used. And the task of importing even the strongest research finding into over a million

| classrooms is daunting. It will take a major commitment of research effort and funding to _
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change current practice. But we believe that with commitment and collaboration we can

use the power of science to substantially improve education in the United States.
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- ' Prince William County Public Schools
PO Box 389
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(703) 791-7238

Presentation to the Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor and

Pensions and the House Committee on Education and the Workforce

June 17, 1999

Chairman Goodling, Chairman Jeffords and members of the House and
Senate Committee, good morning. My name is Kris Pedersen, and I currently serve
as an Associate Superintendent for Prince William County Public Schools, a school
district in Northern Virginia with 63 schools and 52,000 students in grades K-12.
Ms. Kathy Lanzafama, Supervisor of Science for Prince William County Public

Schools, accompanies me.

In 1994 the Virginia Board of Education initiated a revision of the Virginia
Standards of Learning in four core subject areas: mathematics; science; English;
and history and social science. Prince William County Public Schools was selected
as the “lead school division” to coordinate the science standards revision. I served
as Director and Ms.'Lanzéfama, Assistant Director. Two other individuals worked
closely with me from Prince William County Public Schools, Dr. Karen Spillman,
Director of Curriculum Services and Ms. Amy White, Assistant Principal at

Triangle Elementary School. Under the leadership of Prince William County Public
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Schools, input was solicited from stakeholders throughout the Commonwealth of
Virginia to aid in this effort. The representatives in this initiative included
participation by approximafely forty school divisions, numerous colleges and.
Universities, the Virginia Association of Science Teachers and many other groups
‘representing both the private and public sectors of Virginia. This effort to develop
the Virginia Science Standardf of Learning was compléted in 1995 after twelve
months of intensive work. In Virginia these standards are referred to as the

Virginia Science SOL.

In ordér to set clear, rigorous, and measurable academic expectations for -
science education in Virginia, it was imperative to reflect the very best and most
current research available. The knowledge of scientific content, the processes one
expects of a scientifically literate individﬁal, and the science skills expected of
Virginia’s stﬁdents were the points of convergence of our goal in developing these
standards. Additionally, a carefully articulated continuum of knowledge was to be
planned in carefully sequencing the strands of content, skills, and processes iﬁ the
K-12 science standards. The standards were not to be a compilation of scientific

facts to be memorized.

The review of the research funded at the federal level was most definitely a
~ positive element and an integral componént in guiding and influencing the
development of the Virginid Science Standards of Léarning. Numerous documents
involving federally funded research were reviewed in consideration of the breadth
of our task. The influence of the findings of The Science Report Card from the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), The Natiolnal Science
Education Standards, and Project 2061, Benchmarks Jfor Science Literacy were

particularly important to this effort. The SOL revision committee’s charge was not
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to prescribe specific lesson plans to Virginia’s zducators or to prescribe pedagogy on
how to deliver information. Rather the charge was to define the body of s-cientiﬁc .
knowledge that is essential for scientific literacy in the context of the scientific-
method and particularly to understand the “scientific processes” in validating that
knowledge. Reforms fundamental to science curricula and instruction required 'ah
in-depth review of the conceptual underpinnings of science education provided by

the available research.

The federal research resulting in Benchmarks for Séientzjﬁc Literacy and The
National Science Edacation Standards were reviewed closely>and greatly influenced
the committee’s work. In contrast to previous efforts at defining standards, this
resulted in “teaching less better.” The parallel findings of NAEP can be
summarized similarly in that “the difference in ho‘;v well one learns and the depth of

understanding one is able to attain is determined by ‘how’ one is taught.”

The National Assessment of Educational Progress 1990 Report empirically
demonstrated findings thrdugh research that showed irrefutably that the |
methodology of science instruction is critical to tht;. understanding attained by the
learner. While that statement may not sound particularly profound, the finding
indicates that the difference in learning by different methodologies of instruction
varied in some cases by as much as 40%. This indicated an imperative to teach
differently in Vi?ginia’s schools and had great implication in the development of
standards that were not to be groupings of “facts.” The text-lecture traditional
method of instructioh had to be replaced by a system of learning whereby students
are a_isked to observe; classify; sequence; communicate; measure; predict; infer;
hypothesize; construct models; gather informatioﬁ; and compare and anélyze data,

and then to draw judgements thereupon making a rational argument to defend a
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position, explain a phenomena, or draw a conclusion. In effect, current federally
funded research through such documents as the Benchmarks for Scientific Literacy
and the National Assessment of Educational Progress ask for.authentic learning.

In being asked today to answer the fundamental question, “Was the quality
of fedellally funded research and evaluation efforts useful in improving and
developing the Virginia Science Standards of Learning?”, the answer is an
unequivocal “yes” in our opinion. We fully support the continued periodic review
of the “state of science instruction” in our public schools. Such review should
include all facets of instruction as well as a periodic review of what is deemed
essential knowledge so as to maintain high academic standards and an aggressive
pursuit of excellence in science instruction. Thank you for this opportunity today to

address this body who will influence this course of action.
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Statement 1© U. S. House of Representatives Education and Work Force Committec and
Senate Committes on Health, Education, Labor, and Pengions
Ruth Miles, Title 1 Program Specialist, Richmond Fublic Schoals, Richmond, VA -
- . June 17, 1999 .

My name is Ruth Miles. It ia a plcasure for me to speak before yéu taday. [ hope
I can provide some insight into your deliberation on the reauthorization of IASA, ESEA,
and OERI.

Richmond Public Schoals is an ﬁrhan'achoox division of approximatcly 28,000
students. The school division has a paverty level of aimost 70%, and a majority of the
comprehensive schools; 36 out of 49, receive assistanos through the Title I Program.

-We began implementing Schoolwide Programs in 1991, and for the 1999-2000
school year all 36 of aur Title I schools will have a schoolwide focus. Initially, schools
operaling as Schoolwide Programe were given total autonomy in developing a plan to
improve their overall instructional program. Schaols chase to implement various
instructional pmgmma and even though most of the programs implamented had &
tesearch base, this was not a requirernent of the schoal divizion.

During the past five years, the schaal division has placed a heavy emphasis an
research-based programs. This is in consert with the amphasis of the 1994
reauthorization of IASA, which recommends the implementation of Schoolwide
Programs in an effort to achieve total achool reform. Whereaa in the past, echools had
been given the latitude to select programas for their schools withaut central office
approval, the focus on regearch-baged programs required that all programs implemented
in Title I schools have reseerch to validate their cffectiveness.

As administrators in our Department of Instruction looked at the achicvenent

levela of our students, and weighed them againat the high standards sct by tho statc of
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Virginiu, we realized that major changes nesded to take place in many schools in qrder to
achieve the state’s standards. With the funds available for Titlc I Schoolwide Programs,
an effort was made to find reaea_rch-based programs that had been successful with student
populations similar to Richmond. The basic question raised when considering
implemeatation of a new program became, “what does the regearch say about {t?”

Because of the great need that exists in our environment to save mare of our
children “from the streets,” there is na time to experiment with implementing programs
that supposedly work because of a theoretical base. It is crucial that our echool divigion
implement programs that have been proven to work under circumstances similar to those
cxisting in our schools,

When our school division leamned about the availability of the U.S. Education
Department’s Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Pragram (CSRD), we were
oxtremely pleeded because we knew that we had schools that would benefit from total
school reform end that the administrators in these schools wauld mthun'astically pursue

' the funds. Onc thing that was appealing about the CSRD opportunity was that rescarch
had already he=n conducted by the U.S, Department of Education to identify 44 national
models that could provide opportunities for improved student achicvement in high
poverty schools. The Virginia Department of Education conducted further research and
determined that 26 of the models were aligned with the Virginia Stendards of Leamning.
This presented a golden opportunity for our high poverty/low achieving schools to
implement a r&earch-based achool t;efom program.

Information about CSRD was presented to eight of our schools that were in

school improvement, and five admimistretors decided to assemble teams in their schaols



to write proposals and compcta for the grants. Schools teams gathered further
information an the reform modcls that seemed to ﬁt well into their environments, using
rcs;Amh finding asa basis. After a reform model was selected, the school team, with
technical agsigtance from central oﬁicc, was responsible for writing the proposal.
Virginia limited the number of grants per achool divigion to four, and Richmend wes very
fortunate to receive the meximum mumber,

CSRD offers the following as an opportunity for low-achieving schools to
imprave: (1) the regearch has siready been conducted on a large mamber of reform
models, allowing schools to search for anes that match their needs; (2) the recommended
reform models have research that supports their cffectiveness; (3) the funda are directed
to the ﬁigh poverty achaols that are most in need of total school reform; (4) the funde are
in addition to the Title I funds already alloceted ta the schools.

Qverall, themastimpanantthingfotusisreseamhﬁtcanbcuscdinthe
classroom-

1 em happy to answert any questions you may have.
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TESTIMONY TO SENATE COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR AND
PENSIONS, APRIL 14, 1999, BY DIANE RAVITCH

Thank you, Senator Jeffords and Members of the Committee for
inviting me to testify today. My name is Diane Ravitch. | am a
historian of education at New York University and a member of the
National Academy of Education. | hold the Brown Chair in Education
Studies at the Brookings Institution and am a Senior Fellow at
Brookings. | was appointed to the National Assessment Governing

Board in 1997 by Secretary Riley. From 1991 to 1993 | served as

Assistant R
Secretary of Educatlon in charge of the Office of Educatlonal
Research and Improvement. Although | served in a Republican
administration, | was not a Republican. As a matter of
information, | am an independent, and | try to bring a sense of
political mdependence to the important i issues. under consideration
in this hearing today.

| was told that this hearing would focus on questlons such
as "what works and what doesn't work in education," how
educational research can be disseminated to the classroom more
effectively, and "what is the impact of education research on
overall school and student performance;” These are important
questions and many books have been-written o try to answer them.

At one level, these are not even difficult, questions to

~answer. As | was preparing my remarks,.Jcthad;a; call from a

reporter at the Kansas City Star, who told me that the newspaper was
about to write a series on what makes good schools. He told me that
after extensive investigation, the reporters had identified these
characteristics of good schools: a strong leader with the power to
pick a good team of teachers and the courage to fight the system for
his or her school; a clear sense of mission; high expectations for
all children; a relentless focus on mstructlon and especially on
reading; and an involved community that supports the staff and the
children. This is what works. What good research should tell us is
how to make these conditions obtain in schools across the country so
that all American children have equality of educational opportunity.
When | was in the Department of Educatlon | often heard from
members .
of Congress that dissemination was the blggest problem in
gedlerall()jl-funded education research. Some ,members of Congress even -
elieve -
that OERI was a treasure chest of solutlons and that it failed to
let everyone in the nation know what was: in the treasure chest. |
disagree. Neither of these assertions was true then or now. OERI is
not sitting on a treasure chest of solutions; there are still more
questions than answers about issues of teachlng and leaming, school
leadership and governance, and so on. And most of the controversies
in education center on basic values, rather than questions of fact
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or science. Such disagreements will not be settled by research.
Dissemination is important, but it is far from being
the biggest ﬁroblem. When education researchers have strong
findings—either good news or bad news—the news reaches the mass
media and travels fast. The very fact that the reporter in Kansas
City could quickly identify the hallmarks of a. good school, suggests
that good education research has reached the public in reasonably
coherent form. Tt
The federal research function has some very specific
problems, which | would like to describe today, because these are
problems that Congress has the power to correct.
1. The overriding weakness of federal education research is
a lack of trust, on the Hill, in the press corps, and among the
public. When | was at OERI, | was told repeatedly by Congressional
staff and members that the agency lacked-ahycredibility, that it
was thoroughly politicized. This reputation made:.it hard to recruit
top-flight researchers. Based on my own experience, | did not
believe this to be true, but certainly this perception was
commonplace. Today, there is still a widespread perception that the
federal research agenda reflects the political needs of the party in
power or the interests of professional SRy
educators and researchers. | see only one way.to change that
perception, which | will describe in a few minutes.:+
2. OERI has a severe lack of qualified research staff.
When | worked there, | was astonished that there were so few
trained research personnel. - Most of those in. the agency were
decent, hard-working people who understood how to process grants and
manage competitions, but there was no.internal research program
because there were so few real scholars..;Lhe:agency relied heavily
on outside reviewers or outside contractors; but:its-own internal
capacity to do research, to evaluate research;,or.even to evaluate
the recommendations of reviewers and contractors was
dismally small. _
3. At the last reauthorization, Congress reorganized the
agency into several grandiose institutes. This amounted toa
reshuffling of desks and chairs among even fewer personnel, and
nothing was thereby accomplished. OER| now has five institutes, but
it still does not have a sizable team of high-quality researchers,
and it still is incapable of launching or managing-a significant
research program that would answer the questions that parents,
teachers, principals, legislators, and governors have about
improving their schools. L '
4. The federal education research program.lacks a focused,
intellectually coherent agenda. At the last reauthorization,
Congress created a National Educational.Policy and Priorities
Board, a 15-member panel of "experts,"” which identified seven very
broad priorities for research. As the panel's own consultant
pointed out, the
Board's priorities “are often so general as to offer little specific
guidance on where scarce research funds and energies should be
focused"; so broad are these priorities that it is hard to imagine
what areas of research would be excluded ...... .. .
from future consideration. Maintaining such:a diffuse agenda is good
for the research community, but not for the public's interestin
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better schools. If one were to ask the public what it expects from
federal education research, | bet that people would say that they

want to know how to improve the schools so that all students are

getting a good education.
5. The mission of the federal research agency is weakened

and undermined by mingling research programs-with an assortment of
reform and improvement programs. OERIis'a grab-bag agency where
programs get dumped that don't fit in anywheré-else in the Education

Department's organization chart. And some programs within OERI are
supposed to do research, but don't. The primary example of a program
that consumes research dollars without dorng research are the federal
regional laboratories.

When | was Assistant Secretary, the Iabs excelled mainly at
getting more federal money for themselves, but: I was never able to
discern :

what
contribution they made to the solution of the serious problems of
American education. | proposed that they should get off the federal
dole and compete for federal, state and local contracts like
everyone else. This idea was, of course, abhorrent to organizations
that each received several millions of federal dollars each year
with nothing expected in return. Instead of giving the labs a
permanent claim on federal research funds, why not give the same
funds—dedicated to education research—to state education
departments, and let them buy it from the best suppliers?

6. Perhaps the most worrisome problem of federal education
research is the danger of politicization. Polrtrcrzatron occurs
when the XU

research
agency bends to the whims of whomever is |n power when its agenda
|5°, sh]aped by the political needs of the Department of Education or
y the
self-interested pressures of powerful lobbyists. When this- happens,
the credibility of federal research and statistics is, destroyed
Congress created the National
Educational Policy and Priorities Board to. lnsulate the agency
from political and interest group demands but it was not enough.

OERI is still part of the Department of Education, NCES is
still part of the -Department of Education, the Natronal
Assessment Governing Board--which oversees NAEP--is still part of
the Department of Education, and the-national priorities board
represents the education research establishment, not the public.

For better or worse, education has become a hot political
issue. Each party makes claims for the power of its educational
plans, and we can anticipate that there will be repeated attempts to
distort educational data to impress the public. It does not happen ' -

often, but whenever it happens, it undermines the credibility of the
entire federal research, evaluation, and assessment program.

Unfortunately, the release of NAEP reading scores a few
weeks ago provided an opportunity for Vice-President Al Gore to make
unsubstantiated claims of progress. He dominated the NAEP press
conference, asserted that scores had increased between 1994 and
1998, and urged Congress to enact the Clinton-Gore education
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programs. What he said was only half-true. He was followed by
Pascal Forgione, Jr., the Commission of Education Statistics, who
pointed out that while the reading scores had -gone up from 1994 to
1998, there had been "no net gain" between 1992 and 1998 for those
in fourth and twelfth grades. In addition, NAGB's policies
specifically dictate that there should be no‘partisan or political
intervention in the release of scores. Once'the'scores have been
released, political figures can say whatever they want. But the
initial release is supposed to be just the facts, nothing but the
facts, without any unwarranted interpretations or political
statements. o '

When | wrote about this event in an article in The
Washington Post, the Secretary of Education responded by
repeating the administration's original assertion that scores had
increased from 1994 to 1998, which was beside the point and served
only to reiterate the original half-truth. - .

From all of the foregoing, | have concluded that the federal
research, assessment, and statistical functions can serve the public

interest Cedbie
only if they are insulated to the greatest extent:possible from the
political leadership of the Department of Education, regardless of
which party is in power, and from the self-interestedness of
education organizations. Both Republicans and.
Democrats should commit themselves to this.goal.
| urge your Committee and the Congress to consider creating
an independent agency for federal education.research, evaluation,
assessment, and statistics. For the sake;gf;-,di,sgg.s_‘sion,l will
refer to it as the Office for Educational Audits;;:This:agency would
provide a home for the National Center for Education-Statistics, the
National Assessment Goveming Board, the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, and a reconstituted Office of Research. The
Office of Research would engage in long-term research on important
issues related to the improvement of teaching and learning, and
would also evaluate federal education programs, including those in
the Department of Education, the National S¢iénce Foundation, and
other federal agencies. This auditing agency should be overseen by
-an independent, bipartisan board that includes governors,
legislators, employers, and other public-spiritied citizens, rather
than research experts who may have real or potential conflicts. The
leadership of this new agency should be appointed by the President,
as the Commissioner of Education Statistics.qurrently is. All
‘action’' programs for reform and improvement, including the regional
education laboratories, should remain with:the Department of
Education. But those functions that must be trictly isolated from
political direction should be strictly removed from political
direction.
If the American public begins to think that the federal
government is unable or unwilling to evaluate its.own programs; if
it begins to think that NAEP scores are being spun to serve the
interest of a particular administration; if it begins:to believe
that the findings of research are distorted by political
considerations, then the federal investment in research will be
wasted. Losing public confidence in the federal government's
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ability to study education impartially would certainly damage the
reputation of the government and of education research. Worse, it
would be a tremendous disservice to American education and to our
nation's children. The chance for fundamental change is now. It

would
be a grave mistake to lose this opportumty S5



SENATE HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR AND PENSIONS COMMITTEE
MAY 12,1999

~Thank you for the opportunity to provide input with regard to the important work your
committee will be dealing with as you review and consider amending Title I and the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

As you may know, Delaware's Governor Thomas R. Carper is the 1999 Chairman of the
National Governors' Association and their theme for his tenure is' education. Our
Representative Michael N. Castle is Chairman of the Early 'Childhood, Youth and
Families Subcommittee of your committee. So Delaware leadership will be directly -
involved in the work of your committee.

The Delaware Department of Education stongly- supports the reauthorization of the
ESEA. The financial support from this program is critical for Delaware students to
continue their improvement of academic performance. The student population which
benefits the most from this supplemental federal support is students at risk of school
failure. This legislation supports these students through direct instructional services,
professional and paraprofessional staff development, -opportunities for educational
innovation, expanded uses of technology in the classroom, the purchase of supplemental
instructional materials and equipment, and safe and ‘drug-free schools. This federal
support is essential for our continued progress in improving student academic
performance. We feel the support received through these pr