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ABSTRACT .

' Research in education has not been relevant because:
1) Decision makers have been making decisions without research
findings and see no need for this kind of information now; 2)
Research findings in the local schools are usually made available to
the decision-maker or administrator after thes decisions have been
implemented; 3) Researchers feel the need to replicate findings
before making them known. Several suggestions are made for making
research findings available in a form and at times when they can be
used by the local decision-maker. Dissemination of information which
requires change in curriculum, administration, or methods will bde
~resisted by those in pover. Models which will provide information of
process as well as product evaluation data are suggested as
alternatives which will provide data more quickly, and provide
partial replication before decisions are made. (Author/AG)
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L.et's Make Research More Relevant

Some of the reasons that research in education has not
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been relevant are: 1. Decision makers have been making
decisions without research findings and see no need for this
kind of information now; 2. Research findings in the local
schools are usually made available to the decision-maker

or administrator after the decisions have been implemented;
3. Researchers feel the need to rehlicate findings before
making them known.

Several suggestions are made for making research findings
available in a form~and at times when they can be used by |
the local decision—maker. First, the technical reports must
be translated into simpler language which can be.easily and

‘duickly read by busy decision-makers. Second, testing dates
may have to be changed so that test results will be available
for analysis before the de01s1ons are made; Third, the re-
searcher will have to become more knowledgeable about the
politics of new knowledge. |

| Dissemihation of'information which requires change in cur-

rlculum, admlnlstratlon, ok methods w1ll be resisted by those

7well as product evaluatlon data are - suggested as alternatlves

v’whlch w1ll pr0V1de data more qulckly, and prov1de partlal

.repllcatlon before dec1slons are made.
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Let's Make Research More Relevant
Wm. C. Theimer, Jr.
University of the Pacific
The discrepancy between research findings and decisions

made by local school boards and school administrators makes

most of the educational research being done meaningless in
terms of implementation by local school districts. That
this problem is true at other levels of government is indi-

cated by the report made by Dr. Dershimer in the April 1971

Educational Researcher. He refers to "practitioners at
the federal, state, and local levels who are key in shaping
or reshaping major educational policies", and says:

At present these policy influencers seldom
consult researchers to determine how the
findings of key studies could influence
policies. In turn, it has also become evi-
dent that researchers much listen more close-
ly to the problems and corcerns of the
practitioners in order to better under-

stand what needs to be studled to improve

the system.

In this paper, I will concentrate on the latter issue;

~ that is, as researchers, we must learn to listen and be
responsive to the concerns and probiems of the decision-
makers;_and use our understanding'of'the decision-making
process better in order to really 1nfluence the dec1s1ons
made in educatlonal c1rcles today I would like to pose
’three factors whlch contrlbute to the problem-'v]

l,’ Dec1s1on makers have been maklng decisions w1thout
‘*"_gresearchvflndlngs for so- long that they see no
- need for using this kind of information now. After
call, the schools bave been openlng each fall and
- operatlng each .year without such information, and
everyone knows..that he is an "expert" when 1t COmes

. ,to educatlonal matters anyway
\‘l L. : r_
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2. Research findings are generally made available to
the decision-maker or administrator long after
the decisions which required this information have
been implemented.

3. Researchers are prone to want to corroborate their
findings thoroughly before they publish thea or
make them known to decision makers, a most desireable
attribute but one which needs to be explored.

It has been a practice of researchers in the past to

blame the decision maker for not using the "good" results
of evaluation in making decisions. As Dershimer indicated,
this blaming the administrator indiscriminately may be
more of a probklem which the researcher should address than
the_administrator, This poses some problems in terms of
the kind of training which has been provided most researchers
in education. TFirst, the researcher has been trained in
a highly technical area in most instances (Yamamoto, 1968L
'The Title IV.trainees, for example, have been given ex-
tensive training in the use of computers, advanced statis-
tical techniques, and experimental design, but very little
training in the pOllthS of d1ssem1nat1ng the information -
they obtaln. Another problem involved in the Title IV
»training program 1s'that most of these graduates are found
in teachlng pos;tlons rather than. worklng in research offices
so that-the pattern of their tralnlng will be repeated in
thetstudentsIWhomsthey'teach. |

| Sec0nd whlle 1t 1s true that research in educatlon

has been shorted in termc of money allocated for 1t (Wynne,

1970), 1t is also true that researchers have done llttle to
B prov1de answers to questlons asked by the admlnlstrators

}Q "' ,,at dec1s1on maklng tlme.: One reason for thls is that the
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testing programs upon which most of the summative evaluation
of new programs in the schools is based are given in May of

each year, and by the time the results have been compiled,

reports written, and the information disseminated, the decisions

have long since been made regarding the planning for the new
school year. This planning for a new school year is usually
scheduled for February or March in order that the necessary
materials, personnel, and other administrative details for
lbeginning.a new school year can be obtained and distributed.
This timing is essential for the local school district to.
operate, and only if research results are available at
decision making time will they be utilized.

Third, many researchers see the production of summative
data by March as ‘an impossibility since the test data upon
.which much research information.depends is not collected
until May. This time schedule in most school districts
thrOughout the nation is almost'inflexible. But must we
always test in May?f“Why-not change the testing dates to
JanuarY? Granted, the.first year or so that the new testing
program was instailed some extrapolatlon or interpretation
of test data would have to be made. After a year, however,
th1s could be used as a basellne, and there would be no

'lreason for waltlng untll the end of the year to do the
’comprehens1ve testlng. In addltlon 1f ‘the testlng Were done
tr}at m1d-year, the results could be made avallable to the
"fﬁiteacher so that she could alter her teachlng program 1f
Lcectaln areas of weakness‘were shown to ex1st where ne had

'1gassumed her chlldren were prof1C1ent Thls procedure would




also permit the data for analyzing the research programs in
the district, which might bring about change in curriculum

or program, to be available at the time when decisions regard-
ino funding of such programs were being considered.

Cohen (1970) has indicated that recent commentators,
including Stufflebeam and Guba, have pointed out that
evaluation of projects in the schools is potentially rele--
vant to decision-making. The researcher should be aware of
the political implications of his findings, and the faot
that the politics of a situation may make his findings of
lesser importance than some other factors in implementing
programs. Those trained to work in local schoolldistricts

or state or federal agencies must be aware that many of

the decisions which are made, not only in regard to program

implementation and resource dallocation, but also in the
evaluation'itself, are judgmental in nature (Stake, 1970).

In this sense the disCrepancy modelifor evaluating
on-going programs has much merit (ProVUs, 1970). The re-
searcher or evaluatorﬁrecognizes'that he provides information
which may or .may not be. 1nfluent1al in maklng the. f1nal

decision. Slnce 1t is a Vltal part of - the dlscrepancy

:model of evaluatlon, the use of process data to both
fevaluate programssand»oorroborate prevlousrflndlngsvshould
. be emphasized;pirhat:is,:a:programpmayebe3instituted'in a
-vsohool SYStem,‘oarriea”out.For'a-year~ahd”a report'based'on
rsummatlve data.presented to the Board of Educatlon or
: Admlnlstratlon fn August or September. By thlS t1me, the

Vﬂreport w1ll have llttle or no effect on the program for that
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school year, but a careful monitoring of the program during
the fall of that year, using process data which can be
compared to that collected the previous year could be used
as corraborating evidence that the program should be con-
tinued or discontinued. If the evidence is substantial
that the program is progressing as well as it had the pre-
vious year, and if the previous year's results indicated
that the program was effective, then the recommendation
would be made' to continue the program. If the data had
shown the program to be largely ineffective in accomplishing
its goals the previous year, and the process data indicated
that the same kinds of results could be expected during
the coming year, this data could be used to recommend that
the program be dropped or at least modified in a significant
way the'following year. There are, of course, ﬁany other
possibilities for~recommendations, but these should suffice _ ?
for our purposes. “
Once. the decisioh makers become habituated fo receiving
this kind of data,'théy.will request that new programs
- have evaluétion'désigns built into them, and pilot studies
dan be conddcted which Willvprdvide'information based on
small samples and shoft periods 6f~time to give some indi-
cation of ﬁhe usefuinésé 6f_the:pro5ects.:”Heré, less

rigorous probébilityvlevels would probably be used, and much

more judémenfal,kihds‘of inferences made,.subject to more
rigorous fbll¢wfupfstﬁdiés." |

‘v;t;is surpﬁisinghto~maﬁy.peoplé.to leatn thatvthe

e

o e i S o e
C L TR TR A




voluminous reports which they write are actually read by
people at the state and national levels. As I was reviewing
one report submitted to the Bureau of Professional Develop-
ment this past year, I noted a discrepahcy and called the

local researcher. His surprised response was, "I never

thought that anyone ever read them so I didn't check them
carefully". This kind of .attitude has developed in many
evaluators since much of the information required by state
and federal agencies in particular has not provided feedback
to them in texms of their programs’ effectiveness. 1In mahy
cases the. kind of evaluation requested has been purely of a
descriptive nature, and could not be used to determine
program effectiveness in any case. As we hear more and
'moreiabout accountability, the research reports generated
by local, sté*e, and federal agenc1es charged with evaluative
respons1b111t1es w1ll be in greater and greater demand how-
ever, and the'purelg descriptive kinds of reports will be
‘replaced by more thorough reporting using the best kinds of
evaluative'techniques~possible. |
A‘factormwhich will affect the degree of sophis-
tication and care. w1th whlch prOJects are carr1ed out and
evaluated is the monltorlng functlon. By a carefully scheduled
monltorlng of progects,-admlnlstrators and project dlrectors
“will be made more and. more aware of the lmportance of per-
vform1ng the klnds of dutles which" ha ve ‘been prescrlbed in

~,the proposals whlch they have submltted, or per:ormlng the

.-dutles requlred cf a. pa tlcular klnd of currlcular 1nnovatlon.
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This monitoring process until recent years has not been
an integral part of most locally.conducted evaluation processes,
and much of the data collected has not reflected truly the
kinds of programs.for which data was collected. In other
words, the program which was described initially was never
really implemented, but data were collected after a prescribed
period of time which purportedly measured that program. Such
lcose evaluations have created many of the discrepancies in
findings which are reported in educational research literature.
Another facet of this problem is that frequently the
research office is called in to evaluate a program after it
has been completed (Theimer, 1970). To stop this kind of
request from coming from administrators who are firecuently
trying to simply get data to support their own position
or current practice, reéearchers will have to build the habit
| of thinking in terms of research in the minds of the decision
makers at all levels (Powers, 1970). 1In order to accomplish
this goal, researchers will have to learn the skills needed
to commuﬁicate‘With those for whom they are gathering their
information. At présent, this pdées no:small’problems
(Robertson;;l970,»cOheh,:1971‘. _Therfacf that most of
us.feél ﬁhat we mﬁéfbwfiteivery tedhnicél reports in order
- to imp;esSjogrjpéers works to Qur.disérédit when we try to
’ 're1ay our:findingsitoflaymgn;_school boaras or other
_educatérs.w‘qu;ggpe#tﬁésSrhaéﬁSef*ué apart, and made us .
g> .;essAabiéftoféém@ﬁﬁiééﬁe=in:simbl§ iéﬁéﬁage-With £his gr6up['




The problems which beset us as educational researchers
are those-which must be addressed by us. Ed Wynne (1971) feels
very pessimistic about.ever effecting change through school
administrators, and suggests that we need to be addressing
a new constituency. Provus (1970) has devised a model

,which does work in a local school district. I think we must

conf‘ :de to work with both groups based on my experiences in
Denver and Philadelphia.

The research department of the Philadelphia Public
Schools, largely ignored in any decision making process for
years, has become an increasingly important group involved
in the planning for change in the schools. This change
came about because (1) the department originally undertook
to do post hoc studies, although they realized the limitations
of them. Each time they.were asked to perform one of these
activities, however, they carefully explained that they
should be involved in the pianning process from the beginning{

and that their findings,were not as good as they could be

if they wereiinvolved_at the beginning'of a project. The

message finally got”through and”within'threefyears-after

‘the reorganlzatlon of the Offlce of Research and Evaluation,

superlntendents were asklng for reports on spec1al pro;ects
.as they planned thelr budgets for the' succeedlng year, (2)
“‘the reports were presented in 51mple language, w1th back up
7;rep0rts of a technlcal nature av=1lable to support apy state—ﬁ

'f”-.,ment made in: the smpllfled reportSr and (3) careful attentlon

ﬁVfwas pa1d~to both the monltorlng of the progects and the

7i5report1ng of.data”whlch was as;valld and rellablelas 1t was
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possible to obtain in an applied.situation. This change did
not occur because the Research Department waited for the
administration to ask them for informatim. It came about
when we said that the data we had collected should be at
least presented before decisions were.maae regarding re-
allocation of funds.

As Wynne (1970) and Cohen (1971) so eloguently point
.out, however, good information poses a real threat to
those who are and have been working in a totally political
realm. In that area knowledge is dangerous, and great

skill must be employed in presentlng data 1n such.a-way that

implementation of results can be accomplished With the
least threat»to those in power. Where the information de-
mands that major changes in the power structure be made,
such. changes will have to be made only after concerted effort
of a polltlcal nature. Even the changlng of the time of
test1ng in- a: school system arouses the susp1c1ons of many
people, to suggest major changes 1n organlzatlon or cur-
r1culum w1ll certa1nly br1ng out many defensxve mechanlsms.

I have suggested some of the problems whlch have -

- maae educatlonal research 1rrelevant éé far as 1mplementatlon:'

o of new flndlngs 1n the schools are concerned. I haVe also

'-suggested some changes whlch mlght help to break through o

I the bottleneck whlch keeps the schools operatlng several

o tlonal practlces. To tha extent Lhat we can begln to com-”fj;
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