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TOWARD A PROGRAL1ATIC KNOWLEDGE PRODUCTION
SYSTEN, IN EDUCATIONAL ADL-INISTRATION: THE
DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVE MOLELS

Bac ungd

The following study was undertaken specifically for the purpose of develeping
alternative models of a programnatic knowledge production system in the field of
Educational Administration, Further, the development of these mociels was based on
the assumption that the important questions which currently face practitioners in
the field are enormously complei, involving large subsidiary problems of both a
factual and normative nature., For example, a Question such as "What effects, if any,
may we expect on pupil learning as a result of socio-economic or racial integration?"
may generate further questions such as "What kind of learning?", "which pupils?”,
"hat form of integfation?"

Therefore, if research questions in educational administration are of a high
order of corpplexity, it seemed logical to assume that definitive answers to any of
these questions would not result from the efforts of a single researcher on a single
large research problem, Rather, answers, if they were to be reliable and useful,
would be as complex as the originating questions and would be the results of
deliberately planned efforts of a large number of people over a significant period
of time., In brief, such qQuestions call for a sustained large-scale programmatic
effort for their solution., At the present time, no large-scale programmatic effort
of sufficient scope exists in educational administration., (Haller, 1970)

It would seem that if answers to important and pressing questions call for the

. construction of a large-~scale programmatic research system, then a great deal of

resources, i.e,, federal financing, may be necessary to sustain the system, However,
resources allocated to such a system are rlj.kely to evidence congiderable variation
over time, and such variations are not conducive to the solution of problems
requiring sustained effort.'ever a period of years, Thus it is aon:'uded that a
large-scale programmatic knowledge production system in educational administration

is needed; and further, that it would be desirable for it to be relatively un-



D

affected by the uncertainties of government finanecing.

A second area of concern is the current research effort in educational adminis-~
tration, The vast majority of the research studies in educational administration,
and by far the greatest amount of research effort, is represented by the doctoral
dissertation of graduate students, According to Robbins (1970}, in the academic
year 1968-69 approximately one thousand students received a doctorate in educational
administration, Each of these students wrote a disgertation which presumably
represented a piece of research in this field, Using Berelson's (1960) estimate for
education studeﬁts generally, this massive effort represented approximately 9CO man
years of research expended in that single year. Indeed, the amount of research pro-

duced by students far exceeds that provided by the professoriate in educational

v~£ininistration. However, individually, dissertations rarely represen. sigirificant

additions to the knowledge base of the profession nor collectivels 'do they represent
a sustained and systematic attack on major problems facing th.: praetitionér. More~
over, this situation is not peculiar to the field of Educational Administration.
The dissertation and its worth has been questioned by numerous educators in the past
(Wilson, 1966; Heiss, 1970; Engel, 1966).

However, because of the current state-of-the-art in educational administration,
it appeared that large research problems might be attacked through the use of the
dissertation., This possibility is based on the following conditions:

1., The manpower is available; there are a Zarge unumber of indi-
viduals doing dissertations.

2. The dissertation system is quantitatively productive; - it produces
a large volume of research each year,

3. The objective of the system would require little change; it is
the only existing system in the field which has as its primary
objective the production of knowledge.

4, The system is adaptable; it does not have a static membership.

Given the possibility that the dissertation system might be more effectively

utilized, it is appropriate to ask whether any of the existing research models can
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be applied to this field., This is based upon the general knowledge that research
management mode's have been used by research administrators in organizing scientists
to answer "large" research problems, Further, it was suggested that such models, or
aspects of them, might be adaptable to the dissertation system. Thus the develop-
ment of alterhate models for a knowledge production system in the field of Educa-

tional Administration was undertaken,

Purpose
The present study was designed to: (1) describe the existing models of pro- i
grammatic research systems outside academia and the dissertation system in educa-
tional administration; (2) develop preliminary models/bf programnatic systems based
on dissertations in educational administration; (3) develop criteria by which pro-
grammatic research models may be e;aluated; and (4) evaluate and revise the

suggested models of a dissertation production system in educational administration.

Procedures

The first step in this study consisted of two rheses. Initially, a review of
the appropriate literature was made. Next, interviews were conducted with Lo
research administrators in both public and private research organizations. These
included: (1) industrial laboratories such as Bell Laboratories; (2) agencies at
the National Institutes of Health, including the National Cancer Institutes
(3) national and privéﬁe funding agencies such as the National Science Foundation
and Ford Foundation; (4) national laboratories including NASA; and lastly, (5)
various departments and offices at Cornell Universify. The purpose of thes2 inter-
views was to describe the existing research systems and to provide additional )
criteria for evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of the models. .
A structured survey-research interview schedule was constructed based upun the
administrative process, In addition, the respondents were also asked for possible

suggestions concerning the organization of students doing their dissertation in the
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field of Educational Administration, Taped interviews were conducted with each of
the respondents, A content analysis of these taped interviews provided the data .
which served as cne basis for this-study.
The second Step in the procedure was the development of three preliminary
alternate models of a dissertation production system in educational admiﬂistration
based on information obtained from the interviews and on the literature review,
The third step in the study consisted of developing criteria by which the
three alternate models were evaluated. Havelock (1968) and Haller (1971) provided
such criteria. These, however, were modified as a result of the literature review {
and on the basis of the interviews conducted in the research setting.
The final step in the study consisted of a panel of 8 individuals known for
their research competence and their contritutions to the field of Dducational Admin-
istration. After the panel was presented with the preliminary desigiis, comments
were solicited with respect to the feasibility of each of the models. On the basis
of the criteria developed and the comments received from panel members, further

modifications of the alternative systems were made,

Review of the Literature

The literature in the area of research administration poin‘ed out the tremen-
dous growth of large~scale projects, long term in duration, being undertaken to
solve complex problems. One outcome of the emergence of these l:rge-scale projects
was a collaborative research effort directed towards their solution, In effect,
maragement systems developed a mechanism wiaich seemed to coordinate the efforts and
energies of individual researchers towards the solution of these ccmplex problems
(Saben, 1967; Siepert, 19643 Bush and Hattery, 1956). Indeed it appeared that only
through collaborative efforts - - efforts wnich involved the coordination and
cooperation of individuals - - that the large-scale research problems which exist -
in today's society could be solved,

Further investigation into tiis area of collaborative activities brought to the
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fore several pressing considerations directly related to the administrative prccess
with the research commnity, The first congideration concermed the selection of the
problem to be investigated. In effect de~isions had to be made with respect to
what problems to select and who would be responsible for their selection. The
proce&ﬁres used varied from organization to organization Hagstrom, (1962) found
that secientists selected their problems; in contrast, according to VWest, (1960),
federal agencies often set priorities and then solicited proposals from individuals
who wished to conduct research in those areas.

A second consideration, once the problemn was selected, was the task of organ-
izing people to solve the problem. In this instance membership within the research
community appeared to be divided almost exclusively into those individuals who
create and/or discover facts and individuals who sift, interpret and correlafe facts
(Weinberg, 1967). Numerous studies were conducted on how people were organized to
answer research problems, One study indicated that scientists perfbrmed'more
productively when closely associated with colleagues who shared a variety of
experiences, discipline and values (Pely and Andrews, 1966). Another study reported
that the research administrators played a significant rolg in large-scale organiza-
tions where research benefits were said to accrue (Kaplan, 1959). A more recent
study by Smith (1971) suggested that heterogeneous team membership seemed to be
associated with superior success. Another factor directly related with the organi-
zation of people was involvement. Participation, according to Sabin (1967) appeared
to be dependent upon the extent to which the researchers were involved in the
initial plamning phase of the overall research project.

Over the course of the past several years many organizational schemes, i.e.,
management systems, have been developed. One such system inclgged a formal structure
for planning and budgeting at General Electrics Industrial Laboratories (Smith and
Roberts, 1971). Conversely Sabin. (1967) suggested a more informal, loosely organ-

ized structure. He believed the flatter the organization in terms of vertical

hierarchy, tﬁé,better.
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"Figures I -~ III répresent the programmatic research models found at the

National level., PFigure I represents one office in the National Institute of Ecology;

f*‘igure II, the programmatic research models for the National Cancer Institute, and

Figure III represents a proposed division for the newly formed National Institute

of Educatio..
Figure I
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ECOLOGY

Office of Forecasting and Planning
Function of the Office: e

1. To forecast ecological problems arising from man's current and projected
activities,

2, To make objective recommendations as to how ecolbgical knowledge can be put to
work in achieving long-iange solutions to these problems,

Personnel: Respongibility: to
Deputy Director develop teams of experts
encompasaing all of the
particular talents the
assignment may require

Full-time Professional, Specialist from academic
Institute Staff institutions, national
laboratories, etc.
Function: Function:
1. To evaluate requests and administer 1. To participate as needed in
programs, ~ team investigations of

environmental problems
accepted as suitable for study
by the National Institute

of Ecology,

2. To identify competent and active
scientists from a variety of
environmental fields who have demon-
strated reliability of performance
and who are willing to accept short-
term assignments,

Steps in Implementation of a Study:

1. A small team of two or three "generalists" would examine the situation, visit
appropriate sites, and determine more precisely the exact nature of the problem
and the particular scientific skills which should be brought to bear on the
probiem for a definite solution.

2. Upon receipt of the report from team 1’/1, a second task force made up of the
necessary specialists would be assembled to execute the more detailed study.

NOTE: Funding: Support for task forces are acquired from user contracts; initial
financial support for planning and organizing the function is from private
and governmentsl sources,

1National Institute of Ecology -~ .n Operational Plan, Prepared by the Ecological

Society of America and Peat, Marwick, Mitchell and Co, National Seience Founda-
tion Grant GB 6890-002 (December 1970), 12-15,
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Figure 11
NATIONAL CANCER INSTITUIE?2

 National Advisory Cancer Board fe———eew——- Composition: 12 appointed non-federal scientists and persons

L prominent in public affairs and 3 ex-officio members (the Director
of the National Institute of Health and representatives of the
Veteran's Administration and the Department of Defense.

---- Function: To provide recommendations on general policies, pro-
N grams and needs in the field of cancer research.

!

| Board of Scientific Counselors| =—e=—-—--~~ Composition: Outstanding scientists.

_ Function: To serve as an advisory body to the institute on many

agspects of its "intramural" research programs carried ou® by the

_lltl.M51wocmm staff, or under their general direction by contracting
laboratories, :

wmdcaw Qwocvm_ oosmwmwdwos“oadmdmbausmmowmbdnm&mm&ondmdwﬁchOSméﬁuocmvoﬁd
. — the country.

; Function: To carry out programmed research, as cooperative mult-
faceted effort toward the prevention and control of specific
forms of cancer.

i, !
—Hnm&wwsamm Clinical Investigators ?!dltll Composition: In-house scientists,

\ Function: To care for cancer patients admitted ammually to
77" the Clinical Center.

2The National Cancer Institute. U. S, Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Public Health Service.
National' Institutes of Health Public Health Service Publication No. 458 (1970) 2.
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Figure III

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATIOND

; DIRECTORATE OF PROGRAMS

Funetion of the Oifice:

1. To identify systematically and descirbe rajor educational problems and
opportunities in conjunction with the Center for Educational Studies.

2, To organize and manage comprehensive national programs of research
development, experimentation, evaluation, and innovation directed toward
the 3olution of major educational problems.

Staff and Structure: . i

Assistant Director; . _ _ Responsibility: Major staff assignments and

for Programs ! tadget allocation; quality of his program

Task Force* Program Advisory Group
Composition: Program Manager; Iull-time Composition: Government officials;

staff in the Directorate Program, who would local and state education officials;
form the core of the task force; staff from ' educators, e.g., principals; R & D

the Directorate of R & D or Center for personnel; commnity representatives.

Educational Studies seconded for part-

time service; and short-term staff in the Function: Advise the program manager

Directorate of Programs, brought on to and the Assistant Director of Program

serve on a specific task force to which on the design and conduct of tlie pro~

they bring knowledge. gram and its association with
practice,

Function: Development of a comprehensive,
coordinated, but adaptive, multiyear plan of
" attack on the identified problem area, in-
: cluding interrelated research, develop-
: ment, experimentation, evaluation and
< . . innovation activities; contracting with
T ; appropriate agencies to carry out the
: components of the plan; monitoring pro-
i : gress in carrying out the play and changing
it as appropriate; coordinating plans and i
activities with other R & D and operat~
ing agencies.

Y YT I

1 ) #Several task forces would be formed for each problem to be addressed by the
Institute.

I JLevien, Roger E. National Institute of Education: Preliminavy Plan for the

Proposed Institute. California: Rand Corp., February, 1971, 1154-123. ¥
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The preceding figures illustrated the various types of programatic mndels
found in research settings; although the models were similar in that they were
relatively centralized, the components were difierent and they performed different
functions.
Factors Related to Prograrmatic Effort.

Several factors were congidered in attempting to organize people to effectively
solve problems, One such factor was the area of communication. Poor comunication .
accounted for wasted time, effort and in efficiency (Sanders, 1964). Several |
communication techniques were recomaended for example, the establishment and main- i

tenance of meetings and task forces and the circulation of working papers prior to

&

a meeting which would serve as a tool to facilitate the carefully thinking through
of an approach to a problem.
L second factor closely related to the commnication was the area of scientific
incentives and/or the reward system operating in every organization. Recognition ‘:
from the scientiric community was perceived to be the most important rewvard for the
individual researcher (Kanter, 1964; Hagstrom, 1965). Salary and promotion, while
o some consideration, seemed to be relatively less of an incentive (Hsgstrom, 1965).
Implicit either directly or indirectly in the incentive or rewvard system was
evaluation. Evaluatic- concerned the evaluation of individual researchers and/or
the evaluation of the total research operation. Criteria for evaluation were
reported by Rankin (1956) anci Gephart (1970). Although the criteris were stated
there did not appear to be an effective measurement developed. Recently however,
economic measures of bene‘fit were applied in the evaluation of research activities.
Project Hindsight, a study undertaken by the Defense Department, attempted to employ
economic measures in terms of research out~put, One conclusion drawn from the
study was that conscious planning contributed to the effective accomplishment of a
programsatic research effort (Sherwin and Isenson, 1967). -

Theoretical Models.
It seemed to follow logically from the above findings that the ways in which
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people were organized within the research setting could contribute significantly to
the overall effectiveness of their organization. Furtheruore, each organization
whose efforts were directed towards programmatic research had certain gimilarities
but yet have differences. The areas common to all were the sources of ideas,
project selection, liason relationships, and informative services, lioreover, what
also existed in research societies was a structure or theory which characterizes
their operation (Rath, 1968). This structure and/or theory wes commonly referred
to as a model,

One such model, known as the convergence technique, was a method of planning
and managing extensive research programs, This technique combined systen analysis,
comprehensive interdisciplinary planning of the proposed research program, anc
management of the research program as an information-generating and maintenance
mechanism which was self-corrécting.- The convergence technique had been employed by
the National Cancer Institute with promising results (Carresee and Baker, 1967).

The technique was also applied to basic studies of the reading process.

The adaptability of the convergence technique to research programming in
various organizations has met with soire difficulty. . For example, orgsnizations like
the National Cancer Institute had operational laboratories which allowed organizers
of 2 pianning team to step into a laboratory and reassign competent scientists to
the planning activity. Few universities had the range or quality of personnel
necessary for a planning team (Gephart, 1970).

A second model, the Interface (Black Box) lodel, (Goode and Mechol, 1657), wat
characterized by 4wo basic.features: (1) an insistence upon a clear specification
of all factors affecting the system, e.g., inputs and outputs; and (2) an attempt
to translate all external factors, including env.iroment, to a common base. Although
the model specified all the inputs and ocutputs from a system in great detail, it had
been criticiged because it fails to consider the structure of the system's elements
(Goode and’ Machel, 1957).

The above models served as a frame of reference for both describing and
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analyzing the organization, They established a structure for gathering data,
generating hypotheses and predicting behavior (Rath, 1968), In addition, models
were developed to gain a more complete understanding of certain mechanisms and
factors involved in order o facilitate decision~making, It appeared that
collective models for decision-making were beginning to emerge, due primarily to
the fact that the complexities of most situations in present day society 'outstrips
the capacity of the single human brain" (Longton, 1966, p. 559).

One author maintained that models must operate at two levels, the organiza-
tional level and the decision-making level (Rath, 1968), In the former, the model
showed the structure of individual decision-making units (people and their relation-
ships to each other), In the latte., the model showed the relationship of the
individual decision-maker to his environment in context with the inputs and outputs
of the system,

‘ The literature review in the area of educational administration failed to.
produce any type of decision-making models. Such a model might exhibit several
characteristics suggested by Rath (1968)., These characteristics of a useful model
were: (1) operational, (2) realistic, (3) modular, (4) predictive, and (5) satis~
fiable., The operational characteristic implied that the user was gble to measure
the various concepts and attributes of the model, The model was realistic in the
sense that it included all the necessary key features in a manner that was both
recognizable and operationally definable, DMoreover, a useful model displayed a
modular characteristic in that it allowed the user to abstract at various levels
the important elements in the system, In addition, the rredictiveness of the model
allowed the user to predict the behavior of the system even when some elements of
it were changed, Finally, a useful model was satisfiable in that it allowed the
user to manipulate the various elements in the model in order to achieve satis-~

factory results.
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Interview Data

h
The following information was derived from interviews conducted with 40 key

administrators in becth public and private research settings. Table I summarizes
the field and area of employment of the sample,

TABLE 1
Field and Area of Employment of the Sample

National National
Area of ‘ Public Private
Specialization University Industry Organizations Organizations
Science 6 10 20 5
Social Science 8 0 y Y
Othera 3 0 0 0
Total 17 10 y 9

8Research Administrators at the university who were primarily responsible for ad-
ministering grant monies from public or private sources irrespective of diseipline
affiliation, e.g., Assistant Director of Academic Funding,

The presentation of data was organized around the components of the administra-
tive process incorporated into the interview schedule. These were: (1) Initiation
and Problem Selection; (2) Planning; (3) Organization; (4) Coordination and Copmuni-
cation; (5) Budgeting; (6) Staffing; and (7) Evaluation. In addition, data per-
taining to suggested organizational changes with regard to the dissertation process
were presented.

The Administrative Process

Initiation and Problem Selection. Several conclusions can be drawn from the

interview data regarding initiation and problem selection. First the initiation or
selection of problems based on individual interest was substantially less than
problems initiated by external sources, 19% of the respondents stated that the

problem originated with the researcher while 70/ stated that the problem was

externally initiated from clients, e.g., solicitation for proposals by governmental
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agencies, The other 4o of the respondents indicated that their research wes a
combination of being both individually and externally initiated, Second, organiza-
tional devices were present which helped facilitate the selection process, for
example, & "matchmaking" role emerged in which the problem area and the researcher
were matched by the research administrator, Third, organizations appeared to allow
the scientist to select his own problem. Moreover, this preservation of scientific
freedom seemed to be an important consideration; however, these same organizations
seemed to initially recruit those researchers with whom they had similar interests
and gqals.

Planning, Once the problem had been identified, planning for its solution
took place, The issues and problems in this phase of the research operation con-
cerned decision-making with regard to the espablishment of goals, objectives, and
problem definition as well as the allocation of the necessary resources. With
regard to the latter 51 percent of the respondents (17 out of 32) reported that
the lack of resources and/or the allocation of resources, i.e., manpower, facili-
ties, and funding were often formidable obstacles necessary to overcome during this
inicial phase of the research operation. A second difficulty arose with regard to
decision-making., In this instance 37 percent of the respondents stated that
differing opinions concerning establishing goals, stating objectives, defining the
problem and selecting sub-problems also presented difficulties. Further 22 percent
of the respondents (7 out of 32) mentioned that interesting the "right" individual
to partiecipate in a specific project was often difficult.

The planning procedures for attacking the problem appeared to be somewhat
diverse although, as mentioned, consiétencies seemed to appear in determining the
availability of resources and problem definition. The overall organizaﬁional
patterns seemed to be, relatively speaking, somewhat distinct. The following
Figures IV - IX were developed directly from the interview data. Figure IV

summarized the planning function employed in the field of agriculture at the univer-

aity. This centralized model was composed of a number of formal mechanisms, e:g.,
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advisory board, “ask force, satellite group and so on.
FIGURE IV

Organizational Scheme for Planning:
University - College of Agriculture

Advisory Board = = = = = = Composition: Representative group of
experts from all departments.

Function: To act as a resource and
aupport group.

Extension Service ~ - -~ ~ Composition: Professional Staff,

Function: To set priorities; to
provide a link between the farmers
and the university.

Task Force = = = = = = = = Composition: Researchers, i.e.,
professors, selected by the staff.

Function: Plan how the work will be

- accomplished; to break down the prob~
lem into sub-problems; to take a sub-
problem and bring it to a satellite
group.

Satellite Group - — -~ - - Composition: Professor and studenta.

Function: To decide on who is inter-
ested in working on the problem and

to further decide on what aspect of

the problem each member will individually
attack,

A more decentralized model, also at the university level, was employed in a
special project directly under the sponsorship of the United States government,
The problem selected in this instance was initiated by the federal government who
in turn selected a professor of psychology to mobilize individuals with demonstrated
competence in the area of psychology to wprk on the problem. Except for several
small meetings no formal organization devices were established. Basically the

individual professors who were interested in working on the problem selected their

own subsidiary questions to answer and developed their own plans of attack. Figure

V illustrates the components and funetion of this model.
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FIGURE V

Organizational Scheme for Planning:
Psychology Project

Project Director = = - = = Cemposition: A psychology professor
) recognized as an expert in his field.

Function: To assume the role of an impre-
sario; to travel 4 to 5 mopths and select
individuals who would make a contribution.

Seminarg = = = = = - ~ - - Composition: Individuals selected by tue
project director as having research com-
petence in the area; additionally, each
professor brought his best graduate
student to the meeting.

Punction: To stimulate ideas.
Profeésor-smdent Team -~ - Composition: Same as above.

Function: To conduct research in the
given problem areae.

An interesting feature of the above model was that each professor was obliged
to bring his best graduate student to the seminar meetings., This was a deliberate
effort on the part of the project director to promote and perpetuate further re-
gearch in the area by interesting young potential researchers in the problem,

Two other planniné procedures employed by the National Cancer Institute and the
National Heart and Lung Institute are illustrated in Figures VI and VII, Both of
these institutes reported rather complex formal structures. The National Heart and
Lung Institute seemed to employ objective indices such as PERT Charting and Systems
Analysis to determine the direction of the research program. In contrast, the
National Cancer Institute seemed to rely on a number of advisory boards to make
recommendations and further to insure that a system of checks and balances on the
research activity existed, In this instance the advisory boards approved and re~
viewed the activities of the institute. Regardless of these differences both of
these modex have highly developed centralized structures consciously designed to

direct the efforts of a number of researchers toward the solution of a large~-scale
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FIGURE VI

Organizational Scheme for Planning:
National Heart and Lung Institute

1, PERT Charting

2. Systems Analysis

3, Staff Meetings - - — - - Composition: 3 experts in the parti-

4, Request for Proposals -~

5+ PERT Charting = = = = -

cular problem area.

Function: To discuss the results of the

system's analysis; to develop a program
plan.

Solicitation of proposals aimed at the
development of various aspects of the

program.

Function: Continuous evaluation of the
programe

FIGURE VII

Organizational Scheme for Planning:
National Cancer Institute

Advisory Board - - ~ - -~ Function: To review activities; to
suggest areas of expansion and/or dis-
continuities; to approve every activity
conducted by the Institute.

Director of Planning - - Function: Coordinative function with regard

to personnel and program.

Management & Seientific

Planning Specialist Team -Function: To initiate the program

Branch Chief = = = = -~ = Each of the 4 program areas has a branch
chief who is the equivalent of a
scientific director,

Function: To review on~going activities.

External Advisory Beard - Composition: Secientists,

Function: To review activities of the
program area with which they are
asgociated.

&
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Both of the above figures illustrate how the planning process was approached.
The actua) research for both institutes was conducted by in-house scientists con-
nected with the various laboratories at the respective institutes and by scientists
at other research settings; i.e., universitiea or private independent laboratories
who had been contracted to conduct research in the given problem area,

Another highly centralized model for planning was found at the National
Aeronautic and Space Agency (NASA). Figure VIII shows the complex str .ture that
existed during the plannirig phase of the research activity.

FIGURE VIII

Organizational Scheme for Planning:
NASA

A PR ST e e e —— ———

Associate Director -« = « = = Funetinn: To initiate planning on a
) problem,

Assistant Director - = = « - Function: To identify and assemble people
into a planning team; selection is nade
on the basis of acknowledged expertise in
the area.

Steering Committee - = - - -~ Composition: Senior technical people who
are recognized as experts, they are
selected by the Assistant Director.

Function: To meet and discuss the general
problem, to bring back-up data to the
meeting and to discuss the broad approach
to be taken, to select an ad hoe work group.

Ad Hoe VWork Group - - = = -~ ~ Composition: A smaller number of indi-
widuals who were also members of the
steering committee. .

Function: To draw up more specific plans
for attacking the problem; each member
develops a specific task that would fit
into the overall problem,

Researchey = = =~ = = = = = = Function: Each member of the ad hoc work
group would go back to his laboratory and/
or center and develop more specific lower
level plans that would fit the overall
problem.
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Following the development of lower level plans the researchers would convene
again into the ad hoc work group and collate all the data that accrued from the
lower level tasks. In this situation a three-pronged approach was used upon which
to base decisions., The approach was simply to answer the following three questions:
(1) What would we do if we started today?; (2) What would we do if we started two
years from now?; and (3) What would we do if we waited until we have all the
technical information necessary?

The answers to these questions determined the fate of the problem, For
example, the respondent stated that during the initial planning phase of the
problem selected for investigation, the Ad Hoc Group found that every approach costi
more money than they could afford., In addition the group found that they could not
start today because they didn't have the technical information they needed. Also,
it was projected that this information would not be available until 1980. Therefore,
it was decided to wait two years to see what kinds of information would then be
available. Two years later there was information "popping up" and a new program was
begun by taking only the major elements of the original program due to the expense
involved.

Subsequently the Steering Committee was reconvened to review the revised
program, This committee prepared the program report and included their own pro-
Jections., This report constituted the preliminary plan,

The final planning strategy to be discussed is one that was used at Bell
Laboratories, This industrial laboratory also employed & rather centralized

approach to planning although it appeared to be somewhat less complex than the

strategies present in national laboratories. Figure IX illustrates the components

of the model, These components consisted initially of a task force followed by a

group of individuals, each of whom was responsible for a specific aspect of the

problem, In addition, the liason role of the supervisor was of particular impor-

tance; in effect it was the supervisor who assumed the linkii'zg role, That is, it

was the supervisor who coordinated the activities of the various members and/or
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groups,
FIGURE IX

Organizational Scheme for Planning:
Bell Laboratories

Task Force Chairman - - - - - Function: Responsibility for the over~
all project,

Task Force I = = = = = = ~ - Composition: Department heads and
supervisors.

Function: To determine manpower needs;
to select from within its membership

a second task force of smaller more work-
able size,

Tagk Force II = « = = = = « = Composition: A smaller, selected group
of Task KForce I members.

Function: To assign individual tasks;
to meet periodically to report pro-
gress,

Several conclusions ¢an be drawn from the above discussion, First, it
appeared that there are many different and distinct methods of planning, ranging
from ~2¢entralized to highly centralized approaches, Additionally, planning was
either accomplished by the individual or by a group of individuals,

Second, it appeared that the planners are the ones who make firm recommenda-
tions which are the basis for decision-making. For example, in many instances,
tagk forces were set up to study problems and to provide opportunities for an inter~
change of ideas. In effect they provided a mechanism by which resources were ob-
tained, problems were defined, and interest in a given problem area was promoted.
Other organizational devices such as the Ad Hoc Group and Steering Committee at
NASA made decisions and projections regardfng the feasibility and future of the
particular research activity.

Initial planning was usually accomplished by primarily making decisions re-

garding the allocation of resources, i.e., what are the necds in terms of manpower,
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funds and faecilities, and breaking down the complex problem into subsidiary
questions, the answers to which would contribute to the solution of the complex

problen,

Organizing People iv Solve Complex Research Problems. The basic issues or
problems involved in organizing people to solve complex problems appeared to be of
+wo types., First, 35 percent of the respondents cited coordination of the indi-
viduals efforts as a major problem, Second, 31 percent of the respondents stated
that selection of "the people" involved was a critical issue in the conduct of the
research endeavor, Moreover, it appeared to be quite necessary to include within
a group only those individuals who had exhibited an ability to work together as a
team., When asked to describe the characteristics of a successful research group,
40 percent of the respondents (14 out of 35) mentioned team spirit, the ability to
get a.long. with one another. However, the most important characteristic of a
successful group was competency. Of the respondents 77 percent (27 out of 35)
stated that expertise in a given pfoblem area was a necessity,

From the interview data additionai information econcerning how people were
organized to solve large complex research problems emerged. First, there was no
one set patte:_‘n of organizing people in a research activity. Rather, the type of
problem, i.e., whether it could be clearly defined or not, dictated the methods
employed, Second, more role differentiation within the research community was
apparent, The role of research administrator emerged and it was the responsibility
of this individual to facilitate the research activity; in effect, he was often the I
catalytic or linking agent. Third, individuals were organ:i.zed into teams, i.e.,
task forces, ad hoc groups, advisory boards, and the like, Their selection was
primarily based on their expertise in the given problem area.

Communication. The following conclusions were supported by the interview data

on commmication, First, seminars were the most frequently employed organizational

device., Essentially they served three rurposes: (a) as a fcrum for visitors;
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(b) for peer/colleague evaluation of a project; and (c) as an information retrieval
mechanism, e.g., literature seminars. .

Seeond, organizational devices such as *l;he eircuiation of preprints, technical
memoranda, etc,, were employed,

Third, several disciplines had established national information retrieval
systems which aided in dissemination of knowledge,

Fourth, formal channels of communication, e.é., the clearing~house activity at
the materials science cenfér, were designed to supplement, stimulate and promote
informal commnication,

Fifth, informal commnication was perceived to be an important part of the
regearch activity. Personal contact among researchers through luncheon meetingo
and the like was seen as having a positive relationship to the research activity.

Sixth, the research administrator was perceived to be of importance in terws of
coordinating the reosearch activity and facilitating the ﬂow. of information,

Staffing, Staffing was another area within the administrative process that was
investigated, The two most pressing staffing issues and problems were related to
the hiring and retention of personnel,

Several conclusions were drawn with regard to staffing, First, different organ-
izations employed different methods of selecting personnel, Industrial laboratories
selected on the basis of talent, national agencies appeared to select on the basis
of organizational needs, and in contrast, universities appeared to select on the
basis of both teaching and research competence which was in direct response to a
predetermined organizational need,

Second, all organizations appeared to attempt to retain their personnel through
a reward structure, Further, the allocation of rewards was based upon predeteruined
criteria, Primarily, the rewards were allocated according to the productiveness of
the research. That is, a researcher who accomplished his goals and solved the

problem under investigation was rewarded, Financial incentives and recognition from

colleagues, co-workers and the research commmnity at large were perceived to be the

et X
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most desired rewards.

Evaluation. In brief the interview data with regard to evaluation indicated
that: (1) evaiuation served three purposes: ' (a) to review the acccmplishments of
the research activity, (b) to provide a basis for future d‘ecision-making, ard (e)
to provide a mechanism by which information through reports, articles, and publi-
cations could be disseminated; (2) two techniques of evaluation were used: (a)
written progress and/or final reports, and (b) peer and/or supervisor cvaluation;
(3) evaluation took Place on two levels: (&) at the researcher level, and (b) at
the project level; and (4) centralized and decentralized forms of evaluation existed
in various organizations,

In addition a fifth conclusion related to the evaluative criteria. The most

frequently stated criterion for evaluation of the research activity was achievement

. in terms of contribution to knowledge, the accomplishment of objectives and the

impact of the research results,

Budgeting, The final area in the adninistrative process to be discussed was
budgeting, The usual response from research administrators in this regard was
"e o o you need money to do a good job," The issues and problems concerned setting
research priorities, that is, determining shich projects should be selected for
investigation when limited funding was available, A second issue involved the
alternativesto funding. This was a particularly important area in situations where
funding was either limited or non-existent,

Of the respondents, 90 peicent (17 out of i9) stated that the allocation of
funds to a particular problem, i.e., set'c;ing rriorities as to which project should
be supported, was perceived as a major difficulty in budgeting. In order to cope
with this difficulty it appeared that all organizations employed some criterion on
which to base their decisions. Two criteria seemed to be employed by the ma jority
of organizations. The first criterion, mentioned by 35 percent of the respondents,

was assessment, That is, the problem was assesszd in terms of whether or not it
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contributed significantly to the needs, goals, and objectives of the organization,
The second criterion, cited by 20 percent of the respondents, was relevancy or

importance of the pprlem. In this instance the practicality and marketability of
the research and/or its contribution to the knowledge base of a discipline were of

prime consideration,

Collaborative Effert

As an adjunct to the communication and coordination components of the adminis-
trative process, attitudes towards collaboration were explored. Since this entire
study was Msed on the assurption that programmatic research on large-scale
research problems involved a collaborative effort, it was deemed appropriate to
investigete the advantages and disadvantages of such efforts, The most frequently
cited advantage of collaborative research was diversity, Of the 35 respondents who
were asked the questions, 74 percent noted that the various 1ndiv§.duals who brought
different specializations and expertise to bear on a problem helped facilitate the
problem solving effort, In contrast although 97 percent of the respondents (33 out
of 34) who were asked the question concerned with disadvantages agreed to théir
presence, most diamissed them as insignificant in terms of contributions and

achievement they made to society.

Suggested Changes in the Dissertation System

The final question on the interview schedule was related to suggestions for
changing the existing dissertation system in educational administration, The
primary poblem discussed with the research administrators concerned how professors
and stucdents at various universities who are separated by geographical barriers
could become involved in collaborative res:i+ch projects,

Sperific forms of coordimting mechanisms were mentioned, 38 percant of the

responcents recommended that planning sessions be held, Other recommendations con-

cerned the researchable problem itself and its subdivision into subsidiary questions,

A different approach was suggested by several other respondents who felt that the

L. Y ey s 1 o
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establiskment of an institute specifically designed for research purposes might be

& possible change,

A less formalized, rather decentralized approach was suggested by a researcher

at the National Institute of Mental Health.

She suggested:

¢ o o begin at the level of the professors getting involved, Try to
get some small funding for face to face contact of graduate students
from other universities . . . stress the smallness, The basic mechanism
is building face-to-face working groups,
through good conferences, then you can manage to do a lot of things by

long distance,

Once you know each other

One industrial researcher at Knolls Laboratory summed up the situation when he

was asked to suggest changes for the dissertation system in educational adninistra-

tion:

¢ o o That is a really difficult problem ., . . National experience is
the only way you can solve large problems . . . bring people together,

Table II shows the various suggestions made by the respondents, Frequencies

and percentages in terms of the numbsx of responses were veported,

TABLE II

Suggested Dissertation System Changes

Categories of

Question Responses Examples r %
What suggestions 1. Linkage Role of impresario 14 22
would you make for or coordinator
organizing students
doing their disser- 2. Seminars for 13 20
tation in the field planning
of Educational
Administration. 3¢ Identifization of 12 19

interesting and
important problems
4, Professors and Professor identifies 8 12
students inter- problems for student
action to work on -~ usually
a part of his own
research
Se Advisory Task Force - Steer— 7T 1
Comittee ing Committee (re-
Approach sponsible for defin-

ing large problem
area and establishing

priorities)
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Categories of
Question Responses Exampleg

6. Establishment of
Institutes or
Centers

7. Establishment of
large data bases

8. Conferences

9., No change

N= 34
Number of responses = 65

Alternate Model Development

The develorment of alternative systems of dissertation production was based in
part upon the previously cited research and on the comprehensive survey of selected
literature on research administration, In summary the information derived indicated
what seemed to be several essential aspects of coordinated research systéms. First,
several mechanisms appeared in the form of a committee structure which facilitated
the following activities: (a) selecting problem areas that need investigation and
the subsequent setting of priorities; (b) planning for the investigation in terms
of appraising the system to determine what resources were needed and what approach
should be taken, i.e., individual or team; (c) subdividing the problem area into
subsidiary questions for individual researchers and/or for teams to attack,

Second, it appeared that the research activity was programmatic; i.e.,
consciously designed, Mer the various levels and/or committees were usually
interdependent. Moreover,the composition of each committee was primarily based on
the competencies the individual had with respect to a given problem area., In some
instances advisory boards, similar to those at the National Cancer Institute, were
composed of people outside the organization, some of whom were practitioners that

could benefit from the research but who were not directly involved in the activity,
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Essentially these boards served to review the on-going work,

Third, various mechanisms in the area of commmnication were used to facilitate
information flow. Several organizational procedures such as seminars designed to
report on progress and to obtain suggestions and criticisms from colleagues and the
circulation of pre-prints or working papers prior to a meeting, This afforded the
group the opportunity to think about the contents of the paper prior to the meeting,
thus facilitating the subsequent discussion on the topies.

Basically, the foilowing models attempt to direct research efforts while main-
taining some of the flexibility and freedom necessary to the creative research
process. Each of the models, i.e., (1) the Centrally Organized Research Model (COR);
(2) the Professor Initiated Research lModel (PIR); and (3) the Research Package Model
(RP), is presented in diagram format followed by a detailed description of suggested
procedures.,

Model I: The Centrally Organized Research Model

Model I was devised from the procedures described by research administrators in
interviews conducted in industrial and national laboratories [e.g., Bell Laboratories
(Figure IX), National Cancer Institute (Figure VIIX,, and the literature on research
societies. Basically the interviews revealed in these instances a hierarchical or-
ganization where: (1) the research priorities were established by a designated
committee; (2) task forces composed of researchers then took tho.se priorities pre-
viously established by the committee and divided them into subsidiary questions to
be answered by individual researchers in their labo \A‘tgnes.

In its simplist form the COR Model consists of three levels, These levels
serve three essential purposes of (1) setting priorities as to what problems need
investigation (The "Research Priorities Committee'"), (2) defining the research
implied by these problems (The "Research Seminar"), and (3) designing and conducting
the research itself (The "Professor-Graduate Student Research Teams"). A diagram cf

the model and a more detailed description and erplanation of how it might operate

follows,
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Model I

PRELI}TNARY CCR MODEL
Centrally Organized Research liodel
LEVEL A Purpose: To produce decisions about what knowledge is most
needed in the field of educational administration.

Composition: A small group of individuals appointed by the
UCEA Executive Council,

THE RzSEARCH PRIORITIES Product: A set of high priority problems to be subdivided
COi ITTEE into subsidiary que3stions by the Research Seminar,

Purposes: (1) To transform the problem area, described by
the Research Priorities Committee, into a series of sub-
- sidiary research questions which were implied in the
v problem; (2) to coordinate the research efforts of its
LEVEL B members to insure that the research produced would be
: cumulative; (3) to integrate the research produced into a
coherent whole,

THE RESEARCH SEMINAR Composition: Professors (5-7) at various universities
! y identified by the Research Priorities Committee and the
UCEA Bxecutive Council as having specialized research
competence in the given problem area,

27

Product: A series of subsidiary questions to be researched
v by the Professor-Graduate Student Research Team.
LEVEL C - )
Purpose: To design and conduct the actual research necessary
to answer the subsidiary questions.

wwowmmmowlmwhuc>em STUDENT Composition: A professor, who is a member of the Research
mmwwbwam.emmwm Seminar Group, and his doctoral students compose each team,
Product: Dissertations which deal with various aspects of

the subsidiary questions,

.
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LEVEL A

THE RESEARCH PRIORITIES COMMITTEE

The purpose of this committee would be to produce decisions about what know-
ledge is most needed in the field of Educational Administration. This might be done
as follows:

1. The UCEA Executive Council might appoint a committee of (say) seven
individuals, with the charge to define and order a set of major
problems facing the field. In the committee's opinion, these
problems are those which are most in need of solution and appear to
be susceptible to research. This commitcee would constitute the

,~Research Priorities Committee.

&

2, The Research Priorities Committee would meet gseveral times over the
course of a year. The initial meeting could be preceded by the
circulation of prepared papers from each member delineating high
priority problems. Subsequent meetings would then be concerned with
more fully defining and describing these problems and ordering them
as to their priority. The cost of such meetings would be borne by
UCEA,

3, After agreement is reached on major problems and research priori-
‘ties, the Research Priorities Committee would prepare and submit
to UCEA = paper describing these problems and the nature of the
research they imply. In addition it would submit a suggested list
of researchers who, in the Research Priorities Committee'!s judgment,
have the necessary expertise to conduct the necessary research -
i.e., separate lists would be prepared for each problem area.

4, The UCEA Executive Council would determine which one, if any, of the
problem areas would serve as the focal point of a concerned research
effort, In addition, it would name a committee of researchers (say
seven) who had indicated a willingness to join in the project, These
researchers might be drawn from the list suggested by the Research
Priorities Committee, supplemented by individuals suggested by the
Executive Council. This committee would constitute the Research
Seminar. Several UCEA member universities would undoubtedly be
represented.

LEVEL B
THE RESEARCH SEMINAR
The purposes of the Research Seminar would be three in number: (1) transform
a problem area, as described by the Research Priorities Commnittee, intc a series of
subsidiary research questions which were implied in the problem, (2) coordinate the
research efforts of its members to insure that the research produced would be cumu~

lative, (3) integrate the research produced into a coherent whole ==~ e.8., & mono-




3
3
N
{
i
5

e R

O e

~29~

graph addressed to alternative solutions to the named problem,

The Research Seminar might operate as follows:

1. Using the Research Priorities Committee paper as their staerting point,

2.

e

these professors would prepare working papers defining as c¢clearly as
possibie the subsidiary research questions implied by the problem.
These preliminary pepers would be circulated among the members., The
committee would then meet several times to refine these qQuestions,
select those to which answers are both important and possible to
obtain, and roughly describe the methodologies to be used for each,
The travel and lodging costs of members of the seminar would be borne
by UCEA, This procedure might well involve a year or more of time,

Each member of the Research Seminar would select one or more of
these subsidiary questions around which he would organize some of
his graduate students' dissertation research efforts (deseribed
further below). Thus, on his return to his own university each
professor would have: (1) a relatively specific research problem on
which he had agreed 1o work; 125 knowledge of how his perticular
problem was related to those problems of other seminar members (and
hence, possibilities of cooperation); and (3) general methodological
guidelines within which to work to help insure comparability and
integration of the resulting research,

During the course of the research conducted by each professor and
some of his graduate students -- over the course of a year or more--
the Research Seminar would meet periodically to review progress,
modify research direction as necessary, and insure coordination.
For example, the committee might reeruit additional members whose
expertise was needed, pose additional subsidiary research questions
when the need became apparent, and coordinate data collection to in-
crease the scope and representativeness of the data base available
to each member,

As important subsidiary questions are answered, the Research Seminar
would make these results available to the professors and UCEA through
the dissemination of findings., (This would be in addition to any
publications which individual students might produce as a product of
their dissertations.) When the work of the Research Seminar is com-
plete (two or more years later) the seminar would be responsible for
integrating the work of the Professor-Graduate Student Research Teams
and preparing a monograph addressed to the problem originatec by the
Research Priorities Committee.

LEVEL C
THE PROFESSOR-GRADUATE STUDENT RESEARCH TEAMS

The purpose of the Professor-Graduate Student Research Teams would be to design

and conduct the actual research necessary to answer the subsidiary question(s) for

which the professor has assumed responsibility. The professor would have a rela-

tively specific research question on his return to his own university and general
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guidelines as to appropriate methodologies. The actual research conducted by
graduate students as their dissertations, would be derived from the subsgidiary
questions and methodological guidelines, but not defined by them., That is, the
intent would be to insure that the doctoral research of the students at several
universities for one or more years was cumulative, but not to constrain the
necessary creativity involved in any research effort, These Professor-Graduate
Student Research Teams might operate as follows:

1. At his own institution, each professor would elicit the assistance
- of his doctoral students who were not yet involved in writing a
dissertation., Under the guidance of the professor, these students
could select a specific research problem derived from the sutsidiary
question as their dissertation topic. Thus, these resulting disser-
tations would have a common focuse.

2. Since several dissertations would probably be necessary to answer a
subsidiary question, the professor might lead a continuing seminar
of interested students, and involve new students in the second and
subsequent years of the effort, Thus, new students would become
familiar with the project and the existing work well prior to the
time when they would begin their own research, These gseminars
would be concerned with specific substantive and methodological
issues which arise, and would allow for the redirection and reform-
ulation of research, as well as the initiation of additional disser-
tation topics as new aspects of a subsidiary question became evident.

3. As work progresses and dissertations are completed, the professors
at each university would prepare progress reports, summarizing re-
sults and indicating implications for other members of the Research
Seminar, The Research Seminar would meet periodically to discuss
these reports, When all research is complete the Research Seminar
would prepare a comprehensive report of all research and propose
answer(s) to the original problem posed by the Research Priorities
Committee.

! Model II: The Professor Initiated Research Model (PIR)

The Professor Initiated Research (PIR) Model was derived from the procedures

NI sty g e, s

described by research administrators conducted in the university setting, and the
procedures described in the literature on university based research. The model

. provided a decentralized approach for organizing doctoral dissertation research.

F4 i Interviews with research managers in the university setting revealed two quite
] similar organizational patterns that form the basis for the PIR Model, Research

administrators responsible for the conduct of agricultural research in a university ]

=
oS-




%
§
i
'
%
!
!

=31
setting reported the common use of a four-tiered model to deal with large-scale
agricultural problems (Figure IV), Interviews with two professors who were
directors of federally funded research projects revealed a similar kind of organi-
zation (Figure V),

In discussing these two approaches, those responsible for managing the research
stressed the importance of the problem originating with the professor., The research
administrators perceived their role as (1) "match-maker" - matching the interest of
the professor with the ﬁmdi..ng agencies; and (2) providing an orgenizational setting
desiegned to stimulate ideas in certain. The professors whe were project directors
indicated that funding was important, but their primary reason for .undertaking the
project was "interest" i: the problem.

The project directors deseription of their role provided two additional points
that were considered in developing the PIR Model, First of all, they are respon-
sible for attempting to tie the research together; therefore they had the role of
ccordinator of the resecarch effort., Secondly, as principal investigators they were
first among equals, and therefore had the task of bringing people together to solve
the problem, That is, they identified the researchers who made a potential contri-
bution to the vroject, and attempted to interest each of them to work in a joint
eftfort to solve the problem,

The research managers reported that the real planning for attacking a problem
area took place at the research seminar level, As reported by a research adminis-
trator, "This is the place where the master problem is broken down into the sub-
problems for investigation,"

At the actual research level, (the satellite group or the professor student
team,) the research managers suggested that a master-apprentice relationship should
exist between professor and student. They £1t that this type of relationship would
provide an opportunity for the student to develop an appreciation for the research

process.

A close examination of the F;i.gures IV and V reveals a rather centralized
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(Figure IV) and a rather decentralized model (Figure V). In developing the PIR
Model, the investigators attempted to capture the best features of both, That both
models were successful can be attested to by the fact that they were applied to the
organization of research in the university setting.

The basic difference between the PIR Model and the other two models is re-
flected in Level A where the "Professor" takes full responsibility for identifying
the problem for study and organizing the initial meeting of the research seminar
group. The other two components of Model II are basically the same as in the COR
Model. A diagram of the Model, and a more detailed d.escription and explanation of
how it might operate follows. (Diagram on page 33)

LEVEL A
THE PROFESSOR

The objective of the professor concerned is to prepare a proposal to secure
funds for the establishment of the initial meeting of a research semigar. That is,
a meeting of a group of professors who would work cooperatively on a large-scale
complex problem in the field of Educational Administration., He might proceed as
follows:

1. The professor identifies a problem which he believes to be of con~
siderable importance to the field of Educational Administration,
Further, this problem seems to be of sufficient scope and magnitude
to require the efforts of several people over a period of time, He
prepares a brief -description of the problem, and outlines some of the
research questions which the problem seems to imply. He identifies
a small number of colleagues (say 7) at various institutions who he
believes have the necessary competencies to conduct research on
these research questions, and who might be willing to do so,

2, The professor contacts these colleagues, and determines their
interest and willingness to meet to discuss the problem area and the
research questions it implies. He submits the description of the
problem and the outline of subsidiary questions as a proposal re-
questing funds from UCEA for the support of a gingle meeting; per-
haps two or three days in length. If UCEA provides support for this
meeting, the interested individuals determine the initial feasibility
of crganizing & cooperative attack on the problem. If such coopera-
tion appears to be desirable, those individuals prepare a formal
proposal to UCEA requesting funds for the establishment of a Research
Seminar. If UCFA provides support, the Research Seminar would be
convened,




Model IIX

PRELT:IIL:RY PIR MODEL
Professor-Initiated Research Model

LiVEL A Purpose: To prepare a proposal dealing with a large complex
problem in Educational administration for the purpose of
securing funds for the establishment of the initial meeting
of the Research 3eminar Group.

PROFESSOR Composition: One professor interested in investigating a large
complex problem area in tducational Administration, .

Product: The initial meeting of the Research Seminar Group.

LEVEL B Purpoges: (1) To transform the problem area, described by the
professor, into a series of subsidiary research yacuwons which
were implied by the problem, (2) To coordinate the research efforts
of its members to insure that the research produced would be cumi-
jative. (3) To integrate the research produced into a ccherent whole,

RESELRCH SEMINAR . Composition: Professors (5-7) at various universities identified
by the Professor at Level A as having specialized research coupetence
in a given problem urea. '

~33-

Product: A series of subsidiary questions to be resecrched by the
Professor-Graduate 3tudent Research Teams.

L.VEL C Purpoge: To design and conduct the actual research necessary to
answer the subsidiary questions.

Composition: A professor, who is a member of the Research Seminar

PROFESSOR~GRADUATE STUDEMT Group, and his doctoral students compose each team.
RESEARCH TEAMS Product: Dissertation topics to deal with various aspects of the
(5-T7 TEANS) subsidiary questions.
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LEVEL B

THE RESELARCH SEMINAR

The purposes of the Research Seminar would be three in number: (1) transform

the problem area (as described by the Professor), into a series of research questions

which were implied in the problem; (2) coordinate the research efforts of ivs

members to insure that the research produced would be cumlative; and (3) intugrate

the research produced into a coherent whole =-- e.g., & monograph addressed to

alternative solutions to the named problen,

The Research Seminar might operate as follows:

1.

2.

Se

Using their proposal to UCEA as their starting point, the pro-
fessors would prepare working papers defining as clearly as

possible the subsidiary research questions implied v the problem.
These preliminary papers would be circulated among the members, The
committee would then meet several times to refine these questions,
select those to which answers are both important and possible to
obtain, and roughly describe the methodologies to be used for each,
The travel and lodging costs of members of the seminar would be
borne by UCEA,

Each member of the Research Seminar would celect one or more of
these subsidiary questions around which he would organize some

of his graduate students' dissertation research efforts (described
further below)., Thus, on his return to his own university, each
professor would have: (1) a relatively specific research problem
on which he had agreed to work; (2) knowledge of how his particular
problem was related to those problems of the seminar members (and
hence, possibilities of cooperation); and (3) general methodological
guidelines within which to work to help insure comparability and
integration of the resulting research,

During the course of the research conducted by each professor and
some of his graduate students -- over the course of a year or more --
the Rescarch Seminar would meet periodically to review progress,
modify research direction as necessary, and insure coordination, For
example, the committee might recruit additional members whose exper-
tise was needed, pose additional research questions when the need

- became apparent, and coordinate.data collection to increase the scope

and representativeness of the data base available to each nmember,

4, As important subsidiary questions are answered, the Research Seminar

would make these results available to the professors and UCEA through
the dissemination offindings. (This would be in addition to any
publications which individual students might produce as a product of
their dissertation.) When the work of Research Seminar is complete
(4wo or more years later), the seminar would be responsible for
integrating the work of the Professor-Graduate Student Research Teams
and preparing a monograph addressed to the problem originated by the
Professor,

i
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LEVEL C
THE PROFESSOR-GRADUATE STUDENT RESEARCH TEAMS

The purpose of the Professor-Graduate Student Research Teams would be to
design and conduct the actual research necessary to answer the subsidiary qQuestion(s)
for which the professor has assumed responsibility. The professor would have a
relati.velz specific research question on his reiurn to his own university and
general guidelines as to appropriate methodologies. The actual research, conducted
by graduate students as their dissertations, would derive from the subsidiary

! questions and methodological guidelines, but noi defined by them. That is, the
intent is to insure that the doctoral research of the students at several univer-
sities for one or more years be cumlative, but not to constrain the necessary
creativity involved in any research effort, These Professor-Graduate Student
Research Teams might operate as follows:

1., At his own institution each professor would elicit the assistance of
his doctoral students who were not yet involved in writing a disser-
. tation., Under the guidance of the professor, these students could
. select a specific research problem derived from the subsidiary
. question as their dissertation research, Thus, these resulting
dissertations would have a common focus,

2, Since several dissertations would probably be necessary to answer
a subsidiary question, the professor might lead a continuing seminar
of the interestad students, and involve new students in the second
; and subsequent years of the effort, This would help familiarize
the new students with the project and the existing work well priorto
the tame when they would begin their own research. These seminars
would :: concerned with specific substantive and methodological
issues which arise, and would allow for the redirection and reformu-
, lation of research, as well as the fsitiation of additional disser-
: tation research as new aspects of a subsidiary question became
3 evident,

e s
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3, As work progresses and dissertations are completed, the professors
at each university would prepare progress reports, summaring
results and indicating implications for other iembers of the Re-
search Seminar, The Research Seminar would meet periodically to
discuss these reports., When all research is complete, the Research
Seminar would prepare a comprehensive report of all research and
proposc cnawer{s) to the original question proposed by the
Professor,
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Model III: The Research Package Model (RP) Model

The Research Package Model was derived, essentially from the following three
sources: (1) procedures deseribed by research administretors in interviews con-
ducted in research organizations; (2) suggestions offered by acknowledged resesachers
in the field of educational administration; and (3) mutable factors currently
existing in the present system of dissertation production in educational administra-
tion,

The RP Model - Research Package Model was similar to research procedures in
which the basic researcher enlisted aid of the engineer in developing uses ®r his
basic findings, Primarily the RP Model provided a very open mechanism for the
distribution of research ideas, yet incorporated the components of a highly
structured research organization such as those in which the interviews were con-
ducted.

The basis for this model stemed from the knowledge that most dissertations
appeared to follow on the heels of the development of a particular research instru-
ment, For example, a large number of student dissertations on leadership emerged
following the development of the LBDQ, dissertations on teacher beliefs regarding
control emerged following the development of the PCL, etc, Therefore, the RP Model
rather than being a research instrument is a mechanism for promulgating dissertation
regearch ideas all of which are related to a problem area which is being proposed.
In short, what would be developed is a series of mini-research proposals which would
be made available to all doctoral students in educgtional administration,

The following diagram is a simplified presentation of the model. This is

followed by a more specific description of the Procedures involved.




:
3
€
i
i
:

Ao, s <

37~

Model III

"&& PRELI}INARY RP MNODEL
Research Package lModel

STELRING CORITIEE

Purpose: To produce decisions about what problems in the field of
Educational Administration are in most need of investigation,

Composition: S5-7 Professors and practitioners of Educational
Aagministration,

Product: A paper which desciibes and ranks the problems.

h) 4

RESEARCH DESIGN COMMITTLEE

Purpose: (1) To suggest dissertation length research problems
that are pertinent to a given problem identified by the Steering
Committee. (2) To integrate the results of the dissertations
into a coherent whole.

Composition: 5~T7 researchers with competercs in the identified
problem area,

Product: (1) Brief dissertation proposal distributed to all UCEA
member institutions. (2) A monograph that integrates the results
of dissertations undertaken as a result of the suggested problem
descriptions.
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THE STEERING COMMITIEE

The purpose of this Committee would be to produce dacisions about what prohlems
in the field of Educational Administration are in most need of investigation. One
way in which this might be done is as follows:

1. The UCEA Executive Council would appoint a committee of say three
professors and three practitioners of educational administration.
Their charge would be to prepare > paper, which (a) describes and
defines each problem, (b) ranks these problems, and (c) presents
arguments as to why they sre so ranked,

2, The Steering Committee would meet several times over the course of
a year, The initial meeting could be preceded by the circulation
of prepared papers from each member delineating high priority
problems, Subsequent meetings would then be concerned with more
fully defining and describing these problems and ordering them as
to their priorities. After agreement is reached on the problems
and their ranking, the Steering Committee would prepare and serd
to the UCEA Plenary Session a paper which describes and ranka the
problems, The cost of such meetings would be borne by UCEA.

3, The UCEA Plenary Session would determine which one of the problem
areas would serve as a focal point of a concerted research cffort,
(Such factors as the magnitude of research effort required and
availability of competent researchers in a particular area might
be some of the considerations given in reaching a decision.)
Additionally, the Plenary Session would appoint 2 committee of
seven researchers who have competence in the problem area
se_ected, This comittee of seven researchers would constitute
the Research Design Committee,

THE RESEARCH DESIGN COMMITTEE

The purpose of this committee would be to prepare 2 gserics of dissertation
proposals that would help answer subsidiary questions pertinent to the problem area
identified by the Steering Committee, Additionally, the Research Desian Comnittee

would attempt to integrate accomplished dissertations into 2 coherent whole. This
purpose would be accomplished in the following manners

The members of this comuittee would be appointed for a period of three years,
In this period of time there would be three distinct functions performed:

1. During the first year the committee would meet frequently to brain-
storm potential problems for dissertation length research, (The
cost of these meetings would be bornme by UCEA.) After these problems
with the most potential were determined, each member would take cer-
tain problems and write them up as one-page descriptions. These
descriptions would be done in a-way so as to sufficiently guide a
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doctoral student (and/or a professor) of educational administration
ir the preparation of a research proposal. Eaeh description would
cover such areas as: purpose, importance of the problem, appropriate
methodology, necessary samples, and problems encountered by other
researchers,

The descriptions generated from this one year effort would be re-
viewed, refined, and then distributed as "Digsertation Ideas for
Students in Educational Administration"” to all member institutions
of UCEA, It should be noted that these “"Ideas" would not be so
thoroughly developed as to usurp the dissertation chairman's role.
To the contrary, it would be expected that the chairman would play a
major role in shaping these "Ideas" into dissertation efforts. '

Any student using one of the "Ideas" would be expected to send an
abstract of his dissertation results to the Research Design
Comaittee.

2, Doctoral students who found a particular "Idea" that was of in~
terest to them would be able to contact the Research Design
Committee member who wrote the description., This would help com-
plement the dissertation chairman's role by providing additional
specialized expertise while developing the proposal and during the
course of the digsertation,

Honorariums would be paid by UCEA, for the time committee members
spent working with students. :

3, The committee would convene and review the abstracts that had been
submitted over a period of time, say two years. From these ab-
stracts the committee would select those most relevant to the
problem area. Based upon this information (which might require
contacting students and/or getting copies of whole dissertations)
the committee would integrate these findings into a "State of
Knowledge" monograph. Additionally, the committee would present

recommendations as to what areas of the problem are in need of
further examination or have not received adequate examination,

Evaluation of the Models

The three alternative models for dissertation production were evaluated in two
ways. First a criteria was specifically developed by which the models could be
evaluated. This objective was accomplished by the investigators through a series
of meetings., Primarily the criteria were formulated on the basis of the literature
review, specifically those developed by Havelock (1969), and Rath (1968) and from
the interview data, The findings indicated .that a research model which is con-
gciously designed to augment programmatically the knowledge base of a particular

field shculd exhibit the following characteristics: (1) additivity; (2) assessive~
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ness; (3) selectivity; (4) adaptivity; (5) coordination; (6) orerness; (7) pro-
ductivity; and lastly (8) viability. The meaning rationale upon which each
eriterion is based is presented below.
1, Additivity ) y
A system is additive when it purposively integrates the results of
separate investigations in a manner which provides solution to a predeter-

mined complex problem.

2., Assessiveness

A system is assessive when it provides for continuous appraisal of
‘ the problem area for the purpose of determining where new knowledge is
! needed. i

3. Selectivity

A system is selective when it screens problem areas and identifies
these problems which are researchable and answerable within a reasonable
time~frame so as to provide usable results to the field of Educational
Administration.

4, Adaptivit;

‘ ) An adaptive system is pragmatic in that there is no one fixed mode of
organizing people to attack a given problem area,

5. Coordination

* A system is coordinative when its components are integrated and
synchronized, and when there is an interdependence between all components
of the system,

6. Openness

' A system is open when any researcher or practitioner regardless of
) diseiplinary affiliation can participate proviced he can contribute to the
solution of the problem that the system is investigating. -

; f 7., Productivity
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A system is productive when it increases the volume of research <
centered on one problem area in a particular field. :

8. Viability

A system is viable when it has the capability of attracting and
holding researchers to work within it.

The second method of model evaluation was through the solicitatioh of comments
from an & member panel of researchers who were recognized for their contributions

_ to the field of Educational Administration.
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Evaluation of the COR Model
The following eYa;uation of the COR Model in terms of the criteria pointed to
both the strengths and weaknesses of the Model.
First it appeared that the COR Model did provide for addivity at all three
levels. Indeed the integration of research findings first at the Professor-
Graduate Student Research Level and then at the Research Seminar Level should re-
sult in the solution of the large complex problems the Research Seminar was
initially responsible for investigating, i.e., the problem originated previously by
i the Research Priorities Committee, In addition, the Research Seminar was also to be i
responsible for preparing a monograph addressed to the problem.

A serious limitation was that the model depended on the professors who were
involved in the actual research to also integrate the results, This could present
problems in terms of the amount of time a professor would be able to devote to such
an endeavor and in his ability to accomplish this integration with other professors,
In effect, questi .._ ~ere raised concerning (1) the willingness of professors to
cooperate in preparing a monograph, and (2) the ability of professors to accomplish
this task in an obkective manner without letting their own personal preferences and

biases enter into the picture.

TR NT e

The second eriterion on which the COR Model was evaluated was assessiveness.
A appraisal procedure was -onstantly in operation at the Research Seminar Level.
This group determined when integration of results was feasible and further, by

; offering suggestions and criticisms insured that the actual dissertation research

< i was relevant and relgted to the problem. !
. Three potential limitations seemed to be present. First could the professors
who were conducting the research also appraise and evalumate it objectively., It did
appear, however, that a group of prbfessors working on the same project may act as
3 an evaluator for orne another thus a checks and balance situation could exist.

Second, were periodic meetings feasible? Studies by Moore (1973) and Kiley (1973)

showed that professors and students were willing to collaborate,
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The COR lModel seemed best to fulfill the criterion of productivity, Through
its centralized approach it appeared likely that an increase in the amount of re-
search in a given problem area in the field of Educational Administration would
result,

The fourth criterion, selectivity, also appeared to be accomplished by the COR
Model. The Research Priorities Com-ittee set the priorities,_,ﬂ‘:he Research Seminar
produced and selected series of subsidiary questions to be researched by the Pro-
fessor-0. ~mate Student Research Teams and the students selected with the assistance
and guidance of their professors, dissertation topics dealing with the varicus
aspects of the subsidiary question.

The fifth criterion on which this Model was evaluated was adaptivity. It
appeared that the COR Model was only adaptive in terms of group sized., Indeed, the
three levels of the model seem quite static and they remain;ad the same for the
investigation of each problem. However, since the model presented a basic structure
once in operation it appeared that the participants would feel free to organize in
any manner they felt was most appropriate.

To a degree the COR Model appeared to exhibit some openness. Specifically at
the Research Seminar Level and the Professor-Graduate Student Level interested re-
searchers and student researchers could indicate a willingness to join in the pro-
ject. However this openness was relatively restricteds That is, individuals could
not at will become active participants. They must be selected by either the
Executive Council of UCEA, the Research Priorities Committee, or the professor,
This may be one positive feature of the model in that the research competency of the
researcher is assured.

It also appears that practitioners would have a difficult time becoming in-
volved unless the UCEA Executive Courcil specifically selected them to serve on the
Research Priorities Committee. The manner in which the mode] was designed did not

offer any assurance that this would occur; however, neither did it prevent it.

An additional limjtation was that the graduate students who were conducting the
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actual research were not involved in the periodic meetings of the Research Ceminav.
Yet again given that there was flexibility within the model, additional members
could be added at the respective levels and at time the participants deemed
appropriate.

Perhaps the major strength and major weakness of the COR Model were both
visible in the eriterion of coordination. The components of the model all served
both commnication and coordination.roles by holding periodic meetings, compiling
progress and final reports and producing a monograph, Further, the Seminars at the
Professor-Graduate Student Research Team Level served to link the individual efforts
of the students together,

Although it is assumed that each professor would serve as the facilitator or
linker for his particular team, there was no such linkage role established at the
Research Seminar Level, Indeed periodic meetings across geographical barriers could
be problematic unless some -individual assumed and was responsible for the linkage
role.

The eighth and final criterion upon which the COR lodel was evaluated was
viability., The attractiveness and holding power of the model seemed to be of both
an intrinsic and extrinsic nature. The intrinsic rewards for the professor would
be that he was working on a problem of interest to him, Further, there would be
other researchers interested in the same problem area with whom he could discuss his
research, In addition both the professor and the student could derive satisfaction
from the knowledg'e that their research efforts would eventually conitribute to the
solution of & larger more complex problem,

The extrinsic rewards for the professor were essentialls of two kinds, First,
the model provided initial funding of the seminar meetings and secondly it pro-
vided- a mechanism whereby the results of the research could be published through a
monograph,

A serious limitation in terms of viability was that it might have virtually no

contimious holding power. The funding is extremely limited. Further it did not
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provide financial assistance for graduate students, the individuals who were con-
ducting the actual research.

Another weakness of the COR Model,’and one not discussed in the above evalu-
ation, was the manner in which individuals were chosen to participate., First, there
was no mention of the composition of the Research Priorities Committee. If thate
committee was made up of only researchers in educational administration would the
priorities establisr.xed be related to the problems of practitioners in the field
or would the priorities represc.ant the interests of the members of the committee?
Certainly it appeared that a specified composition of the Research Priorities

Committee could be included in the description of the model,

Panel Commentary on the COR Model, The respondents commented on the strength

of the model primarily in terms of its centralized coordination, Basically i. the
model could operate as described then there might be considerable and perhaps
exciting research outmt, |
Although the respondents listed several negative coénments regrading the COR
' Model, these criticism seemed to be centered arcund the participants of the model,
) ) namely the professors and students, Primarily, the comments concerning the faculty
| were of two types -~ the individualism of the members of the professoriate and their
competency. Could professors collaborate across institutional barriers? Could a
group of professors set agree upon a set of priorities? Other respondents alluded
to the quality and competency of professors in the field of Educational Administra-
tion., Specifically the competing demands on their time and also, in some cases,

their lack of research skill,

Other comments concerned the graduate students, Would such a model substan- N
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tially reduce the learning experience of the students? However, when comparing the

o

COR lodel with the present system, the former seemed to have more of a potential as
¥4 { a training device than the latter had shown, Indeed the student was aided and

assisted under competent supervisors of all phases of the research activity., One

panel member offered a suggestion that appeared feasible and worth noting. He
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suggested including the student at the research seminar level, thus contributing
additionally to the learning exﬁerience of the student, Another panel member
suggested that the omposition of the Research Priorities Committee be specified,’
This suggestion seemed reasonable since by specifying the composition of the
comitte., one could insure the participation of practitioners, the individuals who
in many instances would be responsible for the implementation of the final results
of the research,

Finally thé lack of sufficient fundings as well as the lack of a linkage role

were perceived as additional weaknesses of the system. - i

PIR Model Evaluation

Criterie Evaluation. Provision for fulfilling the criterion of additivity was

made at the Research Seminar Level, Professors who were members of this seminar
group were responsible for integrating the research produced into a coherent whole,
e.g., publication of a monograph dealing with the problem, Integration was also
achieved at the "Research Team" Level by the individual professor who was responsible
. for preparing progress reports, summarizing results, and indicating, implicating for
other members of the Research Seminar,
:‘ Several problems were considered with regard to the ability of this model to

achieve additivity. First, the PIR Model depended upon the individuals doing the

oy

research to also integrate results. People involved in the actual research may lose

the broad perspective of the importance of the total project, i.e., "bits and pieces"

e W e e %

of research may become ends unto themselves. However am Advisory Board, composed of ;
people not involived in the research process, could be created and made responsible
for the integration of results,

Second, the sctual dissertation topics were not developed at the Research

R

Seminar Level rather they were developed by a professor working with his students

at the Research Team Level, Thus, there was no guarantee that the individual disser-

e

tation topics would be directly related to the major problem area, Indeed while each

professor was supposed to leave the initial meetings of the "Research Seminar" with
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2 clear idea of the éubsidiary question he was responsible for, it was conceivable
that he and his colleagues might have a different perspective of the same sub-—problem,

Thus the dissertation size pieces of research produced at the Professor-Student

Research Team Level might not provide answers to the complex problem of investigation.

Third, knowing when to integrate the research could prove to be a dilemma for
the professors involved., The dissertation re.search efforts might point out new areas
of investigation that must be examined before the complex problem could be solved.
There might be a need for aluwost continuous redirection and.reformulation of the
research problem,

In terms of the criteria of assessiveneas provisions were made for continuous
appraisal at both the Research Seminar and Research Team Levels. That is, meetings
would be heid periodically at both levels to review progress and modify research
direction when necessary. One aspect of this type of structure could be problematic.
The two levels, the Research Seminar and the Research Team have different perspec-
tives of the problem; the former was interested in the whole problem area while the
latter was concerned with a speéific subsidiary question, Therefore, concepts of
reformlation and redirection could vary at the two levels, Precautions must be
taken so that the appraisal effort is complementary and not contradictory.

One final limitation of the appraisal mechanism concerned the professors who
were conducting the research and who were also responsible for appraisal., The results
of this self-evaluation could be questionable., It was suggested that an Advisory
Board be established for the purposes of (1) integrating the research results; and
(2) appraising the on-going research, ‘

With regard to the criterion of bmd\;ctivity provisions for increasing the
volume of research in a given problem area occured in two weys, first by concentra-
ting the efforts of 5 to 7 professors on the problem (the '"Research Seminar") and
second by centering the dissertation efforts cf doctoral students (the "Research
Team') working under the direction of these professors on the problem,

Several problems were rclated to the criterion of productivity, Primarily the
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model had to be generated by one individual whose only incentive was his interest
in the problem he selected, Would he be willing to take the time and effort to
attract other researchers and funds for the project, further would his interest be
sustained over a period of the two years or more that may be required to answer the
complex problem? Two additional problems occur in relation to a mobility factor,
Professors might change institutions during their commitment to the project and
others inight not be ytilling to0 direct the previously conmitted. graduate students.
Also the student's actually had only a voluntary commitment, if he decided to term-
inate his association with either the "Professor-Graduate Student Research Team" or
his loctoral studies time is lost and the research efrorts of other students on the
team may be .jeopa:rdized.

The fourth criterion upon which the PIR Model was evaluated was selectivity.
Provisions for screening were made by UCEA. Since UCEA was the funding agent in
effect it judged the importance of the proposed research to the field of Educational
Administration. Consideration must be given to several problems that may arise when
considering the mechanism by which the model achieved selectivity. What criteria
would be used? Would decisions to fund be made on the merits of the research or
the reputation of the researcher?

In terms of the criterion of adaptivity provisions were made for flexibility
in organization in that the Research Seminar determined how the overall problem area
would be examined and the Research Team decided what specific research was needed to
anewer one subsidiary question. There were several problems at the Research Team
Level that might prevent the model from being adaptive. One problem concerned the
students involved. It would seem that once the dissertation research question was
established, there cc;uld be little shift in emphasis since the student expected that
his aspect of the study would be completed in a year's time. Finally closer commun-~
jcation links might have to be established since the interrelatediess of the sub-

sidiary questions might require that professors and students at different universi-

ties meet periodically for discussion purposes.
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Provision is made for openness in that one Pprofessor determined membership in
the "Research Seminax" Therefore, membership could include a wide variety of
individuals, e.g., praciicing school administrators, professors outside the field of
Educational sdministration. Two problems were apparent with regard to the criterion
of openness. First, since the PIR Model is a preferential model involvement of
other researchers was solely dependent upon the Breadth of one professor's contacts.
Indeed some researchers who could possibly make a significant contribution to the
project may be overlooked, or may not even be known by the professor initiating the
research. Second, the student doing the actual research was not included at the
Research Seminar Level, the level where the wost creative aspect of the research
occured.

Vith regard to the criterion of coordination there was a built-in linkage role
for tying the components of the model together. The "Professor," as initiator, of
the entire research process, had the linkage role., However, the ability of the
linker to tie the system together would be dependent upon the "Professor.'" Moreover
his prestige and efiorts could determine the type of contribution that could be
expected from other researchers involved in the project, If this professor abdi-
cated his responsibility as coordinator the consequence would be & breakdown in the
research project. Also the concept of an inter-university organization may prove to
be an obstacle for the coordinator. The larger the project the more people involved
and the more difficult it would become to tie the components of the system together.

The eighth and final criterion upon which the PIR Model was evaluated was
viability. Provisions were made for attracting graduate students in that they would
receive assistance with their research, and they would be able to complete the
dissertation requirement. Also provisions were made for attracting and holding
researchers in terms of the prestige of being asked to participate; the opportunity
to work on a research problem of interest, and the chance to exchange ideas with
colleagues interested in doing research on a similar problem, There were several

inherent problems with this type of reward structure, First,the participation of
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the professor was fundamentally predicated on his interest in the problem, How long
could this serve as an incentive? Further, the professor would probably be required
to provide more supervisim for his doctoral students involved in the project than
would be required for the individual student dissertation., Unless he was responsible
for 6rganizing the study there would be little recognition for him. Therefore,

he may feel little obligation to see the project through to its completion.

Panel Commentary on the PIR Model. Several of the respondents indicated that

the loose structure of the model was its inherent weakness, They felt it would take
a special person to convince colleagues at other institutes that he had identified
an important problem and entice them to collaborate in seeking its solution, What
was perceived as a weakness by some was perceived as a strength by others. Four
professors felt that the very nature of the research process lent itself to the céon—-
cept of organizing resesrchers, Research being more idiosyncratic than corporate in
nature, the PIR Model allowed for the needed freedom and creativity that would be
more productive than a more~ structured problem solving approach,

Criticisms at the Research Seminar Level concerned the composition and purpose
of the model., PFirst, the voluntary nature of the model at this level, according to
several respondents, would lead to more cooperation, One professor pointed out a
weakness of this approach, however, the success of the seminar, the entire model for
that matter, depended heavily on the collaboration of professors across institutions
and mased on past experience this was difficult if not impossible to accomplish.,
Second with regard to representation it was suggested that both professors from
Non-UCEA institutions and students should be included at this level, With reference
to the latter this would contribute to the concept that the dissertation experience
was supposed to teach students how to do research.

Concern about the role of the student in the research process was expressed at
the Profesg or-3tudent Research Team Level as well as at Level. B, One professor ex-
pressed concern about severely limiting the opportunity for studentsto learn about

research. In contrast another professor felt that the opemness of the PIR Model
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would provide a number of alternatives that could be either selected or rejected
by the students,

4Comments with regard to the entire Model itself were made by the respondents,
One panelist expressed concern over the research competence of professors of Educa-
tional Administration who as former practicing administrators have hazy research
concerns and few research skills, In conclusion one positive comment was noted.
One respondent felt that the PIR Model would be easy to implement, He felt it would
probably work best where some research had already been done; where professors had

given thought and perhaps some work to the area.

Evaluation of the RP lModel

Criteria Evaluation. The RP Model fulfilled the criteria of additivity in two

ways: (1) the Steering Comnittee provided the means whereby the problems were de~
fined and agreed upon; (2) the Research Design Committee as one of its functions
integrated in the form of a "State of Knowledge" monograph the results of disser-
tations undertaken as a result of their "ideas." The problems that this model
encountered in terms of fulfilling the criteria of additivity were two-fold.
Primarily the model did not dictate how the research should be conducted, it simply
provided guidelines, Secondly, the time frame suggested by this model was rather
loose, thus an individual member of the Research Design Committee who initially
generated the idea, when the results were returned to the Committee, might no
longer be a member,

In terms of assessiveness the Research Design Committee convened periodiecally
{0 review the sbstracts submitted. This provision allowed an assessment as to what
specific areas of the problem needed further explication and/or investigation,
Additionally, because the mechanism of this model did not gspecify who in the field,
should undertake the particular problem, there would be more than likely, a repeti-
tion of findings among certain problems, Such replication would help reduce the

chance factor of one study's findings for a given problem area,
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A problem with this model's capacity for assessiveness was in its inability
to appraise work be:iﬁg done at the research level until the results were forwarded
to the Research Design Comiittee.

Productivity wes ;he third criterion on which the RP Model was evaluated.

The RP Model by its distribution to all UCEA institutions of "Dissertation Ideas"
was productive in that it provided a large base of potential research activity in a
given problem area, Indeed it could be viewed by doctoral etudents as an attract
means by which they could complete their dissertation degree requirement, A nega-
tive feature of this model was that it did not have the capacity® control pro-
ductivity, In other words there may be too much "productivity'" in some areas and
little or no activity in other areas,

The first two levels cf the "Research Package Model" appeared to fulfill the
eriterion of selectivity quite well, At the first level, the Steering Committee
provided a rank ordering of problems most in need of investigation. An identifica-
tion as to vhich of these problems were researchable and answerable occured at the
second level, the Research pesign Committee, In addition, the monegraph prepared
by the Kesearch Design Committee served as a useful mechanism for communicating
usable results to the field, Iurther this model was particularly attractive because
it could operate independently, as it presently does, from financial support at the
research level, A negative feature of this model was that there was no way to en-
sure that sufficient results (quantitatively and qualitatively) would acerue in a
particular time frame for a specific problem area,

The adaptiveness of the RP Model was made possible through the varying degree
of association that could exist between the "i&ee. man" on the Research Design
Committee and the researcher at the university level, Two aspects of the model
seemed to impede adaptiveness, First, the mini-proposals were designed specifically
for dissertation -~ length research, Second, because there was no integrator role
at the research level, it was difficult if not impossible, to rearrange researchers

according to their expertise when focusing upon a research problem,
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With regard to the criterion of openness in certain respects the model could
iiudeed be too open, That is to say, the research "ideas" were accessible to practi-
cally all doctoral students of Educational Adr:dnistr;tion.

The RP Model fulfilled the criterion of coordination in the sense that problenms
were identified and translated into researchable questions. One negative feature
was that there was no systematic coordination of research activities, rather the
research activities were generated out of interest on the part of the researcher,
\iithout a more formulized liunkage role provided between the Research L:sign
Committee and the research level, tae research activity for a given problem area was
relatively uncontrolled,

Two positive features of this model with reference to the criterion of via-
bility existed, First,.the mini-proposals would provide more direction and
essistance in completing the dissertation requirement than thit exis:&ng in the
present system., Second, the model would provide more "thought through" ideas than
doctoral students would likely consider for topics.

Panel Commentary on the RP Model. The concerns expressed by the panel of 8

researchers with regard to the Steering Committee (Level I) dealt primarily with
whether or not such a comiittee could identify researchable problems, Indeed
another concern was directed toward the problem of 60 individuals (at the Plenary
Session) arriving at a corsensus with regard to the selection of problems and re-
searchers,

Problems of coordination were noted by respondents &t the Research Design
Committee Level (Level II). It was suggested that a mechanism to monitor and re-
view on-going research efforts be incorporated at this level., The high degree of
openness that the model provided by means of offering general guidelines (mini-
proposals) elicited mixed reactions from the research panel, Respondents ‘who
viewed the openness as being an acvantage felt that there was a potential for more
v unexpected ideas and approachers arising from this model, On the negative side .

respondents stated that there would be a greater range of quality utilizing such a :
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mechanism,

Other coments seemed to revolve around the effect the model could have with
reference to research training. Some respondents felt the mini-proposals would
detract from the learning experience of the doctoral student, That is, there would
be a lack of student participation in the earlier stages of the dissertation process
in providing ideas, hypothesis, etec., important activities in teaching students how
to do research,

Revisions of the Alternative liodels

Revision of the COR Model
Based upon the criteria evaluation and the comments by the 8 member panel the
following revisions were made in the COR Model:

Level A: The Research Priorities Comnittee

First, at this level a coordinator will be named to act as chairman for the
éomaittee. His responsibility will be to chair the meeting; of the Research
Priorities Committee and to act as the liason between the committee and the UCEA
Executive Council, Second, the compogition of the Research Priorities Committee
might include representation from the following groups: (1) educational adminis-
tration professors who are recognized researchers; (2) practitioners who best know
gsome of the erucial problem areas in school organization and administration that
are researchable and who would subsequently be responsible for applying the re-
search ~indingsa; and (3) senior :spresentatives from such organizations as the
National Council for Educational Research and Develorment in the United States
Office of ducation and the newly-formed National Institute for I;ducation. The
latter was included because researchers in these agencies tend to have a broad view
of research needs in education generally that professors in educational administra-
tion might not have, lioreover, they would also have a perspective on how the re-
gearch efforts in educational aduinistration could best supplement and complement

the work of those doing other research in educational adninistration and those

conducting research in other areas of education,
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Level B: The Research Seminar

Two revisions are suggested at this level, First the composition of the
Research Seminar would remain essentially the same, However, after the first
meeting the professors would be accompanied to subsequent seminar meetings ry their
graduate students as members of their research teams. The second revision/includes

the appointment or election of one of the professor members to the position of

coordinator, The professor!s role as coordinator -would be one of linkage, That

is, he would act as the communication link for the activities of the inter-

university Professor-Graduate Student Research Teams. Some responcibilities might

entail arranging for meetings, passing on reports as they come in to the other team

members, and chairing the various meetings.,

Level C: The Professor-Graduate Student Research Team

A final revision of the COR liodel concerns funding of the research activities

at this level. Primarily this model was intentionally designed to be relatively

free from funding, Except for the meetings of the Research Priorities Comaittee

and the Research Seminar the funding for the actual conduct of the research

activities was non-existent. while it is recognized that funding is important to

the research activity, building in adequate funding, e.g., support for all the

research activities of the participating doctoral students, would seemingiy make the

feasibility of the model untenable, That is, it may be difficult to secure such

funding from any source particularly if there were a number of problem areas being

investigated. Therefore, minimal funding to the participating students i:

suggested. Furthermore, they should be encouraged to individually seek support

either from within or outside their particular institution.

Revision of the PIR liodel

Based upon the forementioned evaluations, the PIR Model was revised.

Level A: The Professor

1. An advisory Board should be created as an adjunct to the Research Seminar.

This board would consist of research producing professors identified by members of
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the Research Semiaar as having specialized competence in the problem area of in-
vestigation. They would have two primary responsibilities: (1) asgit in inte~
grating the results of the investigation, and (2) assist in appraising research
needs for the purpose of sugiesting reformation and redirection of the research
effort,

2. The Professor who initiates the research study has an important linkage
role. He will be the individual primarily responsible for tying the research
activities of the project together. Because the success of the research effort
hinges on his ability to coordinate the activities of several professors at a number
of institutions, this particular role should be spelled out more clearly in the
description of activities for Level A of the model,

Level B: Research Seminar

1. The very nature of the organizational scheme suggests a hierarchical
arrangement with one professor at the top. Such an arrangement would be repulsive
to nmn& professors vho place a high value on their autonomy, and resist attempts to
organize their acivities, It is suggested that the professor who initiates the

- research effort should be "first among equals." This does not mean that he should
_” direct the activities of the other professors, and ! is should be clearly specified

in the description of activities for the Research Seminar. In order tc preserve

the sense of equality and to avoid any strain on the system, the deseription should

o S ETHRYS P

also sug;est that the professors spell out the working relationship at the initial
meeting of the group.
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2. The description should also include a statement that Professors from all
institutions, no matter what their disciplinary affilliation, may participate in

the research project as long as they have the specialized competence to assist in
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. the solution of the probiem.
i s 3. Since a purpose of the dissertation is to teach the student about the re-~
search process, he should participate at the "Research Seminar" Level, This is

where many of the creative aspects of the research take place, and it would provide
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an opportunity for the student to exchange ideas regarding his research with pro-
fessors and students from other institutions.

4, There should be more flexibility with regard to the time-frame provided for
the solution of problems, The complexity of meny of the research problems makes it
virtually impossible for them to be solved within a two-year period. Perhaps the
urgency of the problem should in some way dictate the time-frame that should be
applied to a problem area, Application of this principle could place severe limita-~
tions on the quality of the research results depending upon the complexity of the
problem, In order to circumvent this problem of a time-frame, perhaps the '"Research
Seminar" should be responsible for the publication of periodic reports for dissemi-
nation to the field. These reports could contain preliminary findings concerning
the urgent but complex problems and it would in no means restrict the entire study
to a specific time period,

Level C: Professor ~ Student Research Teams

1. Many of the problems may not be divisible into dissertation size pieces of
research, It was proposed that the dissertation serve as the basis for a large-
scz;v.le regsearch model in Educational Administration., The dissertation should serve as
primary means of answering subsidiary questions in a problem area, but the make-~up
of the Research Team should be expanded beyond doctoral candidates doing their
dissertations. Perhaps other professors and other students interested in research
would be interested in working on those problems that do not lend themselves to
dissertation researc;h. This would provide the needed flexibility which is missing
at this level of the model, .

2., This concept of expansion could also include students at the master's
level who have a thesis requirement for their degree. Inclusion of these two groups
at the Research Team Level would tend to broaden the base of the research group, and

allow it to handle a variety of research problems,

Revision of the RP Model

Based upon the criteria and panel evaluations the following revisions in the




~57-
RP Model were made.

First, at the Steering Comuittee Level there was a reduction of plenary sessions
members involved in the determination of problem a;'eas to be researched and the
selection of competent researchers for these areas, Instead of the 60 individuals,

a commnittee of 10 would be appointed by the plenary session,

At the Research Design Committee Level (Level II) membership would not be re-
stricted to researchers of Educational Administration. The research experiise of
seientists outside the field of Educational Administration could be called upon, In
addition, the methodological approach of the "research ideas" would not be restricted
to dissertation length problems, Thus a provision was added which permits "regearch
ideas" of differing levels of difficulty that could possibly encourage professorial
research, Another revision at this level would provide suggested means by which
"Clusters of Research" ideas could be integrated at the Dissertation Ré@?a";éh Level,
Finally a monitoring mechanism was suggested, it would be requested that the pro-
spective researchers notify the Research Design Committee of 'i:he "Research Tgea"
that they propose to attack.

In addition a*kird level was added, the Dissertation Research Level., The

procedures at the Dissertation Research Level include: (1) stating that the
'Research Ideas" were available to all interested doctoral students; (2) providing
for seminars which would allow doctoral students to discuss the "Research Ideas"
with members of the Research Design Committee before the particular research was
undertaken; and lastly (3) recommending that research findings be submitted to the
Research Design Conmittee at a specified date,
Conelusion

With regard to the models it appeared that the COR Model provides for a cen-
tralized scheme which promotes the dissertation activity in a highly systematized
manner. The PIR Model provides the professor with a lcosely structured decentra-
lized approach for organizing researchers to deal with complex research problems.

The very essence of the structure is the voluntary nature of the organization. The
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PIR lModel is nothing more than a mechanism to facilitate research., It was not
intended to suggest the "programuing" of researchers, nor was it suggested thatthis
approach be used in answering all research problems. Finally, the RP llodel is one
that seems to present an oepen mechanism for the distribution of research ideas.
Essentially it provides a means for the develormert and distribution of a series
of mini-research proposals germain to important, researchable problems in ‘Educational
Administration,

In canclusion the reaearch yielded three altermatives to the present system of
dissertation production in the field of Educational ..dministration. If these models,
when implemented trove to be viable, then a more effective and effieient means of
cam:ying out the dissertation activity will be available. This will provide the
professoriate in Educational Administration with alternate management systems for

dissertation production designed to augment programmatically the knowledge base in

the field,
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