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ABSTRACT
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gathered through intensive discussions and interviews with principal
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Departeents of Fducatior and allowed the research teaa to exaaine all
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INTRODUCTION

In the United States the legal responsibility for education at its several

\levels is vested in the fifty states. Operational responsibility for education
is delegated to more than twenty-five thousand local educational agencies.
Teacher training, educational research and the other vital functions are
performed by the nation's colleges and universities, which number more than
twenty-two hundred.

The' successful role of the federal government in any aspect of education,
other than as a funds distributor or a statistics gatherer and analyst, is
entirely dependent upon the willingness of the various political and opera-
tional elements of the educational systems to cooperate voluntarily. The
burden of seeking such participation and developing the spirit of cooperation
rests upon the federal agency.

Under Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, a new-
network of educational institutions was created--The Regional Educational
Laboratories. These laboratories were charged with the responsibility of
bringing into alliance research interests, legally responsible elements and
operationally responsible subdivisions to provide research and development
and the dissemination and implementation of .esearch-based innovations and
findings. \
The purpose of this study is to identify the nature of the emerging relation-
ships which have developed, or are in the process of developing, between
selected regional laboratories and other selected educational agencies and
through this sampling to identify the nature, quality and prognosis of such
rslationships in the program as a whole.

An increasihg undcrstand1ng of the developing relat1onqh1ps can be used to
identify ways to foster and maintain communication about developments which
is so essentiul in the successful accomplishment of REL goals.

“*
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Another concern was to identify those factors which militated against the
d . development and emergence of the possible relationships as well as those

forces which were constructive in this respect.

The information in this 'study was gathered through 1ntens1ve discussions and
interviews with principal persons associated with selected Reg1onal Educational
Laboratories and some of the State Departments of Education. To accomplish
this research study, an interview schedule ‘was prepared which covered the
spectrum of activities in certain areas common to both laboratories and state
departments. The interview enabled the research team to touch on all aspects
of educational program development from problem identification to ultimate
feedback of data from classroom implementation of educational products.

Concurrently, with tHe development of the interview schedule, a review was

made of the information available in the files of the United States Office

of Education to trace the historical development of the laboratorvy program

with partlcular reference to documents dealing with the 1ssue of "Relation-
ships." (See Appendix B) 41
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The study is reported under the follbwing topics:

Methodelogy of Studx

Findings

Conclusions

Recommendations

Appendix A: A Review of Regional Educational Laboratories

Appendix B: Case Study of Emerging Relationships Between Selected
cgional Educational Lahoratories and Related State
Educational Agencies; and Interview Schedule
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METHODOLOCY OF SIUDY N

*

General Procedure

. The method of this study was partially determined by the Scope of Work written
by the Division of Educational Laboratories to define contractual expectations.
Relevant portions appear below.

\
1. The Laboratory Branch will inform laboratories by June 15, 1969,
‘of the purpose of the study.

- 2. The Contractor will contact selected laboratories that appear
to have relationships with state educational agencies that -
would provide a basis for a constructive case study. The
Division of Educational Laboratories and the Contractor in
discussion with the laboratories will decide on the case
studies to be made. -
3. The Contractor will plan in detail the content of the studv
and the schedule for its accomplishment,

4. Site visits will be made to each of the laboratories and
selected agencies in their regions to collect data for
thecase studies.

—

Within this framework, it was decided that case studies would be made of the
relationsh’  petween five regional laboratorics and the state education
departu. .ts of their regions. A total of 11 man-days was spent in visiting
the laboratories and 26 wan-days in visiting personnel in state departments.
Sixty-seven interviews were conducted.

An Interview Schedule was developed and each site visitor provided with a
cepy of the instrument, included as Appendix B. The section on study group
organization prescents the roster of consultants whoe served as interviewers.

Design

As an examination of the instrument will rcveal, its intent was to probe the
perceptions of the interviewees regarding the locus of responsibility for

. different phases of the research, development, disscmination spectrum; the
interviewee was asked to identify which agency has responsibility for various
actions, and which agency should have the responsibility. The interviewee
was also cncouraged to respond freely to the questions to enable the inter-
viewer to understand the context in which the response was made and whether
the terminology used in the initial question had the same meaning to the
respondent as to the questioner and to other respondents.

In most instances, laboratory personnel were interviewed first; related state
department people next. Two variceties of the basic approach were used., In
6 7
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one case, two different interviewers were assigned to one region, one to
interview the laboratory, the other the state department. In another case,

two interviewers interrogated two principals of the same laboratory. No .
apparent differences appeared as a result of these variations.

A dual approach was used in the preliminary analysis of -the data. First, a

computation was made of the frequency of each response to the variods

questions. Second, a categorization was made of the amplified comments

related tou each question. For example, in answer to the first question,
"From your point of view, as a member of a state department of .
education, who has the responsibility for identifying the :
critical problems of education in your state?"

a reply of "It is our responsibility" is so tabulated. However, in verbal
discussion afterward it frequently developed that the respondent had not
recently identified "critical problems," that he was unaware of other
agencies' activities, or that he may have been speaking of legal respon-.
sibility rather than an ovperating or functional responsibility. Such
answers were also characterized, and conclusions were drawn from the com-
bination of these data.

Factors which became apparent through ith: use of the interview include the
following:

1. Responses were limited by the respendents' not being adequately
informed about developmental activities conducted by others;

2. The instrument was broad-gauged in subject while many of the
respondents were associated with specific, more narrow fields
and responded according to their association;

3. The meaning of some questions was not clear to some inter-
viewees;

4. Words used in the instrument (ec.g., "critical problems,"
"development'") had different meanings to different people;
and

5. Some interviewees were defensive, others impatient and still
others overly cxpansive in responding to the questions. *

Despite these difficulties, the interview procedure led in numerous cases
to free and frank discussion which was both invaluable in later interpretation
and useful for the parties involved. .

lbe central office for the study was established at the Upiversity of Cali-
forara, Los Angeles, so as to be convenient for the day-to-day planning and
direction of the Principal Investigator.

Anonttial mecting was held on July 14, 1969, for the purpose of formulating
the study plan and establishing a schedule for its accomplishment.

"7
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In carly September, several interviewers and other project personnel met in
Washiington, D.C., with the Chief of the Division of Educational Laboratories
Brapch to discuss the rmpressions gathered as a result of the visits, to
review preliminary findings emerging. from the data analysis, to determine

i the most accurate format for presentation of the findings and to review the
time schedule. As necessaryv, modifications were later made on the basis of
the final data analvsis, and preparation of tiw report of the study was
comp leted.

Intervicewer orientation and. initial interviews were conducted. The Principal
Investigator reviewed tne data and determined that it was not feasible to
obtain useful or valid data on funds or in-kind services provided by the
various activities. This was caused by the general lack of information on

- that subject by the interviewees das well as by its fundamental complexity.
This c¢lass of data does not lend itself to being obtained in an understandable
form in discussions with kev executive personnel. 3

Activity Selection criteria
I i
[t appeared to be appropriate to tnsure a selection within the sample of
laboratories and state departments which would include the following
characteristics: ,-
1. Laboratories which had the active participation of some or
all of the related state departments in their establishment;

2. lLaboratories which had less active or nominal participation
of "the related state departments in their establishment;

3. hLaboratorices where regional boundaries essentially are state
houndaries so that onlv one laboratoryv contacts those state
. department s,

4. Regons where two (or more) laborateries actively serve the

Game sPaate

Ye  Insurance that there 1 <ome balance between rural/urban

concerns, and

~

Ho Penreoentat fon of hoth populons and Tess populous states,
Study Group Organtzalion k
3 . . . A
A group, organized mnder the doreet ion of the Principal Investigator, mel on ’

Julv 14, 1969, to review and formulate the criteria for selection of the
laboratorics to be surveved and to develop the gquestions to be asked and the
technique required for data acquisition.

Vrve Interviewers were oclected from a listing of available persens knou-

fedgewle of Laboratory act vty and presently worling o the ficeld of

.
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cducation.  In 8-hour tritalia, progran was conducted to orilent the inter-
viewers Lo tie objectives and structure of the project and to introduce them

to the mmterview procedure anu instrunents. The interviewers were then

assigned to the selectred activities on the basis of each interviewer's

avatlability and familuarity with the repion involved.

I'he consultants who participated in e¢ither the study formulation or the

interviews or both are as foliows:

Yauh A\sroctate Professor of Uducation
,/Univcrsity of Oregon

Reith Achonon

Richard pavis Ph.p. Jean, Schootl of Education
University of Wisconsin

Richard Longager oo, Professor of Political Science
Iniversity of Califernia at Los Angeles

Judith Silverman I staft Writer
Garth Sorenson Ph.h. Professor of Educatwon
tniversity of California at Los Angeles

Elwin V. Svenson Pd.bs Praincinal Investigator
Goordinator of Overseas Programs
Inwversity of California at Los Angeles

9
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FINDINGS

The interview instrument* covered fourteen basic questions along the time-

length spectrum of product” development from problem identification to
ultimate classroom data feedback on educational accomplishments.

Comparative answers to certain of these questions are included in this
section to highlight the communication difficulties inherent in the attempt
to create and maintain helpful relationships bhetween state departments and
regional laboratories. The differgnces in priorities is paramount with a
high degree of focus by state departments on operational problems while the
laboratcries appear to take a ''global" view.
The opinions and comments attributed to "state departments' and 'laboratories"
are and should be recognized as the opinions and statements of individuals
in those activities and may not be the composite opinion of the majority
working in that organization, or indeed of its management. In some cases it
may be the wrong answer to the wrong question propounded to the wrong indi-
vidual by the wrong interviewer. Nonetheless, these are the sorts of opinions
expressed.
L. From gowr polns o vier Jaat are weloriticoal edweational prot | ove
Tr

-

.
A}«(~ af vt 9 *
CHLS SLale! . >,

State department replies:
¥
Develop a viable method of determining needs
Develop a svstem of evaluation of what we are doing to and for kids
Develop cost effectiveness methods )
Training educdators to become more aware of why they are doing what
thev dJo
Develop methods of involving parents and children in education
Develop behavior modification strategies
Inability of schools to provide relevant curricula
The fluctuating value system of socicty
Need to accelerate educational leadership development
Develop models to determine outstanding achievement
Identify role of state department to other state agencies
Finance is a major problem
Development of intercultural programs
Define what compensatory education reallv is
The ignoring of the state department in initial educational decisions
Develop better ways of individualizing instruction and performance -
goals
Define the role of education in society as a force for good
Inadequate teacher training and preparation

*A Co of the interview Questionnairre is included in Appendix B.
py
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Find methods 1o reduce Ge mrirdity of the svsten
Improve teaehor coucatoon and certification standards
Migrant ard, mioricy caucition

Finance

Strong local vestod (Nlerests ~

Negrd for app.ied re-carch .
conflice with pubiie on taings liae ses education '
Need to incorporate parocirial schools L
Improve s truction oY primery -chool chiildren in basie okills
Provide v evrruction 1or not collepe bound childreg . P
Improve cancation o plivs) Iv haudicapped, c.g.t, “Jeaf, blind
Improve nreparalioy of Ooe “voand adeinisgrators .

Develop gethous tor teenti! e problens
Lmprove teachoer competengen
seed to andavidual s o cdutat ton

Devedior ore s loctive huliaa relation- in education

aved srmder e o7 dierpang ) ,
Archare odacas cal osvsten tred Lo school books
No ertective d cunation of knowledge of new methods

Need tor systen oo presaorvice and dis=service teacher training
conscrvat.ve voe:s Lcal vloage !

Attraciron and rot wtien o qedntied cducators and administrators

Laboratory repiv:
Fach or anyi oot et hirsnment to do long-range
clanniog,
State departoeint o0 Cation dre substantially inet fective an
A reles e e n e e thiem e dves as praneapals
o Toos ot coariderr e bo e ot ey (e, aver) in the ef fect ive-
Hescsoot tie carte b cieed s v tem ond the corollary need for cost-

ERIC
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clloctavenes . s lomentot van

Laci o suli o tent e e o Lre slve, imaeinat tve, viergetae
prople an tne cla oot amd o stration to maintain the paace
ol ocrent e Do lorrae ot taat s toeaulred ’

Paroctrale vocn v art o wcoanl peoplo whe are bogged down in
Wil Lo oe g it n cave become selt=priving and

dlme [REVE PR R I J

Ihe critioal o Phaougacut Uhe countrey i the rigid curriculum
£ £
admrn: torod coop s vt e dd b paid Tess and taught by
Leac w'rs woee ada o el

Lreoureent oo 0 Te s pove atoria s and traming in early
(S ii\!ﬂx'l‘ A

R T N oo o Lo chesadvantaged, not enough oon fulle
\31'\i'lw;“..x.' - [N I Crd oy it teed i b

L O A T N P U AT

e "trrnaes Nt T e aoioand hrown people

Padoa ' Gt et 0 v s dae s ton th Lo owhat the educational
. LN} ‘. v
vt ‘ i
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Treating educationgl problems from a cost-cffectiveness standpoint
"Change for change's sake' obscures the basic purposeg of improving
education ‘\
Establishing method of using ii1tle IV developrfents under Title 111
Lack of delincation of problems and no establishment of priorities
General perception of autirority and responsibidity rather than

] )
L

- acceuntability and performance

Lach state department and laboratory interviewed agreed that the establish-
met of priorities was and should be a shared activity.

The state departments sce such sharing as being with the following:
1. State legislatures, since certain funds are available to
accomplish certain prescribed goals, and some Federal agencies
(vhere funds are provided for specific purposes):

2. Locai school bodards, aince thev are influential in locat and =
state pelitical matters involving funds; and

3. Classroom teachers, since (by truth or mvthology) thev have
the lose-up, clear eved, probles/solution capability,

It should be noted that no state depactment ndentited anv laboratory as
. - v . . . 4
having, or being an agenoy which Chould ll.l\;\". prioritv-establishing capa-

brlitvy or authority. ¢ :

Hie laboratories oo such sdaring o= being between the lab and the tollowing:
rd

! KN
o State departawent to th  extent that that particular problenm < -~/

i~ relevant to that states and

[

2. Vosiven school soaten or drstrict it o1t is to be invoiv’ed in the
development  md/or tosting proce:s s *

Pt wnould be noted that biborat s1oee accept the jorat responsibiTity (oncept
pan o nore trrmde o the e tract tuaer s the operationdal mode. Inderent to
the antore 4 poet of e subvyoot 10 toe cttatule cenerallv found that of the
Faborator 1o wpoab iy of 1l own preeeran, nroject or product it invites a
pood deal of Shargp, wsusl v on ot own tern, 0 pairly paternalistic

<tttitude o apparentl. neot uninewn. '

The peneral cubject of priority ioplencntation hows the broadest differences
s ]

amonyg the varrous < tate denartwent s ranginy all the way from permitting and
n Cheouragang local autonom to oy hiphly restrictive and fairly gurhoritarian
retontnoat tae ctate doparttaat levels one wtete departrent includes almost

CVeTL g LaVED T L D et s tre prae oty adentitication problom ranging
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from the legislature and yniversities through district and local authorities
and leaders. é )

>, Who Loes ur siwwld do the feasibility tesiing of existing altemuatives
in the development cycle? -1
’ L

This question was answered by state departments about equally divided between

sharing the responsibility and believing that this responsibility was the

function of product developers regardless of type of organization. Several

-

intdrviewees. whio believed that others should perform this task gave as

reasons ror this the lack of funds and current lack of personnel to do this
work. - The laboratorios were identified as one of the competent types of
organizations who could and should do this work., =

o
'

In the reply to this question’ the concept was repeatedly evidenced that state
departments lock uponm laboratories as highly competent resources and service
organizations. :

The laborétogies consistently stated a pragmatic operational view in that
"whoever" is undertaking the problem's soluticn should be the one to become

-knowledgeable of what has been and is being done in that particular area of

education. In practical application the laboratories look upon this activity
as being, in their case, their responsibility.

b, Wro qas.ee porsibi?ﬁ:, Sor decelormer: o7 specifications for =y new
srouuet or cregram? Wi Should have?

The state departments uniformly believe this is and should be a shared re-
sponsibility. However, in conversations that ensued, interviewers found
that "sharing' as used by state department personnel generally meant they
would seek input from classroom teachers, teachers' associations, school
districts and relevant other levels in education. At the same time, the
majority of state departments indicated they do not have the personnel or
fundiféo undertake such responsibility. Several interviewees alluded to the
laboratories as a source for such assistance, again demonstrating their view
of the laboratories as a service resource. .

The laboratories unequivocally identify the responsibility for development

of specifications for a program or product as being theirs if they have the
subsedﬁent responsibility for product development. Indeed, this function is
looked upon by the laboratories as being central to the success of any effort
they.- might make.

There was much semantic difficulty in understanding just what "specifications"
meant ranging all the way frem fairly gross description on the part of some
state departments to finely structured detailed.objectives broken down by
short time increments as seen by some laboratories.

St Co . . .
a4, e s ., 4 e [ S R . N ¢ .
B N T ) S N ST TR EPRV 3 NNV Y G0 A7 S SRR TR &

W e L . . .r .
D O T S Y A ST DR TN SN S A O
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State departments were ununimous in the opinion that this was a shared function.
Further discussion developed the fact that no twe state departments saw the




same organization$ olved. Some saw it a relationship between tiie developer
and the local user, some saw the state department and the local school dis-
trict and some (apparentlty referring to current practice) considered it to bc
between the publisher and the, curricula selection organization witt input
from.}océl users. : \ . .

It -should be noted that except in the role of developer or pubiisiicr the
regional laboratory was not considered as having any role.

The regional laboratories also consider it to be a shared responsibility and
generally describe a relationship involving state departments, teacher train-

ing institutions, developers and local school districts and users. This

particular function is seen as a very vital part of the educational improve-

ment equation by the laboratories,: but they see only a limited role except ,
where they are the developers. y

6. Wno is or should be responsible for establishing preliminary plars
for feedback and impact studies?

Nothing in the interview was more illusctrative of the urgent need for labora-
tories to involve specific state departments in the earliest stages of problen
identification and project planping. The structural differences among the

state departments compounded by the broad differences in their individual
relationships with their school districts would tend to maxe any "standard"

plans for feedback and impact studies largely.unworkable. It appears that

a developer needs to have fairly clear identification of where and with whom <
the program or product will be tested and to design the feedback svstem and

impact studies element off the program to be feasible within the capabilities
existing where it will bé used.

The general impression is gained from the inteérviews that presently such

aspects of produgt development as feedback and impact studies are not given.
high priority and except in two cases state depsrtments do not have a working .
mechanism with which to participate in these activities. ’

The laboratorizs (looking to the future, since nore interviewed. have proceeded
programmatically to the point of preparing such pdars) all indicate that, for
program and products of which they are the developers, this planning and
implementation is their responsibility.

7

4 Jor developing new rrocucts?

eV

-

7. Who aue ond who shou¥d have ithne respensiliia
This was. perhaps, the most imperfectly asked guestion. The broad range of
replies varied from interpreting the "wio" to be the person with the pen all
thé way to the ud hoe committee which would conceptualize the philosophical .
and technical basis on which the product would be developed. Most state
departments indicated that théy either now nave or should have the respon-
sibilits. DPiscussion seemed to indicate that in carrying out the responsibility
a reliance s placed on universities, commercial publishers and local school
level activities. Each state department indicated an interest in the develop-
. ment cycle and was interested in being kept informed of activities and progress
* ‘not directly under surveillance of Lhe department. -

‘ 14
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Regional labtorazories believe the functicen should be shared and on prejects
or programs 1n waleh thev are involved believe that close liaison with class-
rcom teachers, iocal dist-icts and state departments has a high degree of
importance both as to-the success of the development as well as the diffusion
and utilization aspect. ,
.0 wh0 Lo ok waoudd De veaponsilic Jup ihe fecn pevislon sycle oo nes products?

. - s . . . C o
9. Who o oo cecndllro seEpoanions o donebopiug ol for b e weddaing?

State departments indicated that both of thes¢ responsibilities are and si:ould
bhe carried out by developers of products. Several intervicwees expressed

doubt as to the adequacy of the way in which these functions are now being

done particularly with respect to commercial sources. Scme indicated that
sufficient evidence had to be presented that these requirements had been
fuiltilled prior to state adoption but nonetheless expressed cerrern as to
tbevsophistication i the performance of these tasks.

s

Laboratorfes; ‘initiaily identifying themselves as the developer, werc unanimous
1n the opinion that “he developer must include these functions as an integral
part of his developmeut scheme. Some doubt was expryfssed as to the workability
of these plans unlesc there is early involvement ofbpecific state departments ’
and if possible early identification of school districts eor classrocoms w1tq
which they will be working.

» .o trg * . ¢ Dy + .

2 I ST s Tl SO DelTiNg LAS L et
! ¢

in stey U inte aetion?

10wl Tus cr Scard e Ui

i lans developed
The question concerning teacher training was discussed by the state depart-
ments on a variety of levels. Initially they associated themseives closely
with teacher training. Further inquiry developed that with the recent un-
fusion of federal funds, in-service teacher training is in general use for
purposes of upgracing teacher skills and abilities in general and for intro-
ducing new material and curricula adopted by the department for use within
the state. *

wWwhen the question was rephrased to bring out emphaézs on the role the state
department considers it ‘has with respect to teacher training aspects of
programs and products in the process of development and authentication, there
appeared to be a reluctance to commit financial or human resources to that
function. Rather, the discussion developed the view that district and local
offizials and classroom teachers had primary interest and motivation. The
departments indicated that their gatekeeper, function required that they be
informed of such in-service trairing. Only one department contended that the
in-service teacher triining functicon was and should be theirs regardless of
tie origin or state of completion of the product.

/

Laboratories aw the vesponsibility as being shared with Leavy emphasis on_

state departments and teacher training institutions. N
P e nm i e e e DT e T S g v
e o o e Tovece ke g Sy L the paenduet 7
4
15 .
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Both state departments and laboratories identifv the principal responsibility
for this information/promotion/sales effort as falling to the developer and
appear to agree that this is a satisfactorv and effective method. Discussien
developed the opinion that this method is highly inefficient but the necessity
for a "sales/demonstration" factor could not be ignored. When queried on

other methods and techniques of diffusing and distributing products, the
general opinion appeared to be that "diffusion strategies should be developed.'
Laboratories considered that factor to be of significant importance, but no
methods have crystallized beyond the planning stage at this time.

- I 1, .
Lo, wWhio Las
ard et

e

v showld have respor sibilT ey of gotting the product (e ase
Lhe hands of teachers on the Job ond nsuriv; thie; actue! i

cdads?

State departments consider that they have a limited overseeing role in this
respect, but that local school authorities have and should have the basic
monitoring responsibility. State departments indicate a relatively high
degree of confidence in the systems presently in effect which permit local
superintendents to know what is going on in the classroom.

Laboratories generally concur that they have no substantial role in this
matter bur belicve that, in addition to present local ﬁonitoring, the state
departments should underiake the development of more sophisticated infor-
mation systems so as to be mura aware of local activities and progress.

13, Who has cr should have the respomsibiiivy for feedback and cvaluztion
o uge o the product?

Some state department opinions indicated that the responsibility is and
should be that of the developer and user. Some, hovever, felt that such
feedback and- evaluation should be kindled by the state department. None
indicated that th~y had such capability, but some thought ejther a new s
division could be <stablished or the work could be contracted out to
consultarts or competent organizatious.

Laboratories believe they have a continuing role through local users in
participating in the evaluation precess of their developments so tha. pro- \
grams and products can continue to be improved. Some laberatories see them-

selves as available, perhaps on a contract basis, to perform evaluations with
respect to material, programs and products they did not develop.

. 3

A
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CONCLUSIONS

A~

State departments have indicated unequivocally their feeling that they
wish to be involved in the identification of the critical educational
problems of their state. Whereas the preponderance of state department
respondents felt that the responsibility was theirs or theirs shared
with others, most laboratory personnel viewed the responsibility as a
shared one, not as theirs alone.

Generally, state departments do not claim respensibility for research
and development activities to meet identified educational needs.
Although they do nat cast themselves in the role of product dewvelopers,
the state departments included in the study did indicate a desire to
participate in the deve}opment of product specifications with either
their own personnel or consultants of their choice. Lack of appropriate
talent and funds and the full-time performance of other %egulatory and
administrative duties which might be incompatible with the R&D process
are given as reasons for their present limited participation in this
activity. ‘ . ’
State departments feel that they have a legitimate and important role

in the process of dissemination and wish to.assume such a role vis a vis
the laboratories. With only one exception, the state departments surveyed
expressed strong feelings about the responsibility to exercise control
over whether products will be disseminated on a widespread basis. While
state departments claim the gatekeeper role of product approval, the
majority do not, on the other hand, assume the responsibility for in-
suring the use of a new product once it is available, deferring to local
school districts and teachers.

On the basis of findings 1, 2, and 3 above, and on the basis of conver-
sations between interviewers and state department interviewees, it seems
evident that state departments will be most likely to assist laboratories
in widespread product, installation if they have been involved in the
laboratory effort prior to the conclusion of its developmental phase.
Similarly, laboratories which wait ro seek state departmant assistance

or cooperation until they are ready for product installation may find

that such cooperation will not be’ forthcoming at that late date.

The establishment of working relationships with state departments is a
necessary first step but in itself is not sufficient to assure state
adoption of laboratory products. This conclusien is based upon state
department personnel's perceptions as well as wupon difficulties exper-
ienced in the adoption process, though theve are also examples of
innovations which have been disseminated without state department
involvement. 1In spite of these exceptiors one must conclude that if

a mode of effective, efficient and speedy dissemination of laboratory
products to any sizeable and meaningful portion of the nation's schools
is to be accomplished, the aggressive suppert and cooperation of the
various state departments are needed to facilitate this process.

17
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State departments differ in their feeling about the usefulness of the
laboratories to them. In part, this fee'ine mav be due te insensitivite
of some laboratory paersonnel to the needs of the r:ate departments and
schools regarding matters of timing and implementation. 1In part, the
feeling may be duc to poor communication from laboratories to state
departments as evidenced by the fact that, with exceptions in certain
areas, state departments are not well informéd about laboratory
actliviries.

>

Regarding communication, it should be recognized that laboratories' R&D
orientation creates scemantic problems insofar as descriptions of their
activities may obscure for state department personnel the recognition
that these activities will be genuinely useful to the schools. Further-
more, given the problem of semaitic reconciliation between the "critica
educational problems" which the state departments identified (see pages
5-7 ) and the ongoing laboratory programs, it is irportant to point out
that many of the needs which state&j@partments mention are in fact the
subject of some program within the laboratory network but ar® not seen
by state departments in their own terms or context. Also, some problem:
which.\state departments identify are not problems appropriate or amenab.c
to solution by laboratory R&D efforts.

Poor coummunication between labordtoric&(and state departments indicates
among other things, that state department representation on boards of
directors is not the complete mechanism by which to insure information
flow or effective liaison wirh state departments. 1t is equally valid

to ponder the largcr quest1on of whether the current boards of directore,
with their "mix" of membership from other agencies, are indeed function-
ing, as was initiallv hoped-and anticipated, as conveyors of information
to their colleagues and home institutions.

A few comments bv state department intervieweos indicated a basic com-
munication difficulty between the.state departments and the laboratories
as a probable cause of relationships which are le¢ss than ideal. Since
not all state department personnel had the same understanding of the
research and development concepts being eaplored by the laboratory or

of the language used, ‘it can be assumed that gencral attitudes toward
the laboratories are a function of the sensitivity of the laboratories
to these facts. <Clearly, mutual education, discussions and understand-
ing must occur to facilitate the formation of Lhe required cooperative
and supportive relationship.

In the great number of inktances in whicn positive feclings were express<ed
bv a laboratery and a state department about the nature of their relaticn-
ship, there appearcd to be twe common elements:

First, the state department had been deeply involved in
taboratory program planning; and

Second, there was continuing contact at the program ltevel,

It can be thus concluded that it i3 not sufficient for one individual ar
the state department level to be casually responsible for liaison

18
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regarding all laboratory programs, but rather a4 one-to-one relationship
between relevant laboratory and state department personnel seems to be
necessary. N

Though cach interview was suppertive of the need for the laboratories to be
"independent," "objective" and ''not lost in state department machinery," it
apparently does rot follow that such abstract support for such separate
research and development capability insures a close interacting relationship
. automatically occurring. If such a relationship is to be developed so that
benefits will ultimately accrue to the state departments, the local agencies
and the school children, a planned campaign by the laboratories to achieve
a relationship of cooperative, mutually helpful confidence is mandatory. -

What are the characteristics of each type of relationship that has emerged
between REL and the state departments of education?

The most apparent fact that emerged from the study is that there are 51g-
nificant differences between each laboratory and each state department it
contacts as well as the' type of relationship that is established. These \
differences appear to cover the spectrum of possible relationships. \\

The relationships which are identified range as follows:
(a) A close, mutually trustful cooperative approach with many planned

and unplanned meetings at many levels within the two formal
organizations;

(b) A respectful, somewhat formal approach with professional attitudes,
— ‘planned meetings well attended and some contacts between some
levels of the two organizations;

(c) A totally formal approach with strong elements of suspicion by
' each organization that the reference points of the other group
are not focused on the relevant problems. The few contacts are
limited to board meetings or occasional conferences. Opinions
at any level suggest a general‘feeling by each group that the
other organization can not (as a matter of capability) or will
not (as a matter of established pridrities and interests)
cooperate effectively;
. il

{(d) Overt or covert hostility because of personality conflicts or a
perception of threat or fundamental dlsagreements on basic
principles; and .

i
1
i

(¢) Ignoring each other, v

The order in which the spectrum is displayed should not necessarily be
interpreted to be the scale between ''good' and '"bad" relationships. Each

of the possibie approaches was noted to exist, with various gradations

and degrees betwegn them being cvidenced. Usually, upon closer examination
there were valid reasons for the differences. Primarily, the breadth and
depth and number of educational problems in each ‘region are great. Relatively
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new laboratories with limited resources necessarily established priorities

as a first step in their operation as to the areas and problems thev would
undertake.  Lven assuming that these were in all cases wisely done, it is

not surprising that all state departments in a region did not have coinciding
appraisals of the relative importance of their problems. Secondarily, not
all laboratories have developed effective communication with their state
departments to fully explain their charter, their programs and their accom-
plishments.

It requires desire as well as talent to avoid on the one hand the disaster
of being ignored, so that thie ultimate product of the laboratory goes unused
and unnoted, and on the other hand creating an unwanted dependency  rrange-
ment in which the rescarch and development effort is governed bv the inter-
ests and problems encountered in a single state department.

Under item (a), the "close mutualiy trustful relationship," the detractive
quality was found te be an apparent pre-emption of the resources of the
laboratory for programs of primary interest to one state department to the
detriment of the interests of the other state departments in the region.
While recognizing the maximized benefit that accrues to the one highly
involved state departnent and to that laboratery as a result of the close
relationship, recognition should also be given to the difficulties that
exXist in maintaining a close relationship with more than one state depart-
ent .

t

The majority of laberatories have relationships with the state departments

in their regions which range between (b)) and (¢). In many cases the approach
appedars to be a function of the coinciding interests 1n a common sabject with
a high degree of cooperation at points of overlap but with little or no con-
tact in other aspects of the laboratories' efforts.

A factor which must be recognized and which may b of major significance in
the entire "relationship" question i the variation in the structure, organi-
zation, size and charter of the different state depqartments.  Further, coven
in cases where there appear to be substantial similarities i1n the way state
departments are organized, thev differ in their interpretations of their
responsibilities and in their willingness to change their perceptions of

the role of the state department in the educational svstem of their state.

The "suspicion" factor shown in approach (¢) is more noted in relationships
of primarily rural oriented states with their regional laboratorv., While

the apparent reason i» the innate conservatism to be predicted in rural

areas in the form of both political conscrvatism and educational traditional-
ism, the genuine reason might well be an insensitivity on the part of the
laboratories in their dealings with educational colleagues whose  primdry
concerns dre focused on daily operational problems.  Many problems scen as
critical by rural oriented educators do not represent the types of effort
that are or should be undertaken bv the laboratories with their current
resources.

With reapect to approeach 4y the fact that ander certarn cireum. Lo es
frostility 15 the common cmotion should not be a surprising fact. The clash
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of battle within the educational community is still to be heard on basic
issues, so when it is noted that a state department is on the opposite side
from the laboratories the only helpful recommendation that can be made is
that additiona} time and resources be committed to work on the problems
that are identified by such conflicts.

The last category of "ignoring cach other” is the result of many factors.
In some cases it stems from inadequate or ineffective methods that have
been used to get acquainted. Originally, the boards of directors were seen
as a great force for cohesion, since the state departments were included in
those memberships. In some cases the result has been less than was anti-
cipated both because of lack of attendance (or attendance of alternates)

at board meetings as well as non~transmittal of board meeting reports to
state departmenc personnel. Another cause of "ignoring' may be in the
excessive dependency on mail communication via brochures, newsletters and
other flyers. Some of them are nat well done and their distribution does
not insure that they get to the interested individuals in the state depart-
ments. The third cause of this phenomenon is an originally unreali..ic
expectation level of some state departments who now comment on ''unconscionable
slowness in laboratory completion of end products."

Though great effort will be required to initially establish or to reestablish
a high feeling of confidence that the laboratories are of value to these
reluctant state departments, the long-term success of the laboratories depends
upon the creation of a working relationship other than just,ignoring each
other or maintaining an armed truce, where this situation occurs.




RECOMMENDATLONS

l. As a prerequisite to establishing a healthy relationship, the state
department must perceive the laboratory as being useful and relevant
to the educational needs of the state department and the schools and
children it serves. Almost none of the state departments lcok to
laboratories outside their region for potential tie—-ins. A fundamental
structural error of the current situation is that state departments view
the laboratories regionally, while in fact a laboratory anvwhere in the
country should be viewed as a national resource and potentially valuable
to any state department.

Clearly, a much more effective national information, dissemination and
diffusion strategy must be developed. Such a strategy should enable
state departments to have access to laboratory products throughout the
laboratory system and would enable laboratories to provide their products
‘to the widest possible group of potential users. The very process of
developing and implementing such a strategy could strengthen the working
relationships between the laboratories and the states and could be an
especially valuable educational experience for those states which have
had little experience or familarity with educatioral R&D.

2. The ¥evelopment of a national diffusion strategy should involve the joint
efforts of laboratories, state education agencies and the U.S. Office
of Education. Given the current status of laboratory funding, it is not
realistic to expect more than tcken support for this activity to come
from current laboratory budgets. If the USOE is dedicated to effective
diffusion, then funds must be made availabie to support a cooperative
development enterprise among the Office, the laboratories and the states.

3. Another mechanism to facilitate communication and cooperative relation-
ships would be the creation of a jointly selected individual to fill a
‘position; funded through laboratory budgets in each state department,
whose pﬁﬁmary purpose would be continuing liaison between the state and
the laboratories. The cost of this approach might approximate $1 millidn.
in general, the mechanism would serve to crceate awareness and to success-—
fully institutionalize cooperative efforts. Variations among state
departments and among laboratories would necessarily require the adjusti- |
ment of the principle to each situation, careful anticipation of oppor-
tunities and difficulties, and recognition of the possibility that'in
a given state such an appointment might not be fully effective. It is . -
recommended that the Office of Education consider the possibility of
making funds available to test this approach. .

4. Although the intent of these recommendations is the strengthening of
relationships between laboratories and state departments, it may be over-
optimistic to assume that these relationships will mature and that
laboratories can be expected to relate etfectively to educational agencies
throughout the nation when they have not ever developed mechanisms to
coordinate programs efficiently with one .nother. Although brilliant
instances can be cited of laboratory cooperating with laboratory, and

<
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although steps are being taken for the establishment of information
exchange and coordination procedures for the full network, it does not
seem likely that funds presently available to the individual laboratories
can support the necessary effort. It is recommended that funds be made
available by the Office of Education to support an adequatc coordination
effort among the regional laboratories at the program level,

Though therc is a requirement in each contract scope of work to "develop
relationships,'" funds have not flowed to laboratories on the basis of
their SQFcoss in establishing cooperative relationships with other edu-
cational agencics but rather on the basis of the promise of a4 limited
number of developmental programs in which the laboratory was engaged .«

If the Office of Education now deems that "relationship" is an important
criterion of laboratory promise or success, and if success or failure

in this area will affect laboratories' annual operating fund., this
Judgment should be stated unequivocally, and the complete criteria for
future laboracurv evaluations and subsequent funding decisions should

be made clear and explicit.

Information subscquent to completion of this study indicates that the
very process of focusing on questions such as those raised in the inter-—
views created the basis for clarification of many issues that had not
been adequately identified, explored or resolved between the reporting
laboratories and their state departments, s

[t is strongly recommended that cach laboratory continue via an inter-
View process with relevant state department personnel, to identify and
clarify issues, capabilities and activities of interest to both.




APPENDIX A

© A_REVIKW OF_REGIONAL EDUCATIONAL LABORATORIES

On April 11, 1965, The Elementary and Sccondary Education Act of 1965 was
enacted into law. Under the authority of Title TV of that Act, a new group
of institutions was launched on the American educational scene. Despite
the fact that the American educational 'system' was already rich in insti-
tutions, agencies, assocliations and groups with responsibilities for
assorted aspects of the country's educational enterprise, the laboratories,
nevertheless, were created and developed.

An examination of the statutory origins and the legislative history,, as well
as the actions and documentation prepared,by the program's early adminis-
trators, identifies and clarifies the need for the creation of the regional
laboratories as independent organizations devoted to educational research
and development. Inherent in this concept was a recognition that relation-
ships with state.departments of education and other educational groups would
develop. Though all parties to the creation of the laboratories predicted
that productive relationships would emerge, the exact nature of these could
not be anticipated with a high degree of confidence.

' The primary purpose of the present study was to discern the nature of the
emerging rcelationships between selected regional laboratories and selected
state departments of education and, through this sampling, to come to some
conclusions about the nature and qualityv of such relationships in the progranm
as a whole, More specificallv, the objectives stated in the secope of work
were:

I. To provide data on the characteristices of cach of the tvpes of
relationships that have emerged between selected laboratories
and selected state and Jocal c¢ducational agencies in their
region;

2o To estimate the number and kinds of relationships and the amounts
of funds .mdévustq of wervices—in-kind provided bv the various
parties;

3.0 To analyze the conditions that have affected the formation and
promise of the various relationships that have developed: and

4. To discuss implications for the future of tiwe laboratery program
that might be drawn from the emperience of these laboratorics.

To accomplish these objeetives, a case study approach was used.

This study is not the first attempt to describe the relationships between

regional Jaboratories and other agencies.  In the symmer of 1967, br. lLoon
? P. Minear, Superintendent of Public Instruction for the state of Oregon,

conducted a survev at the request of Congressworan Ldith Green to probe the

. . ) ) ) s .
Piveratories’ relationships with ©tate departients o education. Sesponding
:)4
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to 9, Ciinear's questionnaire, toree Coef State School OftIcers reported

that toes felt that the Taboratories competed «ith the work of local scheol
districtsy nine feit that the lahoratories competed Wit the work of otate
departments of education; and nmine felt that the laborator#es competed With

the work of colleges and universiticos,  Ine majority, however, disagreed.
fhirty=five Chief state School Officers felt that the laboratories complemented
or supplementet the work of local school districts:; 31 felt that thé labora-
tories complemented or supplemented the work of ot te education departments,
and 32 relt that laboratories complemented or suppicrented the work of colleges
and upiversitica.e o anotner question, 10 of the chief offieials reported
that their departments vere "haghbc ™ anvolved e the ‘developnent work of .
therr laboratories” prograws; 17 were "moderately” imvolved; 16 were mvolved
"vory Lictle™ and two were not at o all ruvolved.  less Chan one-tift (9 out
or A7) of Jthe chief offrerals felt that the laboratories were dn competition
with their state departeents, )
¢ . {
Panally, the respoadents to Dr. dincar's stud were asked to "liat the
functions thot regr mal arcas have identiticed for their regionag!l cducational
laioratorivs which tate departments of cducation could not perform 1. they
were given additional funds.” e ~uamary of responses (October, l/‘}()?) states:
\
"24 Chief State School Offrcers aid "None' or listed none. leven
said that departments could (no( operate as well across <tate lines
Lo meet regional needs.  Twovpoipnted out that interstate work by
contract arrangement i~ possible but not as likely to boecarried
out 1f left up to individual states.  Four respandents indiecated .
that department  could not de s sophisticated a job of basice and
applicd resear-h ooy labs, cven it the departments did have the funds.
Six o respondents sard that the freedow Tab . have from the unique
' historical and statutery tunctions assoctated with departoents of
cducation male thoen vere capible or ctfcctive rescarch ad develop-
ment activities than departments voold baocven 11 tioy nad the funda.”
*

IWo o vears tave passed since the SHinear stadyy and oo that time perpod re=
Fatronships with state and local educational pencres have developed in
various wave and with varoang degreces ot corpte v and” et tectiveness, Ihe
concept that the haberatories should huave cooperstove arrapenents with
other cducational pgroups was alwave woon a0 the nost ettect ive tochnique
of vaamisaing the beneftt of the rescaron g Jevelopaont expected trom the
PaboratoriexT% 1o 1o, the indivigat]l v participated in launching the
)

Liboratories had high enpectation s tor the role the labortorics would plav
1 ocreating new and productive intoractions e cdocational ntorests,

Phe need tor new anteractions and rel dotoasinpe wees lear, becatne by 1965
Csof s prame educational e eare o gport provrda, Cocoporative Researchy
pad been tunding estranmral researon tor o tho erehit vears but dnad
crodiced ittt te drvcerntb e change ot voerat i educational srogrars., A

Pt l writton an 1907 oy two purc o o1 Rescoreh cttnoal b oo Tied o o
: *
Aerronen s o e they provod ling Cooporstive o arGi approach
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together well cnough to be considered ceordinated approaches to
substantive problems in cducation. .. .Second, part of the difficulty
in developing highty coordinat. d cumulative research offorts could
be attributed to the inadequacy of the dissemination of information
to the educational rescarch community regarding the faindings of
completed research and the aatuge of Lu_r_r_cp_t_'rcscarch....'l'hird, a
careful examination of the outcomes of rescarch in term® of_service
to the schools revealed that 1n two senses insufficient attention
was being paid to $hc‘ gap betweea the resecarch stage and implemen-
tation. First, the state of development was not being supported

to anything acar the degree that it should. Second, very little
atBention was being directed to the change process whereby iuprove-
nents could actually be implemented in wide=spread fashion. Thixd,
it was clear that the humdg, resources available for research and ’
development activitios would need to be espanded ip at least two

/.__-\'.c.n'q. Iraining programs to develop new talent would be required. -

3

NVwoagencres and anstitutions previouslv dnot oligible for Support,
would need to G l.'lppu(l.“' . .

lhe amendments to the Cooperative Rescarch Act made by Title IV of £SEA were
designed to corrdet some of these deficiencies. Dissemination was Specifi~
cally named as a function to be supported; the range of institutions eligible
to apply for funds was cxpanded to include virtually all kinds of public and. -
private institutions; authority to Lramn rescarchers was  added; and the use
of the grant as well as contract acchdism was allowed. - Finalty, $100
million was authoriced for constructing and cquipping regitnal and national
facilitic. for rescarch and related purpose..,

R —
The combination of thesE new authorities conabled the Office to inttiate a
new program detigned to "bridper the gap™ between rescarch and practice.
the progrim ot Regronal tducational Liberatorte. would "translate"” and
"convert" rhe results of researchointo Museable forms" in the lassroon.
Hicn Comntasioner ﬁupp\-l, e tostmony to the

ongres - pricr to the passage
o 1SEAN] specrfically enuncratee thr o object v

"Ihe propo-od sustem of Large- cale revsonal educat tonagl lavora-
tortes would provide the tunds and tne sciting for tae artiteulation
of the results of fescarch into tores that can be used in the  lasse-
roonltor continuous, testing ol these tor o, towr th training of
Leanhor s an therr aaey and 1o vakang the available to local school

v
e,

poc decinion to launch woserio s of now institutions to bridge the gap'™ was

1 oitsclt o odecivion te do ~.&fu“n,- ahout "roelgtions o ap. ' The fol fowing
rivopolro vaor (october, 19650 entitled "Prograis

for the Toplenentation of Trtdy 10 o e Phe voatars and Secondary Pducation

ot
vetoob 19T
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oW oorganl catronal o arranpement s are necdod warodh vl requlr

the interaction of eroups whiton v hoen s oncerned with difrerent
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concern themselves with the total process because of the limitations
of the separate, organizational purposes, resources, and talent. It
is therefore necessary to create a new institution to forge these
links."

A similar statement appears in another internal policy paper:

"The NPEL (National Program of Educational Laboratories) proposes
to establish a series of new institutions, a network, if you will,
to bring into alliance research interests, legally responsible

. interests, operationally responsible interest, industry, and other
institutions to provide an environment for the production of
research and developuent, and the dissemination and implementation
of research-based innovations and findings."

In his article, '"'The National Program of Educational Laboratoriesz, Hendrik
Gidecnse writes:

"Extremely little of what has been discovered in educational
research has ever been made operational....To some extent, -
excessive compartmentallzaknon of the educational system
explains the tortoise-like pace; schools, universities, state
departments of education, teacher education programs, and the
public have found it difficult to work together productively.

If we are to achieve imaginative, rapid, effective, and
meaningful improvements in the nation's school, however,
compartmentalization must give way to cooperation among these
groups."

4 The Office of Education's administrators expressed essentially the same idea
in a March 1967 series of questions and answers. Responding to the question
"Why was the establishment of new institutions necessary? " they wrote:

"Existing institutions were not crecated for the primary purpose
of making the results of research and innovation available to
schools. This task had to compete with their other respon-
s1b111ties.‘\A_new institution was needed which had this task
as its primary concern. The laboratories provided such an
institution and a setting for collaboration among all interests,
to insure the commitment of all pertinent institutions; the
involvement of a variety oP political Jurisdictlons, and the
combination of different disciplines.”

And again in August 1967, the administering staff repeated its perception
of the need for 'relationship' when it repeated one of its criteria for
judging laboratories:

"A laboratory shculd have a government capable of relating to
all segments of the educational community whose involvement
would be necessary and desirable .for contributting to the

adoption by schools of anticipated inventions and developments.'

‘ 27 ' /
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While a conviction that new relationships were necded was a principal idea
of the laboratcry program, lengthy experience had shawn that new institutions
were necessary in order io carry an idea through the sequential stages of
research, development, field testing, completion of revision cycles and
through to wide implementation. To cite an example:
. N
"(Laboratories are) reflections of the conviction that it is
v not enough to do research; that research must be followed up
«by development projects which, hav1ng established the-desired
objectives whether curricular, instructional, organizational,
professional, or tecihnical then move to the development of
solutions drawing upon the best that research has to offer. .
: The laboratories have also been charged with the responsi-
bility for active dissemination campaigns based on the
successful- development projects they and others engage in."
In some papers and articles, th1s second premise, while not spelled out
per se, is clearly inferred from the statements which defin® the appropriate
functions which latoratories should assume in the research continuum.
Almost all early policy papers announce that the laboratory program. will be
engaged in a "wide spectrum" of activities, and the authors go on to list
almost all of the activities on thc research to utilization continuum.as
appropgiate for laboratory attention. An article appearing in the Saturday
Review~”, for example, includes the following stateme-t:

"In general, laboratories will be czoncerned with a wide spectrum
of activities suci as basic and applied research, curriculum
development and evaluation, demonstration programs, clearing- -

- house operations for research and curriculum materials, as well
as training and dissemination.”

Mr. Keppel's testimony also proposes the idea of comprehensiveness. He
says:

"The broad scope of the laboratories, being multi-disciplinary

and concerned with research, development, training, retraining,
and dissemination, will make interuniversity consortia arrange-
ments highly desirable and provide for greater staffing strength.
The same reasoning would apply to state departments of education
or interstate regional educational organizations.”

As Mr. Keppel's statement also makes clear, the two underlying premises
discussed above were not unrelated. Activities su dissemination and
training would demand that laboratories establish cooferative relationships
with other agencies; "comprehensiveness" would demand "relationship."

The Washington officials, the scholars and the educators who wrote about
the laboratory program in its earliest stages underlined the need for a new
institution which once launched would perform functions neglected by the
educational system’ and thus hasten the process of quality educational
change. Each laboratory was expecfed to define its unique role in its
region, but it was also expected tq work with and through the region's
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schools, institutions of higher education, state departments and other groups e
in the conduct of its work.

The 1967 Minear study revealed that, to some extent at least, a "new partner-
ship" was indeed emerging.
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REGIONAL EDUCATIONAL LABORATORIES
AND THE QUEST FOR RELATIONSHIPS

7
The Idea of Devédlopment ° .

4

The framers of the laboratory concept viewed the pursuit of "relationship”
as a means to an end. In’short, ‘they reasoned that new relationships would
forge the links whereby innovations would find their way into operating
educational programs. The goal was not relationship per ge¢; it was
1nstallat1on, or educational change.

Fastered by the repeated messages from the Office of Education to groups in
the field trying to write prospectuses acceptable to USOE, the idea of
relationship somehow became an end in itself. If USOE\wanted a "new mix,"
apparently decided many of .the groups, that was what they would get. TQE;,
without’ adequate consideration of the reasons for creating a 'new mix," the
purposes it would serve, or, once forged, the work it would pursue, many
developing laboratory groups began tc enunciate ''relationship" as one of

their primary functions. Operationalized, "relationship" became service, -
and many groups proposed to use some or even rost of their funds to provide
service to, other institutions in the region. Service would be their mission
and program. .
Laboratories oriented toward regional relationships and service, however, were
only one kind of developing laboratory. A second kind, and one which received
more sympathetic hearing from USOE administrators and advisory groups, was
product-oriented. These laboratories, unlike the "relationship laboratories,"
emerged from the first months of institution-building with plans for launch-
ing programs which would produce new products that could be used in-schools.
While '"relationship laboratories' were arguing with skeptical 'USOE officials
about the necessity for area offices throughout their.regions to enable them
to communicate with their constituencies, laboratories that had produced more
concrete plans’ for' product development received the more encouraging and
approving feedback. X
In January 1967, Dr. Francis Chase addressed the laboratory directors at a
meeting in New Orleans. Dr. Chase, former Dean of the School of Education
at the Un1vers1ty of Chicago, had undertaken a study of the Laboratory
Program the montb before at the request of Commissioner Harold Howe Il and
Secretary John Gardner. The purpose of the study was to provide policy
guidance to the Office and the Department regarding the National Program of .
Educational Laboratories, especially in light of the criticisms which had
been directed at the program from the field and from different levels and

. offices within the Federal government. Since one immediate result of the

decision to launch the Chase study had been thé postponement for three
months of contract negotiations fer beginning operations, the laboratory
directors were an especially attentive and anxious audience to Dr. Chase's
first public address.

The vision that Dr. Chase shared for the future of the regional laboratories
was not unlike the vision of the flardner Task Force and other early thinkers.
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Certainly, the vision included the idea of '"relationship"

"The laboratories might provide the new clements to make the
American educational. enterprise operate more nearly as a gystem -
of reciprocating parts. The public and non- public school
systems, the several institutions of higher education, the
state departments of education, and voluntary educational
agencies of many kirds now function largely as discrete units
which engage with each other intermittently or incidentally.

" The laboraiories might be designed to mesh gontinuously both t
with the producers of theory and research and the potehtial
consumers who are responsible for instruction and the operation
of educational agencies. If so, the contribution to the

effective functlonlng of other educational agencies would be
incalculable.”

”

’

At the same time, however, Dr. Chase cautiohed tlhe New Orleans aud1ence that
the vision was not cnough; something more was needed.

"Until there is a set of communicable concepts or descriptive
terms which are shared by and acted upon by the responsible
government officials, the staff of the Office of Education,

/ the boards and staffs of the several laboratories, and the
agengies and persons with which they need to work, there is
a danger that the laboratories may be seen as iantruding on
the jurisdictions of otheTr agencies and/or as institutiocn
so poorly defined as to be innocuous."

What that something more mlghL be--development--was suggested by Dr. Chase's
cautionary plea that the laboratories not become "blmply another educational
agency functioning or the basis of opinion and the 'conventional wisdom'
derived from experience."®

¢

"The i1ndispensible prerequisite for both training and service
’ activities is the development 9f tested technologies and
i specialized staff .competence."”

what that something more should gég be was suggested by remarks such as
these:

"I am...inclined to think that several laboratories Aare engaging
in dubious activities and have becowe the prlsoners of mistaken
concep ts of regionality, of self-defeating attempts to address
themselves to everyone's perceptions of needs, and of 'entangling
alliances' of warious kinds."

""wo kinds of perceptions of what is expected seem to have produced
, ef fects that are dubious, if not downright damaging to the cffective
deveiopmient of the laboratories. The first is that the program
sheuld represent . response to the necds of the region as ascer-
tained from the per:ons concerned. Related to this is the perception
. that the laboratories will be judged by the number and diversity of
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occupations of the persons involved. Both of these have contri-
buted to the diffuseness which is found in the programs of many

of the laboratories....It is mv conviction that the laboratories
must establish themselves by what the demonstrate, not by whom

they involve. Widespread involvement of persons and agencies is
no substitute for the development of soundly conceived and care-
fully developed efforts to produce gnderstanding of how improve-
ment in education can be achieved.”

Along with the transition by USOE personnel from an emphasis on "relationship"
to an emphasis ou program specificity (a transition which the passage of time
and 1n€t1tut10n—bu1ld1ng perhaps made more or-less inevitable), along with
Dr. Chase's influential predisposition towards the appropriateness of the.
"laboratories for the developmert function, the emergence of 'development"

as the communicable concept which Dr. Chase had called for was also hastened
Py the increasing awareness that funds available to the national program
would not support the twenty developing institutions in the larga amounts
which they had first been led to believe. The realities of a tight fiscal
year forced directors and boards to make choices. By fiscal year 1968 it

was mcre than apparent that the dollar rewards were going to those labora-
tories that were oriented toward developmental programs with product outputs.
Although "relationship' might still be important in some laboratories, and
though it might® prove to be important to product-oriented laboratories when,
"at some time in the future, they were ready to install their produg¢ts on a
widespread basis, it had ceased to be the program's dominant idea.

Kjell Eide, Director of Research and ?lanning for the Norwegian Ministry of
Education, who assisted Dr. Chase during the early summer of 1967 by studying
the laboratories’ planning processes, reflected on the changes this way:

A

" v

...Most . 1ab programs are moving towards a more narrow range of
o “activities. They may partly be due to USOE signals, and partly
a matter of less resources than initially fo:eseen. In the
majority of labqratories, both planned research and service .
activities have been reduced, in some cases to a drastic extent.
Development, field testing, and possible demonstration seem to

be the most favored lab activities more recently. This may be

viewed as a natural conseguence of the reduced university

influence on lab policies, and the gradual development of inhouse
competence within the labs."

'The recent development towards more concentrated programs has

" led to unquestionable gains in terms of stronger lab institutions,
more capable of controlling their own programs. Current programs
are also by and large more compatible with available resources,
although most labs still have programs presupposing a higher
funding level in the future. Some real losses, however, should
be recognized as a result of the narrowing down of program
scope, in terms.of reduced local involvement and interest in lab
activities in quite a few cases."

Eide felt, nevertheless, that "the question as to whether the educational
laboratories can form the institutional base for a new developmental
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function within education" must in his view be given an affirmative answer.l?
The conclusion of his report is also an affirmative one:

"A substantial part of the difficulties faced by the laboratories
today is due to their operating far below ths&r optimal scale.
In my judgment, most of the ¥aboratories have by now reached a
state which permits a rapid expansion of their resources. If a
continuous and fairly rapid growth in the resources available to
the laboratories should not be forthcoming in the next couple
years, much of- the present promise of the lab program will not
be fulfilled. The task I have assumed to be the basic objective
of the lab program is not by far an easy one, and camnot be
achieved at the present level of effort.'13

Unfortunately, a continuous and fairly rapid growth in the resources available
to the laboratories has not been forthcoming as Eide hoped.

The final report which Dr. Chase prepared on his study was issued in December
1968, almost two years after the New Orleans debut. In those two yvears, Dr.
Chase visited each of the twenty regional laboratories and the nine Research
and Development Centers one or more times, conversed on numerous occasions
with USOE and other government personnel, served as chairman of a National
Advisory Council of Educational Laboratories, consulted with experts who,

at his request, visited some of the institutions, and revieweu early docu-
ments and current mater1als, including the previously elusive Presidential
Task Force report which was the source of many of the ideas later incorporated
into ESEA and the laboratory concept. -Explaining his method he says, "At
every opportunity I communicated my tentative impressions and stimulated
conversations to test my impressions against the experience and judgment of
other observers and of those actively engaged in shaping and administering
the new organizations." .

Given this background, it is especially iuteresting to note some of the points
made in the final report. Looking back at the laboratories, for example, Dr.
Chase remarks:

"The concepts which led to their founding were powerful, but
vague; and incorporated differentiated, and not always mutually
consistent, perceptions of roles and functions. As a result, the
centers and laboratories often had difficulty in defining their
primary functions and identifying the Earticular expectations to
which they can respond appropriately."

Looking at the present, he sees that:

"All of the laboratories now conceive their functions in terms of
development of tested products, operable systems, or other demon-
strably useful ~ontrlbutwns t¢ the improvement of educational
institutions and pFOLOSSCS, but cach laboratory has unique

characteristics and some distinct tvpes of orientation have evolved.
\

wlb

The three tvpes of orientations he identifies are (1) product development,
(2) regional development, and (3) oricntation to a closely defined set of
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problems, and "The remaining laboratories appear to fall more or less into
what might be called a fourth category of dcvc1opment-through—training.”1’

Looking at the laboratories' promise to produce change in Arerican education,

Dr. Chase says:

"The laboratories are paking significant contributions to many
of the processes discussed. Thev scem better adapted than most
university centers to widespread diffusion of tested innovations
and systems through collaborative relationships with schools,
colleges, and other agencies; and they are devising Strategies
to promote installation, cffcctive use, and continuing evaluation,"!8

The report closes with five conclusions, presented below.

“"The National Program of Lducational Laboratories is evolving into
a functioning system with demonstrated power, and great potential,
for the improvement of American cducation."

"The modest investment in the laboratories and centers already
‘has procuced good returns and revealed possibilities for increasing
the returns from all educational expenditures."

"The best way to realize continuing and enlarged gains from edu-
cational research and development is to conserve and build upon
the strength that has been developed by the centers and labora-
tories which have shown that they can produce and which are
mdking the greatest preogress in improving their operations.’

"Several matters require prompt attention in order to realize the
full potential of center and laboratory types of organizations
and reform of educational institutions and practices."

"Successful resecarch and development in education is, and will
continue to be, both a science and an art; and qualitative
assessments of ten are more relevant than quantitative measure-
ments. "

(ompet ing Expectations

Throughout the duration of the Chase study, and still today, the idea of
relationship, though faded, was still alive. Contracts between the Office
of -Education and cach regional laboratory include the following agreement,
uniformly, in their current Scope of Work:

"The laboratory will maintain cooperative and productive working
relationships with State Departments of Lducation, educational
institutions of all levels, and other groups in the region and
the nation which are relevant to the programs of the laboratorv
incldding, if appropriate, the development of juintly planned and
financed program activitics."
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BV tne tiae the Chase study was veleased, thie dea of development had become
sntrenched tnotne desoriptive Tanguage and had achicved predominance. Tn
Septemoer Y08, for esanple, Lommissioner Howe responded in memorandum to

a proposal from the HLN Budget Office regarding new ways of making decisions
aboat the amounts of laboratury support.  The HEW suggestions--that labora-
tories recervera mnimum level of funding adequate to support the institution
and then compete with cach other and others for support for individual
prograns-—evoked this response:

the Offiee is committed through consideration of these alter-
nat ive funding strategics to locate those which will insure
the laboratories' commitment to educational development as
their functional mission (in contrast to research or service),
therr commitment to insure that their region's schools and
colleges benefit from the products and practices developed

v othe ertire National Program, and their commitment to a
management wnown for its design and development skills as
contrasted to 1t~ entrepreneural skills."20

Uhe HEW Budget Office was not alone. A study by Riviin of the HEW Office
of Plunning and Evaluation and papers coming from the President's Science
Advi~ory Committee (PSAC) revealed both less faith and less understanding
of the laboratory Program than those activelv involved with the Program
night have hoped. The PSAC review, for instance, questioned the quality of
laboratory personnel in particular and expressed a perception of the need
for much more basic research in education.

The views of tne Budget Office, the PSAC committee and the Department’
Planning Office could not be ignored, for within the complex and somet imes
subtle wachinery by whicn government makes decisions, the views of these
groups could, and can, profoundly affect the lLaboratorv Program's future.

In LNovember 1968, the Burcau of Rescarch's respe e to their criticisms
included the statements below:  (Shortly thereafter, a fairly lengthy
rebuttal to the August PSAC paper was prepared which questioned the adequacy
of the committee's exposure to the institutions, answered all criticisms,
and called attention to logical consistencies,)

"Recommendat ions were expresslv made in Kivlin's <tudv and implied
e oseveral places n the PSAC Task Group's report that laboratories
should compete for program support and, further, that cach labora-
torv cooperate with OL to establish ite mission. As for the last
pornt, this is caactly what is now and has been taking place for
the Tast eighteen months,  Since Mav of 1967 the laboratories, O
staft, and the National Advisory Committee on Educational lLabora-
torres have been working together to define specific missions
vhiieh will insure that the propram as o whole s directed toward
cducat fonal problews of vational priority.”

oowee the Taboratories as participating activelv'in the firat
e ot the ditbusoon proce o Thin, andades providing cupport
tor credible demonstratiens and dev ving strategies for Imvolving

those who have to be nvolved 0t g validated innovation is (o be
lal
",

widel dutfosed througnout the cducattonal syeton.
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[t is telling to note the new emphases in these remarks. Now the development
function is not being defended so much as the laboratories' attention to
"educational problems of national prioritv." Now "bridging the gap" is
giving way to "participation in the first stages of the diffusion process"
which includes "involving those who hove to be involved." Needless to say,
development can be directed at national privrities, and institutions bridge
the gap while participating in diffusion. But, the language had changed to
suit a new requirement. More important, the Laboratory Program seems to

have suffered repeatedly from these kinds of changing emphases and competing
expectations.

One more example of this point ts relevant. In December 1967, a report was
published of a study of the Office of bkducation bv the lHouse Committee on
IEducation and Labor. One of the recommendations on which the Office was
ashed to comment was the following:

"Immediate attention should be given to a clarification of the
missions and responsibilities of the regional educational
laboratories, the R&D Centers, the title TLL (ESEA) supple-
mentary centers, the research coordinating units in State
educational agencies, and other federally supported regional
units which affect education. Every effort should be made to
achieve maximum cooperation and to avoid duplication of effort."”

Another recommendation was "The Bureau should strengthen and expand communi-
cations with the elementary and secondarv education community, particularly
with State Departments of Eduration. .."=? .

The response that was sent forward frow the Associate Commissioner of Research
to the next level of OE hie¢rarchy in Feoruary 1968--over a vear into the
Chase study--could hardlv have assuaged the Green Committee's doubts; further-
more, das it appears below, the statement appears to be a particularly good .
example of those that create confusing eapectations and long=term difficulties
in the scrvice of more immediate tactical defense.

"The primary responsibilities of the Repronal Educational
Laboratorices and the RaD Centers are the actual development ot
new materials or techniques for use in the classroom for the
training of teachers, the training ot administrators or other
major problems of education....lhere is considerable overlap in
the function of the regional laboratorices and the R&D Centers.
ffowever, usuallv the R&D Centers will have a greater emphasis
on the vresearch end of the spectrum and the regional laboratories
will have a greater emphasis on the demonstration end.  Both,
however, are very active in the development of new materialw and
techniques.  Really the support of these organizations is an
vxperiment in itself teo sce which tvpe ufﬂorganizatinn 14 more
productive 1n this particular objoctive."=

Perhaps all government programs sulfer many masters. Gertaiuly, manyv programs,
including the LEOO® itory Program, mav <o rve wore (Lo one purpose, nav be
desceribed 10 more than one way, and mav reflect 1n their various inctances
(¢og., projects, classes, institutions) an acceptabic range of variability.
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However, 1f cach 1nstance is eapected to serve all purposes and to be capable

of deseription in all wavs, the financial consequences to the government are
farge ones.  With less than optimal funding, someone has to makhe choices.
So far, the laboratories have primarily esercised that responsibiiity, and
for the most part thev have chosen to put their energios where the Office,
and the various levels of goverament to which it must answer, has bheen
willing to put its funds. .

. .
na letter to the director of the Laboratory Branch, USOL, one of the
laboratory directors addressed the problem the Office now faces in deciding
about fundinrg among the different rescarch and development functions:

"It seems clear there is a wide cange i the self-concept of

% Ctaboratories.  Some are almost totally engaged in "product”
and "process” development, without much concern for "instal-
lation,"” while others are devoting most of their energies to
"ereating olvoates" conducive to change.  Since both of these
purposes must be served by cach laboratorv 1f 1t—:;;‘oducb
are to be anstalled, or if 1t is to have products to install,
Pt would appear that indivridual laboratory dundings might well
b related to tio entent to vhich both functions are being
performed, 24

This suggestion would, of course, be one alternative, although 1t sevems to
overlook the tfact that product development aad widespread 1nstallation
usuallv occur tn a time sequence.  The comment is perhaps more 1nteresting
msofar as 1t raises the "relationship development” dualitv quite plainly.
Clearly, the conflict by this time, 11 it remains a conflyct, deserves to
be put to rest. What does the Office of Lducation want to support? If it
wants both relationship (o1 installation) and develepment, 1s 1t willing
and able to bear that cost: tn evaluation of the Jfinancial scene made by
br. thase in his Final Regort 1s equally truc nm,' he save that the funds
committed to the laboratory and center prograre. arce:

“utterly inadequate for the sunport o my chiing approachng g
major rescearch and developrent operation inoa ficld as conples
s vducatron, which i one wa or another nvelves not mere s

the one=fourth of the population cocaccd/ in tormal wchooling,

cut oan actual eftect the total  ocrers "2
[he Presen (7('1111‘2\[
*
For report s attenntesd teoestabins o the hietorioa ! and cdeotovioal contest

withan whinohe thrs stady ot rebation hip, hetvern teviondl faboratories oud
cthier educational apgencies wust be viewed.  That the 1deas have not alwave

beer clear er consistent rust i tiwelt have been an amportant influence
et the Tornatton aad prondise of cane of the relattonshps that developed.

e s tortcal revies abso supses 0 at foas U one Goaptication for the future

ot the Taberacorv progra: nomely, tiat o the absence of cledr cut expe ta-

Cooisy pragiat. considerations woil dict pre the ntare of the to latronships
. 3

thal 1bheratorae . seer Lo establasg,




Lt mav be helpful to complote the description of the general contesnt within
which the resualts of the study must be placed. For esample, 1t 15 relevant
to know that regional educational Taboratories, ittas collepes and univer-
sities, are the second largest group of pertornrs of educattonal rescardh
and development in the United :H.Hus,“‘(‘
thev have substantiallyv increascd the number of protessional personnel

and that sinve thelr establishment,

engaged anoeducational R&D on oy tull-time basis in this country.  (Labora-
torv statfs curreantly nuwber about 2000.)  The ~octions below regarding
state 1nvolvement an rescareh and developrnient and the current indectision
about the tmportasce of regionalioy present two additional aspects.

State luvelverment in Lducational Research and Development
State education agencies mav be (lassitfied amonyg the country's sponors of
educatronal R&D.  In fiscal Acar 1968, §3,204 000 was spent by wtate
cducation agencies 1 the spport of cducational rescarch, $2,666,000 of
which cane via the U.S. Offiice of Lducation.  (The same fiscal vear, the

Of fice supported the twenty Fegronal laboratories at a tevel of §22,793,000,
and the nation's total expenditure for educational BRab ('onstli)gutmd 31/100

of T percent ot the nataen's total educational expenditure.) =/

e degree of Sstate nvolverent with educational B&D vartes. In sorte states
regular legislative appropriations are desipnated tor research activities;
in some states, the regalar rescarcn budpot 1n covered by a bine 1ten in g
Pamp are departmental appropriation.  Inoome states, rescdardh programs in
particular arcas bave been mittated o rosponse to legislative mandates

and then Tater broadened tro s wpecafne te general routine support of researdh.
Sot onlv do almest o all states support educatren research in osore degree, but
I omany cases, o state departnent - of cducation provide leadership i the
coordinatron ot cdacational rescarch tor programs under toeir jurisdiction.
"Departnental rescarch divisions in o the wUites function in a .orvice capacits
to the departnent as a wholeo  They aay alao plavy nportant roles in spon-
SOrHLD or cooperatingg with o Ltate cducattonal rescarch councils, «choeol stady
counc il oy o othor vovernuental or independent orpantzations invelved 1n

3
el it and otherel e oot e e cducat tonal researen aolivities, a8

Retloctin, op tiee role of tate denarteents o cducation in oceducational P
ped the precos ot o ational canae o branel fhane o eenres aod e

s it that e

Trate Choartrant o cdac st tareas s conalting sorvioe

cooreditation proces o and otherwt oy nbeoan o adispenabl

partoan taeodiita n ot teored tochnelagtes end o svatens; nue
Uy are not well i'i.lp["(i to the conduct of ¢ tensive }H'Uh]\']r
crrented recesron or o the L Tyt rad, of Sk research into
‘E&".’\‘]Ui"'( H[\ll '.)l'k‘\fxlfi v.”"u
’ thie data vathered oy thr o stady e ar Lo o supeort o Dr. Chase's positiong the
sLate departient . guersod G ot ot Lol s baviny the respon abalig
e develonrent ol vroduc tey altaone. o estochoar Iy ded aceept U respo -
bl HEED (NS I ALY SN N D oaduct e Do o Leood, P, <0 1t
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savobvenent” o cducational resoaren and de v foprtent darvely srenities
Jirrerent workimg activittes than toose of regronal lTaboratories, and 7/
Doratortes and state departaents can plav mutual Iv Complementary roles
1 the change processe These two conclusions are consistent with and
would scem to be furtiber supported by the statement below currently de -
Prning the misston of the regronal laboratories.  Firet used in 1967, the
Lansuage appeared most recent s 1n the July 1909 Bureau of Research publi-
cation, tduc

tional Rescarch and Development the Tnted States.

e minstoa of the prograr of regional cducational labora-

tories is to speed the intellipent application and wideanresd
ut1hization of the results of cducational rescarch and dewve lop-
went. The over=all objectve of the progran is to create and
demonstrate a rich arrav of tested altoernatives to vxisting
vduyationnl practice, Teaviag choice regarding adoption or
aggptation of these alternatives in the hands of State and

. )
focal educaviomal agencies .2t ! -
Regionaiicy -

The concept of "regionaliey” was one o1 the carliest and most controvereial

stnding 1deas of tht Laberatorny Progra. Without rerterdating the arguments
pro and con, suffice it to sav that ttaaty Taborator tes wore establtohed
whicn i some wav served, worked with, or nvolved 1adividuagle and inst-
tutrons jxn all the states.

Uiy obvious that tac concept ot regienalit. 1o related to that of Mrela-
tronsinp,”  Repional atsiliittons, iastitutional m ~hoershiip, and represen-
tation o1 rev oand varied cdoacational feadersbip on Liboratory FOVOrning
boands Would pive the laboratorios necded entrocs o sources of talent,
sltes tor tiebd trvout, ready acceptance for inst.tlation of laborator
products, and other advantages withoat wLivh the laborateries could not Lope
Lo operate. In many wavs, a laberatepry's so=cal ol region was te define the
t

Poandartes swatorm shicl r U would contine 10, asaorted relationsiiyps,

Wit U [ SRR \L\l(i‘w I>H( Woed on i S AT L SR ! oy

t

nmalrty, ot cone Iaded

b was opersting froe
loal o regional base but o whion WS orviny nationgl purposes and vro-

A
'
i

Lat o distrebutod nation sl aetwork wa s Goredoring w

ducimy natrenal ampacts Dr Clisse verood the nosaition that i1 wa desirable
to boeve Tenoraterte dn the ajor voeions of Uow conntrs but that no el

calidrte s attacted too the rostonad pcrounings then .o N RTTUN

Ly toe 1l o d8ns, Jdue o Praage Lt ottt rons, tae O ioe of Cdue el ton
SNt tenbie s to T thdy vy e T FTom tave ot Tl (et dar g oa-

t o1t oot unnest THh tha~e o nation. wcrtion byounder Jne the concent
Doreytlon ity o Liorgtorie .. SOl anor tbert Draaben DiTe ten notod,
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LE USOE or the sceveral laboratories ipnore cobsequences of the terminat ron
actions and fail te follow one of these courses, one inmed i ate ef fect mav be
the exclusion of several states from the benetits docruing to others by vairtue
of waelr participation an and relatioasiiip to ndividual laboratories.
Governnent adminystraters might «cll review therr vords of \pral 1965, 1n
response to an anquirn by the Sgaate Pducation subcommittee.  3s quoted in
the Senate Minority Revort on Title 1Yy, FSEA, HEW went on record Sdngs

"lhe vommittee may be assured that in the administration of
Lt le IV of the Elementary and Sceondary fducation Act, the
Otiice ot kducation will continue to be guided by the re-
quirement that regional Taboratories shouwrd be geographical Iy
distributed in an cquitable manner (taiimg mto account
population factors) so as to serve all areas of the United

U
.‘ﬂ.l(x\..”i"

SunMa ey

Fo summarize, several conditions have ot fected the formation and promise of
the vartous tvpes of relationships that have developed between regional
Laboratories, local school svatems, <tate education agencies and other
cducattonal wroups.  historically, the importaice attached to the rdea of
reiatzenshiip, tne deportance subveaucntly attached to the labordtorics
copaging n the development tunction, and the ebb and flow between these
two enphases and others were (11 forcos mpiaging on laboratory development ,
cach with difforent consequences tor the nature and strength of potential
redatronshrps. ) Other condrtions vore, and are, the fact of growing state
dvolves ent i edie et sl Rabyomd the presonc!s changing concept of  the
royadonslity of oducationa’ laboraterios.,

S oeothior condition artoctingy tho tormataon ol orelat ronships i inherent
o the ) entervrise atrelt. D Choe caproasod 1t on this wav:

research oard developrent oncies I thoas nature intervenc in
shotems whiien they doonot controllLhe conters and labordtories
tre tinding 1toRecossars to reconstder perrodi ally therr cholee
ol oanterventoon strateeres and the application of the Striategies
to decintons on (1) - oope and segnence of tivities, (b) persons
md aerencies to bhe involvad in o vaerions dhases and stages, and
C) tactee s to b emplocd i anitatinge ad reenforo iny «on-

o
N oy H
AT e oyt 3

Prnalle, tne anabr itz o Lo OItice o Cu g Pon, Joaprte chie hietor and
Copertonee it s by new acomud it iy aaagt,s Uhe Laborators Proeram, to
Fesolve norts owd mind many of  Uhe questions witol this discussion has
touchea upor is w conditrong th it cannot help buat int 'uence all phascee of
Piborater operationss 1t rust be dinconcerting and disheartening to the
ttteen aboratories now engaged in deve Topmantal program aetivitics to
come auress the following Ltater ent in o4 public volume, which, by the wav,
netes inoanother place the laroratoryes’ "rathor substontial ampact” in
disseminating ReD aaformation, e staterent apbedrs n 1 discuss1on about
the sureas of Kesearch strategs for managing a) SUPPOrt progra ~,
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"A second activity which has absorbed a major portion of the
Bureau's energies has rentered on the instrumentalities the ¢
Bureau has identified, created, or used to carry out its
several missions. The kinds of questions which have been raised
and discussed are: (1) the role of the educational laboratories
and R&D Centers; (2) the manner in which they are supported,

(3) the degree to which such forms of programmatic or institution
support are. compatible with the identification and service of
substantive educational research and development priorities;

and (4) the need to create such institutions to build capabiiities
which would not otherwise exist in the Nation. These issues are
nearer solution than previously since they have been forcefully
raised and are now being actively debated. Bureau and other

USOE and DHEW officials admit to the complexity of the problems
which are involved, but they are all committed to making sub-
stantial progress toward their resolution."”

The Naturé of Possible Relationships

Each of two recently completed studies makes note of labcratory relationships
with other educational agencies. Insofar as their observations are relevant
to the purposes of this study, they arc presented below.

First, Robert Mager, as a result of a study of teacher training projects of
the regional laboratories, comes to a conclusion suggested here earlier;
namely, that pragmatic considerations determine laboratory relationships.
In his words:
"As indicated in our discussion of dissemination, laboratories
are cooperating with a significant number of agencies--schools,
centers, state departments of education, citizen groups and
others. That their cooperation with other laboratories at this
moment is limited should only be interpreted to mean that other
laboratories are not seen as relevant to the immediate success
of a given project." .

Second, the“comprehensive sBureau of Resedrrh document Educational Research
and Development- 4fi the United States also notes a breadth and effectiveness

ERI
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of laboratory relationships. The volume reports on a special survey to
determide the sources of information which school superintendents use to
veep informed about educational R&D. One finding was that printed materials
are far less popular sources of knowledge than word of mouth. Another
finding, more particularly related to the subject of this study, was this:
— <
s :
""While across all districrs the number reporting extensive use
of AERA Jpublications and ERIC was 1.. percent and 2 percent,
{ respecrdyely, the data reporting some use of varying dissem-
"ination means indicate that both ERIC and part1cu1arl/ the
-regional laboratories are having a rather substantial impact,
given Che. shq;tfperiod of time (three vears from inception,
two veard of full scale operation) they have been in existence."3®

L m

- 36



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Sixty-eight percent of the districts responding to the survey reported some

use of the laboratories as a source of_information about R&D.

For the purposes of this study, however, it is not enough to accept the very
general conclusions that laboratories are cooperating with other educational
agencies, or that laboratories are serving effectively as dissemination
agents. "With which agencies are they cooperating?" and "What would be the
more or less 'ideal' patterns of relationship with that agency?" are equally
important questions.

For several reasons, this study focused on laboratory relationsh@ps with one
particular group of educational agencies--state departments of education.
First, even the most casual acquaintance with the Laboratory Program indicates
that laboratories are actively cooperating with schools; their de&glopmental
programs demand it. Second, if the laboratories' products are ultimately to
find their way into the schools of the laboratory's region, in many cases

the products will hav ' to pass state scrutiny and receive state endorsement
and approval prior to state-wide adoption. Third, if laboratories' products
are to be installed in a larger area than the laboratory's immediate regional
base, mechanisms will be necessary to maintain a complex communication net-
work between individual laboratories and all states. Four:. ‘the fears of
those who see the laboratories as a threat to State control . education ought
to be acknowledged and tested. Fifth, state education departments have changed
anu strengthened since the beginnings of the Laboratory Program by virtue of
the jnfusion of funds and personnel.

For all these reasons, it seems clear that laboratories should have established
some relationships with state departments and that the relationships should be
"good" ones. More specifically, we prupose the items beiow as indicative of
those behaviors or kinds of relationships which laboratories ideally should

by now have fostered with the various state education departments..

1. State departments in a laboratory's region should be able
to demonstrate a knowledge Sf that laboratory's development
programs.

2. State departments of educatien throughout the country should .z
be able to demonstrate kno%}edge about the Laboratory Program
and about the development programs of each of the individual
laboratories.

3. State departments of education should be supportive of edu-
cational research and developmerit; such supportiveness should \)
include a krowledge of what educational research and develop- -
ment is, a knowiedge of the role of state departments in the
process, and « Jonviction that R&D is an inportant activity
fer educational change and an cssential one for'educational
improvement. )

4. State departments should be willing to express public support
for the laboratory Program and work for its continuance.

12
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5. State departments should be willing to invest financiaily
in the substantive work of a laboratory, tc enter into i
- joint fipancial agreements of other kinds, and to cooperate
with Lsboratories in other ways where laboratories bear the
<ot of the particular effort.

6. State departments should be involved bv the laboratories in
program planning and program implementation, in the deter-
mination of laboratory policy, and 1n the dissemination-

- . - instalsition phase of laboratory hctivities.

This study, it should be noted, cvidences that among the five laboratories
and nineteen state departments studied the actual volationships at this time
fail far short of the ideal-type presented sbove. State departments, on the
whole, may know something about the laboratory in their region but typically
know little or nothing about other laboratories. In oniv a few cases do
state departments ;el that they:have been meaningfully iivolved in the
planning and implcuwc:tation of laboratory work. .

.

S
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INTRODUCTION

This survey is concerned with two general questions:

‘ {

One, what can be done to facilitate the development of instructional proce-

dures and materials which will be more effective and less expensive than
present materials and procedures? For example, how can we reduce the time -
it takes and the amount it costs to teach students to read or to do
arithmetic?

Two, how can we shorten the time between the development of a new educational
product and its actual adoption and use by ,classroom teachers?

With respect to both of these questions we want to get a clearer picture of
both the obstacles to development and diffusion of better educational pro-
cedures and of successful strategies that have been developed for overcoming
these obstacles.

An analysis of the way the laboratories work shows that most go through the
following steps as they work on programs to develop new curricula, to design
and develop new teaching and school organization methods, and to design
develop new systems. As they go through these phases of their work, they
perform these steps alone or they may work with others or some or all phase

47



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

QUESTIONNATRE

Problem identification

a.

From your point of view, as a member of a State Department of
Education {or as a member of an Educational Laboratory) who has
the responsibility for identifying the critical problems of
education in your state or region?

Who ought to have that responsibility?

From your point of view, what are the critical educational
problems in this state (or region)?

Establishing priorities

a.

Once the critical problems facing education in your state or
region have been identified, who has the responsibilities for
establisHing priorities~-for actually committing money, personnel
and othey resources, and for initiating work on the problem?

Who ought to have that responsibility?

Have you taken such responsibility lately? If so, could you give
me a brief description of what vou did, and the outcomes of your
actions?

Initiating work

a.

After an educational probiem has been 1dentified and assigned a
priority, who has the responsibility for doing a feasibility
study of eXisting alternatives--finding out whether people in
other parts of the ntry have developed solutions or ways of
dealing with this p. em which could either be adopted or
modified for use here,

Who ought to have that responsibility?

Have you made a feasibility study recentlv? 1f yes, could you
describe it brieflv.

Specifications

a.

-
Who has the responsibility for the development of specifications
for any new product or program that is needed? For example,
suppose it was decided that a better method of teaching remedial
reading was needed and that a set of recading materials should be
developed that would provide information. about any given student's
current level of ability, the kinds of mistakes he makes, ctc. as

VRN a8
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well as providing corrective exercises, that these remedial materials
should be suictable for students ranging in age from 8 to 16, etc.
Who should make the decisions about such specifications?

b. Who ought to have that responsibility?

¢. Have you been involviu in such activities during the past five
vears? If so, describe briefly. )

5. LUtilization

a» Once the specifications for a new educational product have been
decided upon, who has the responsibility for planning a system
for effective utilization? In other words, who is responsible
for planning what must be done? In other words, who is respon-
sible for planning what will be done in order to get that product
into the teacher training institutions and into the schools
themselves?

b. Who should be responsible?

¢. Have vou been actively engaged in such activities during the past
five years? ~

6. Feedback planning

a. Who is responsible for establishing preliminary plans tor feedback
and impact studies, for planning ways of getting information about
the extent to which the product will be used in teacher training
and measure impact when it is actually used in the schools?

b. Who should be responsible?

¢. Have you been engaged in any such activities during the past five
years? If so, please describe them briefly.

7. Development

a. Once the planning described above has been completed, who has the
responsibility for developing a new product? Who has the respon-
sibility for putting together in its preliminary form the first
crude model of sav a new test, or teaching device?

b. Who should have this responsibility?
vhio sh d e y

¢. Have you begn engaged in any such activities during the past five
years! If so, pleasce describe them briefly.

19
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8. Test revision cycle

a. After a preliminary model of a new prod&%t is available--say a test
or instructional progrvam--who is responsible for the test revision
cycle--for trying ti. product out on small groups of students,
getting information about whether the students reacted in the hoped
for way in order to know how the product needs to be changed,
correcting the product and then trying it out on another group

that the product is working well?

b. Who should be responsible? ¢

c. Have you been engaged in any cuch activities during the past five
years? 1If so, please describc them briefly.
9. Planning teacher training
a. When step 8 has been completed, who has the responsibility for
developing a plan for teaching teachers or other personnel how

to use the product?

b. Who should be responsible?

c. Have you been engaged‘in any such activities during the past
five years? If so, please describe them briefly.

10. Implementing teacher training

a. Who has the responsibility for putting the teacher training plans
~— developed in step 9 intd action?

b. Who should be responsible? .

¢. 'Have you been engaged in any such activities during the past
five years? 1If so, please describe them briefly.

l11. TInformation to potential users

- for informing potential itsers at various levels of the availability
of that product?

c. Have you been enPaged in any such activities during the past
: five years? If so, please describe them briefly.

12. Insuring use

a. Who has the responsibility of getting the product into use and into
the hands of teacners on the job and insuring that Lheyxﬁctually

use it? f:()
-4 5=
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13.

Uty

b. Who should be responsible?

c¢. Have you been ecngaged in any such activities during the past
five years? [If so, please describe them briefly,

Data feedback and evaluation

a. Who has the responsibility for feedback and eviluation of result
of use of the product?

b. Who should be responsible?

c. have you been engaged in any such activities during the past
five years? If so, please describe them briefly.

Jptional final question

a. Could yoy identify one or two of the more exciting efforts which
you worked on in the past five years. This could be a program
involving curriculum development, building design, special teacher
training or any other innovative idea which either was introduced
or ultimately was not used.

b. Could you indicate the forces which were supportive of the idea
such as public support, teacher support or others.

c¢. Could vou indicate the forces which, in vour opinien, were
obstacles or road blocks to successful 1mplementation or
introduct ion of the program or which created delav,

'
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