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g‘i ‘ ’ THE NATIONAL CENTER MISSION STATEMENT
td - 7 ,
7/ The National Center far Research i Vocational Education’s mission
. . is to increase the ability of diverse agencies, institutions, and organi-
Y zations to solve educational problems relating to individual career
* —planning, preparation, and progression. The National Center fulfills
its mission by: .

e Gene?ating knowle&ge through research
° Developing; educational progrgms and products
’ "o Evaluating individual program‘needs and outcomes
- - ¢ Installing educational program.s and products

) * e Operating information systems and services

Conducting leadership development and training programs
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1 .PREFACE

) " The National Center and the Ohio State University welcomed a presentation by Dr. David L.
Clark, professor, College of Education, Indiana University. His lecture, entitled "“Research and
Development Produgtivity in-Educational Organizations,” is timely in light of recent congressional
v emphasis on research and development in vocational education. Dr. Clark depicts the essential as-
pects that make R&D organizations and individuals within these organizations productive.

Dr. Clark has a rich and extensive baekground in educational R&D and administration. A na-
tive of Binghamton, New York, he recéived a B.A. (1951) and M.A. (1952) from New York State
College for Teachers, Albany, New York, and the Doctor of Education degree (1954) from Teach-
er's College, Columbia University. Dr. Clark is presently a professor in the College of Education at
Indiana University. He has served as dean of Indiana University’s College of Education (1966-
1974), and as an administrator at the local, state, university, and federal levels. He began his career
as a field representative for the New York State Teachers Association. For the next two years he
was assistant tarthe superintendent of the Garden City Public Schools (N.Y.). From 1958 through
1962 he was director of the USOE Cooperative Research Program. He left government to become

associate dean and professor at the Ohio State University vyhere he served until he became dean at
Indiana.

Dr. Clark presented a previous'graduate lecture at the National Center for Résearch in Voca-

tiona
of hi

Education entitled “'Federal Policy in Educatnonal Research and Development, which is one
numerous publications.

The Ohio State University and the National Center for Research in Vocational Education are

- again pleased to present Dr. David L, Clark’s presentation, *

in Educational Organizations.”

Research and Development Productivity

.

Robert E. Taylor

Executive Director .

The National Center for Research
in Vocational Education

- . .

T gl - ..




)
‘ ' RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PRODUCTIVITY
o + #N'EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS :

Vg e~ ~ I3

Introduction

The productivity of professionals and scientists in organlzatlons has been a popular field of «
inquiry in business and pl%l‘ic administration for years, but until recently little attention has beerﬁ
paid to R and D productivity of individuals and institutions in education.” With the establishment

s ~ of the Dissemination and Resources Group in the National Inétitute of Education, some normative
data have been accumulated about levels of institutional productivity, numbers of producers, and
the kind and quantity of products being generated in educationakR and D. There are still little or
no data available about the effect of intra- or extra- mstltutloﬁal variables on |nd|V|duaI or mstltu
tional productivity in educational R and D settings. ~

In this paper, | would like to begin with data on R and D productivity in schools, colleges, and
departments of education (SCDEs) which were gathered over the past three years, and move from
that empirical base to Inferences about how what was learned in SCD Es may have |mp||cat|ons for
other educational organizations engaged in R arid D activity in education, especially university-based
R and D centers. Specifically, | will cover three topics:

. k4
1. An overview of R and D productivity in SCDEs including some comparative data with
other educational organizations.

2. An analysis of contextual factors and conditions in SCDEs which seemed to explain somé
of the individual and institutional variances in R and D productivity in such organizations;
. " and the suggestlon of some analogs from these ata which might affect productlwty in
. R and D centers.

3. A tentative exploration of how such factors and conditions might be dealt with by ad-
ministrators and staff of educational R and D organizations who are attempting to op-
timize R and D productivity.

\ Lo X '

Before turning to the first section of the paper, | need to provide some background informa-
tion on the research project gn which the early part of the paper will be based. The Research on
Institutions of Teacher Ed ion (RITE) project was funded by the National Institute of-ducation
to study knowledge production (KP, i.e., research and development) and knowledge utilization
(KU, i.e., diffusion and utilization) activities i schools, colleges, and departments of education.’

-

y

The data gathered in that study which are relevant to this paper included:

® An institutional questionnaire completed in 135 SCDEs chosen as representative of the
national population of 1,367 such units.

® A faculty questionnaire completed by 1:387 faculty members in 131 of the 135 institutions.

® Site visits to 20 SCDEs of varying types.
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® Six productivity studies WhICh utlllzed‘$econdary sourges to provideé an objective indi-
e . cation of KPU productlvnty, s .
=
. Contrlbu\lons to educatlonal journals. ’&?R' C o
.. e Contributionsto the Research in Education |RIE) portion of the national Educational
) Resources Information Center (ERIC) system. :
* Contributions in the form of educational books. e .
, * * Contributions to national convention programs.
- » Contracts and grants received from private foupdations.
®

Contracts and grants received from govern tal sources, primarily the federal ~
'governm%nt. - . (

R an% D Productivity in Schools of Educatioh \

v
- N

SCDEs as institutions a\r;typically not engaged’in R and D productivity. The median leve} of
institutional productivity as assessed by the measures employed in the RITE study was ZERO!
Of the 1,367 SCDEs, 773, or 56.5 percent, accumulated no credits in the criterion areas used in
the study and 1,108, or'80.9 percent, were classified as low prdducers—a level of production so fow
that it could be accounted for almost entirely by sporadic and idiosyncratic behavior on the part of
an individual faculty miember. L - ‘

0
4 -~

This is not to'say that SCDEs consndered as a class of institutions were non- producers. R and
D activities-are concentrated withih SCDEs of particular types. For example, 97.5 percent of the
baccalaureate level institutions offermg teacher education programs were non- or low producers
Convérsely, this categorization accounted for only 11.1 percgnt of thefdoctoral SCDEs. For the
most part, SCDEs which do not offer the doctorate in education do nolt define R and D as a part
of their institutional mission, make no provision to support such activity in their institutional bud-
gets, and do not evidence such productivity.

*

¥ 1

. High Producing SCDEs . 5

There is an %dentifiable set of SCDEs which are distinctly a part of the educational R and D

community in the United States. Sixty schools of education were identified in the RITE study as
either (a) “R and D Centers’’ (24)0r (b) “Other Outstanding Producers’” (36). An additional 39

- schools of education were engaged 1n R and D activity with sufficient regularity to be classified as
"R and D Actives.”’ Although directly comparable data are not available for other educational or-
ganizations, there is little doubt but.that the 24 R and D center schools of educatian maintain.a
level of productivity roughly comparable to such organizations ds educational laboratories and non-
academic research organizations. The 36 "other outstanding producers“ are less intense in their
Rand D activity but are surely competltors from time to time and in particular substantive areas
of specialization with other educational R and D o;ganlzatlons

One independent source of data which affirms the RITE study observations of R and D activ-
ity in high prodacmg SCDEs is @n NIE study of mdttiple reports from institutions or agencies ac-
cessioned by ERIC in 1973.3 Exclusive of fedéral governmental agencies, 27 organizations were
noted as the producers of 50 or more ERIC reports. Sixteen of the 27 were universities and 13 of
the 16 were also identified as R and D center SCDEs in the RITE study.? .

‘ N
SCDEs dg not compete with uniform success for all types of federal contract funds in educa- |
tional R and D. Fpr example, NIE’s Field Initiated Studies 4FIS) research projects in 1973 were =

N
'
0
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dominated by- college and university faculty (82 percent of the FIS funds). Incontrastya 1971
analysnssof DH EW evaluation contracts reported only 21 percent allocated to college and university
faculty. . 2 , -

L)

n{* It is not only true that SCDEs do compete with other R and D agencies in education, but they
d to compete to remain solvent. The RITE tudy estimated that about $25 million were being,
invested anhually in SCDEs through grants and contracts for R and D actwuty That level of ex-
penditure would support about 1,000 full-time R and D faculty members or approximately one in
every 35 SCDE faculty employed in all 1,267 SCDEs in the United States. More dramatically, it
would support one in evéry 13 faculty in doctoral level SC?ES and’ one in three among the research
center SCDEs. For practical purposes, these SCDEs cannot afford to wrthdraw from their invest-
ment in educational R and D and their competition with other educatlonal R and D organizations.

Through the RITE data sources,.other than the productnvnty studles it is possible to character-
ize these research center SCDEs"in relation to a number of institutional characteristics, j.e.:
¢  Frequent involvement of faculty (65 to $9 percent) in some form of R and D or D and U
activity. Thisinvolvement, however,is almbst always part -time and usually much less
than half-time.

®  Significant local budgetary support for R and D \;tmty, faculty time {about 30 percent) «
released for R and D and D and U involvement; other support mechanisms for R-and D -
activity which bring the total of the operating budget for R and D up to one-third to
one-half.

-
s

®  Strong |d|ograph|céorgan|zat|onal structure; these SCDEsare lafge, bureaucratlc units
with a historic commltment to collegial govérnance.-
®  Frequently maintain external, field-based arrangements with schools. . .
- ¢ :
. ®  Maintain numerous R and D and field service bureaus and centers; typically more than -
X 3= One per SCDE. .
Py Y - L]
® Tie faculty reward structure closely to successful productlon in R and D and scholarly
*  writing..

.

>
Comparative Productivity in SCDEs and Other Educational Organizations
A .&
Data were gathered in the RITE study about R and D productivity in other educational organ
izations. These data are summarnzed in Table 1. Sevéral obsgrvations seem appropriate:

1. SCDEs were cIearIy significant components of the knowledge production community in
education in the United States. They accounted for over half of the publications in the
practitioner journals and ngarly two-thirds of the publications iri the research journals.
The 26 journals selected for inclusion in the study were chosen ‘either because they had

» been identified as “'core” jourrals in an information science study of the growth of the
knowledge base in educatlgn or because they were high cnrculatron journals to practi-
t|oners .

o

-
2. In all areas except RIE credits, SCDEs were a major institutiohal force.

¥




‘Table 1

n
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‘ i : SN
) PRODUCTIVITY OF SCDES'AND'OTHER_ AGENCIES IN EDUCATIONALR AND D ~

" Percent Credits . " Percent Dollars
v N ’
~ - Practitioner’ Research Books in ‘ v Public
) Source Mo Journals Journals RIE/ERLC Edutation* Conventions* Foundations* Agencies**
SCDEs 52.9 E’i\ 6.6 404 - 419 4.8 42.8
7 A Y " A i}

+ Other University 6.0 u6 18.1 42.1 13.2 11.6 57.2

Local Education Agencies 25.9. 2.6 7.7 «\6.1¢ 18.5 6.4 N.A.

_State Education Agencies 1.8° .3 4.6 TV 2.7 .3 N.A.

. Communtty/r. Colleges 12" 5 15 4" - 6 4 N.A.

Non-university” N
R and D Organizations 1.5 5.0 7.0 1.8 6.4 " 16.5 N.A.
National Educational ' \ .
N Professional Assocs. 1.1 .3 B 2.6 1.1 1.8 1.3 - NsA.
: .
Business/Ifidustry 7 4 .8 1.8 1.9 .0 pl.A.
.. 1 ' ., /
"U.S. Government : 1.3 1.0 - 6.1 7 3.0 3. N.A.
g ’ . -

Foreign 29 9.3 7.1 i 23 . 5 N.A.

Other’Non-university 4.7 43 _ | T 318 " 43 7.8 17.9 N.A.

Total . 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.1 100.1 100.0 100.0

\ *Figures entered for SCDEs and Other University categories are adjusted to aIIocaQSthe undesngnated credits in the same portion

betwedn the catégories as the known credits.

*These data, obtained through the Smithsonian Sclence Informatlon Exchange, were computed for college and university sources
only. The 7976 Databook (p. 39), using somewhat different categories and restricting the analysis to OE/NIE funding of educatlon

R and D, reported the following for FY ‘74:

§ Colleges and universities — 29%
Nonprofit organizations — 54%

For-profit organization® - 6%

-

-

r

State and Iocal governments

Other

,

— 6%
— 5%
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3. Other university departments.afid units were attraqtlvet federal funding agencnes (67.2
percent of the university total)but outside this area weyg primarily producers of books—
. chiefly textbooks. The dlscrepancy between their pr01 t dollars and other productivity
measures is' accounted for by the fact that (a) & numb of the credited projects were KU-
. oriented local improvement projects operated from ad tmstratlve offices (e.g., Fund for
the Improvement of Post-Secondary Education prole ) and ({b) the outlets for non:
education departmental publications are normally noh€ducational 10Urnals which were
not sur‘veyedun the study. / ’ ) Seggln

4.  Local education agencies were predictably most sigiificant as producers of informatio

for other practitioners through convention presentgtjons and practition?ﬁjournals.
] -

5. Non-university R and D organizations, including r gional Iaborato;} }’hd private rgsearch
agencies, are significant forces in RIE (7.0 perceny){ Their level of\o' ductivity was sub-
stantially higher in résearch journals than in prac{ ; oner journals. Considerifig t jeir grow-
ing attractiveness to federal funding agencies (e../$17.7 million from QE/NIE jh FY 75
were invested in regional educational laboratorigs;% and 12 of 43 organization recelvmg
$500,000 or more in NIE support from FY ’736 FY ‘75 were private researgh agencies
other than R and D centers and laboratories8 ), ne might guess that their faj ure to be
represented at a higher level of productnvnty} e 10urnal book, and convefition cate-
gorles reflects the in-house nature of much of e work funded by the fedefal govesnment
in these organizations. As is obvious from "' able 1, the non-university cre dits in RIE were
difficult to allocate to specific institutions / Jis undoubtedly the case that the non-univer-
sity R and D organizations are underreprese ted in this category at 7.0 percent since RIE
would be expected to accession their prog / 's from federal contracts. /

Summary

Insofar as the indicators of productivity em /. ed in the RITE study rg flect important output. .
of the R and D community in educafion, SCDES #nd umversmes, including upnversnty -based R and D
centers, are major contributors to the knowledgef ase in education and to, communication with edu-
cational practitioners. Outside the umversnty, OI Ieducatlon agencnes a /d non unlverS|ty Rand D

organizations are the primary institutional co £i utors‘ ‘. - .

!

" However, the reader should no{nnfer frof thls presentatl that SEBEs are hotbeds of educa-
tional R and D productivity. Although they fompete well with/other/educational agencies, individ-
ual faculty productivity is still disappointingl Only,slightly over a thfrd of SCDE faculty are located
in doctoral level institutions and only 3,189 (9 4 pegcent) were in the RITE research center SCDEs.
A reasonable guess is that about 20 percenf of the SCDE faculty age in institutional environments
where R and D is a significant institutio emphasus Even in thege locations, as was noted earlier,
few faculty devote full.time or a major/py rtlpn of their time to Hand D.

@ 1 »

Contextual Factors and Condmons Affect mg R and D Produc |V|ty

SCDEs varied widely in their
centers. The extremes of productjvi
rather simply. A large proportjo
However, within the doctoral S

4

And D productnvnty fro the non-producers to the research

y m the full populationt [ of institutions are explained away

g these institutions defif \ed themselves out of this mnssnon area.
category almost every) mstntutnon laid claim to somé interest in

/

LR 11/ y
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,&?fR'ﬁE productivity categories as follows:

» — \ t ' * ‘ U
and concern about R and D productuvuty Yet t@stltutlons distributed themselves across the

Ny

4 i
- Research Centers —24 s
Oth}er outstanding producerg® — 32 . ‘
R-and' D. actrvmes - 29 . .
s ‘Middle range pl:gducers . —51 -
Low and non-producers - 17 )

o

Some of the reasons for the-differences noted were quite-obvious. For example, a legislative
decision had been made at the state level to invest the primary R and D mission in education within -
that state in one or two universuty settings. Institutional history was a factor within and across states.
Some SCDEs have been mvoh?ruq doctoral level programs and R and D activity for a half century

-

or more while others have been nvolved for only the past ten to fifteen years. The predictable in-
ternal factors were observable,/i.e,, varying budgetary levels for R and D, differences in Faculty time N
allocated to R and D, varying support systems for R and D—such as R and D centers, etc. !

As the RITE project staff began to visit SCD Es they noted recurrent references by interviewees e
to less obvious factors and conditions internal to the SCDE, or to the institution of higher educatidn
of which it wag a part, which seemed to explain many of the individual and institutional decisons
made within SCDEs about R and D activities. These items were labeled contextual factors and con-
ditions to denote them as cultural elements or continuing policies and practrces which had become.

* hallmarks of such organizations. For example, it was’noted in the precéding section that institutions
of higher education competed unevenly for federal contract funds in R and D, capturing 82 percent
of the Field Initiated Studies program funds and only 21 percent of the DHEW evaluation coritracts. -
This condition fit two such factors, i.e., the idiographic culture of institutions of higher education
and the fact that traditional research studies were more likely to be recognized in the formal reward
system of universities than development br evaluation projects.

Similar but distinctive sets of factors and conditions undoubtedly affect other R and D organi-
zatron;although empirical-analyses of such ¢onditions are not available for these agencies as they
are for SCDEs. Since these factors and conditions raised issugs of concern to SCDEs in attempting
to optimize their R and D productivity, | will attempt to infer some of these factors in university-

" based R and D centers by analogy from what is already known about SCDEs. The reader should be -
alert to the fact that these conditions are not classifiable simply as facilitating or inhibiting factors.
Their effect varies depending upon the type of R and D activity being discussed and the indWvidual
institution being considered, e.g., the idiographic culture of SCDEs is facilitative in field initiated
studies programs and apparently inhibitive i in responding to evaluation requests for proposals. Their
power lies in their ability to illuminate the organizational environment for R and D actrvuty ln‘agen-
cies of various types. . __—

The factors and conditions to be discussed will be grouped under five gener® headings: Insti-
tutional missions; organrzafonal size; staff load and utlllzatron staff rewards, perceptions, and atti-
tudes; and the organizational basis for budgetrng

Institutional Missions . 3

A. SCDEs .

Ad 3

1. R and D productivity is concentrated in SCDEs with a strong sense of mission in that’
area. Not only is the mission stated unequivocally in formal terms, but individuals

- .

- ’ . . . . —~
6. - “

X1 S




va

ot ® -
{ - 2
; P
‘within the organization know that R and D productivity is expected as part of-their
professional accompllshments )

2. Institutional missions in multi- -purpose SCDE organizations do not exist equally al- |
though they are almost always stated as co- equa/ in /mportance The D" portion - t s
of educational R and D and diffusion and utilization activities are viewed as low ~ -
status areas in contrast with research and scholarly writing. . - e

w

~Some SCDEs adopt missions which are not synchronized with their faculty strengths,
constituency, base of fiscal suppoft or general university environment. These mis-
sion mismatches almost always léad to low morale and Iow productivity.
4.  Mission over-reach bU//ds up over time within some SCDEs as pressures /ncrease on
the SCDE to take on all the problems confronted by education in a community, .
region, or state. The most notable example of over-reach in recent years has been in
urban SCDEs which have been pressed to solve the urban commumty s educational
problems with limited staff and fiseal resources. .
5. SCDEs seem to give little time and attention to the trade-offs involved in the assump-
tion of new or expanded missions. New missions are accepted as good things to do, -~ - N
opportunities'not to be lost. ' The opportunity costs, i.e., what will have to be glven - ~

up, eurtailed, or done less well are rarely or |nc0mpletely consideged. . oo
) \ N\
W
2N
Analogs ] : ' .

~

R and D organizations in education, other than SCDEs, uﬁdoubtedly confront similar e ‘1
contextual factors in relation to’their missions which affect productivity in these settlngs

eg, ‘ ’ . ’ - h ,)K&

1. University-based R and D centers are affected by the differential status accorded
development, diffusion, and utilizatioh activities in education. This is of concern
not only because the parent institution values,such contributions less but because
individuals need to be concerned with the development of their professional ca- - ‘
reers on an extra-institutional basis. . .

. . . . L .
2. “External funding pressures on R and D agencies often induce both mission mis-

*

matches and mission over-reach. |f funding availability is restricted to service, - .
training , dissemination, or evaluation, it is a rare agehcy which can afford to-dssert
its R and D mission and survive. o

< , ‘

.

3. "~ Many R and D agencies have beerrdrawn inexXorably into programs of Ilttle mterest
or payoff to them by the siren song of new missions. Opportunity costs are of
even greater coricern in such settings because of the reliance of such orgamzat»ons -

on external funds for basic staff support o, .

4. The contextual factors relating to missions in umversnty -based R and D centers
undoubtedly have some unique features-attributable to their reliance on tternal
R and D support: ‘ :

@
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a. Mission balance — R and D agencies must search persistently for the balance -
- they cah or are willing to maintain between tried and true program elements
. (what is and has paid off) and new ventures or programs {what has promise for
. the future). The difficulty of maintaining an appropriate balance is aggravated
in the R and D agency sirrce misassessment may affect survival.

b. Mission explicitness — an R and D agency,without a hallmark of distinction
may be unattractive to potential funding agencies. Conversely, the R and D
- agency may cut itself off from areas of growth and expansion by becoming
too sharply identified with either a substantive or process emphasis.
Al

o L

‘
! ~

Organizgtional Size
A. SCDEs . R

-

. 1. There is a critical mass of faculty required to maintain the needed levels of sociali-
- zation and collegiali ty necessary for R and D productivity. /

.

2. R and D productivity was constrained additionally in smaller SCDEs because:

g a. Rand D projects normally require staffing flexibility. )
, A
b. gnall faculties demand generallst skills; most R-and D activities requwe spee}\I’\
. f ization. 3
’ c. Small SCDEs typically did not have graduate students functioning as appfen-
tice researchers. :
- .
- ) \
B. Analogs . N
oy ~ .

- Although most R and D agencies ha\rdly confront the problem of the very small SCDE*

- (20 or fewer faculty), there is surely a number of size related factors in R and D agencies

which affect their-health and productivity as institutions, ed.: - . .

/
1. The generalist life of the professor in the small SCDE has its analog in the diversity
of activity of the R and D center staff member who moves from project to project
e until he/she begms to lose expertness substantively and/or methodologically. .

2., The problem.of the lack of apprentice researchers in R and D centers which are cut
off from graduate programs is only part of a broader issue of dlfferentlated staffing-.

, Vs. attracting the best trained and brightest staff'-members. The former strategy is-
often best attuned to current operatjons within the center while the Iatte;gmammlzes
the, acqmsmon of grants and contracts. , .

3. The dlfficulties of maintaining collegiality among professional staff in R and D cen-
ters are probably tied less to the size of the overall group than to the fact that small
separate work groups are required to carry out project activity. Communication
and socialization across work groups are frequently difficult and clumsy.

v - -
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4. " R and D centers which are cut off from academic units confront the difficulty of »
simultaneously maintaining expertness in specialized areas, usfally, the behavioral
sciences, and providing collegiality for such individuals. Is a socjol%gist, for example,,
who chooses to work in an educational R and D center likely to become such a
consultant-generalist that eventually he/she is, in effect, no longer a sociologist?

Few R and D centers, however, are so affluent that they can create a work group
of sogiologists if their primary concern is educational Rand D. = -

«

Staff Load and Utilizatioh ' .

‘ A- SCDEs . ‘

N 1. SCDEs are multiple purpose organizations. Teaching assignments constitute the
core workload of the organization. Time available for R and 0 activity is generally
referred to as “‘released” time. Professors are part-time researchers, and the formally
defingd. level of released time is a strong indicator of R and D productivity in the "~
organization, i.e., the median teaching load in research center institutions was eight _
to nine hours per academic term; in all other doctoral institutions, 10—14 hours.

2. SCDEs which emphasize resea_rc#missions are organizations with the strongest idio-
graphic organizational culty 's;‘if-:‘g, they tend to emphasize the self-agtualization of
the professor rather than the goals of the institution. Their faculty tend to be “cos- ~
mopolites” rather than “locals” and derive maximum reinforcement from agents ahd
agencies external to the SCDE. : ’

3.  The idiographic culture and cosmopolite orientation of faculty in higher producing
\ SCDEs leads to what might be termed a “limited draw” available to administrators
in such units when they are eonfronted with the necessity. or desirability of.redeploy-
ing personnel to new institutianal emphases, i.e.:

a.  Newer faculty are most susceptible to manipulation in assignment but the re-
ward system in institttionsof higher education is least résponsive to such non-
traditional activities. The risk to the career of the new faculty member is us;

N ing major blocks of his/her time on such activities is very high:
— b ’ \

" "b. Faculty of “star” status represent the skills frequently needed to succeed in
new thrusts but they tend to be (1) over-committed, (2} highly idiegraphic in
behavior, (3) oriented to national reference groups, and (4) weli-established in

. conventional productive outlets. '
< - . -
c.. The apparently under-employed faculty who have time to devote to the new

s v N ) ‘- - ’ aghegse -
d. The locally-6riented “regulars,” while competent to assume responsibility for
. the new thrusts, have been called upon too often in the past and are already
over-committed to established:line functions. Assigning them to the new thrust

v ! .

[ . s . -




. -
/ , . \
) i’ . T % o
h is of limited utility since they must be replaced in the regular function to
R Wwhich they were previously assigned. .
t e. Since new thrusts typically involve specialized knowledge and skills, a signifi-
- ' . cant group of the faculty are technologically unemployable as a consequence
* ‘of shifting market demands and mission emphasis. >
~ ’ * '
| . B. Anal8gs - .o >

Not tuch imagination is required to search for analogs to these conditions in university-
based R and D centers, e.g.:
1. Despite the apparent focus of the R and D center on research, the actual time of the
R and D center staff member devoted to research is limited by the demands of ex-
ternal funding agencies and the institution of higher education in which they aré lo-
cated. While the concept of.’released’’ time for research may not be directly appli-
: cable to the scientist in the R and D center, it is true that he/she has little opportun-
~ * ity to pursue idiosyncratic research interests. It is equally true that most R and D
. centers affiliated with universities assume instructional and service obligations to™
the institution of higher education as well as participating in training, diffusion, and
service programs for their funding agencies'and for the-profession generally. Assume
for a moment a 100 percent time allocation for an R and D center staff member and
then deduct time devoted to: . N

a. Research-related activitigs, e.g., proposal wrmng, proposal review and revision,
proposal budgeting, etc. \

- b. Diffusionand service activities.

c. Instructional anc; gommlttee assignrhents wnhm%hemstltutlon of higher edu-

. cation. ,

d. Instructional, committee, and administrative assignments within the R and D
center. . .

¥ . , . -~

e. Consultative activities on center projects where the staff member is not a part
of the regular project staff.

-

f.  Report writing to fulfill prudential requirements of fu ndinﬁ agencies.
» b4

.

" Perhaps the concept of “released” time for research for staff members in‘R and D
- centers is not wholly inappropriate to consideration of the role of a staff member in

such an organlzatlon , - \

2. . The R and D center, i ’p_gommon with SCDEs, is engaged in a persistent search for the
appropriate balance between idiographic and nomothetic emphases. Productlve re-
searchers have national constituencies and if they become invisible to this profes-

4 sfonal Yeference group their value to:the R and D center diminishes. On the other
‘hand, the R and D center requireé-a’ nqmothetlc orientation on the part of its staff

1

. to survive as an institution. Coned
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The limitel dfaw is as familiar to administrators in R and D centers as it is to deans
¥f SCD qu “The actual dilemma confronted by the R and D center rests in the broader
staffing strategy employed by the center as it strives to snmultaneously meet current
obligations and respond to new challenges In considering staff additions, the R and
D center needs to account for: . ‘ , - .

3

-

a. Permanent vs. temporar?"staff—what are the relative advantages of staff com-
. mitted to a iong-term research program vs. staff optimized to respond to cur-
}‘t and emerging needs and funding opportunmes?

b. Stars vs. regulars—to what extent dare the centers emphasize staff wuth strong
idiographic inclinations in contrast with ’ ‘good team members?’’
c. Generalized vs. specialized—how can the requirements for expert staff be bal-
’ anced off against the changing demands imposed by project funding?

d. Intra orgamzatlonal career lines vs. transiency—should thé”cerﬁer press to reduce
staff turnover by providing career opportunities within the center or at least tol
erate high turnover to assure staffing flexlblllty?

Staff Rewards, Perceptions, Att/itudes

L4 A-

<

SCDEs . > .
1. Among the institution of h/gher education faculty, SCDE professors can be charac-
terized as being involved in low status institution activities by the nature of their
job assignment, und9rgraduate instruction, advisement, placement and service
activities with schools. N
é
+ 2. Rewards grantgd to faculty for productivity in emergent or low status areas, which

‘£

3.

4.

:

often reflect the nomothetic goals of the SCDE, are most likely to take the form of
salary /ncrements or job perquisites than promotion or tenure.

. The disparity between actual SCDE faculty involvement in R and D and their aspira-

tions for involvement are startling. Faculty projections of involvement in publica-
tions over the next five years, for example, predicted an increase by a factor of more:
than three. SCDE faculty, in general, are dissatisfied with their current level of pro-
ductivity in, and utilization of time for, R and D. .

- SCD E faculty maintain and nurture local myths about the, institution which seem

demonstrably false to the external observer. Some are debilitating: they reduce or *
eliminate the consideration of alternatives, e.g., explaining away low R and D involve- -
ment on the basis of teaching overload where sucH -an overload cannot be documented.
Others are supportive: they serve to sustain the espirit de corps of the organizatiop,
e.g., the assertion by faculty in R and D center SCDEs that all the faculty are engaged
productively in R and D where such a generalization is applicable to léss than half

_ the faculty group. /

M
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B. Analogs . .
. Smce staff in university-affiliated R and D centers not only share a national reference
. .. group with SCDE researchers, but frequently hold faculty appointments at the institu- '

tions of higher education, it is not surprising that analogs are available in terms of the -
+ conditions noted above, e.g.:

1. .R and D centers frequently undertake development, evaluation, service, and dissemi-
nation projects. Such activities are less prestigeful within the immediate and general
referenqe groups of R and D center staff than would be more conventional research

- " projects. Center staff share with SCDE faculty the characterlstlc of being invelved
in numerous fow status‘actlvmes by the nature of their job aSS|gnments
v

2. Rewards for many R and D center staff emanate from two sources: the center itself
and the institution of higher education,of which it is a.part. Responsiveness to nom-

- othetic demands from the R and D center, in contrast to pursuing idiographic inter-
ests, is likely to be better rewarded within the center than within the institution of
higher education. .As a matter of fact, R and D centers run the danger of responding

_so well to nomothetically-orient'ed staff that they end up with staff whose professional

b . career developmeni has atrophied to the point that they are no longer attractive to ‘
funding agencies as senior scientists or researchers on prolects{hich the center wishes
to attract. ‘ s
3. Rand D centefstaff register the same dissatisfactions as SCDE faculty about what
they are doing (e.g., writing proposals) and what they wish tp 'do omthink they ought 5
to’do (e.g., engage in research). A particular problem for R and D center staff which
- was illustrated by the productivity datai in the first section of this paper, is finding
time to publish in professional journals and report at professional mgetings. Such
Lo IS actdVities are frequently not encouraged W|thm\$he R and D centersince they do not
contribute directly to the project work at hand.

©

: 4. R and D center staff foster local mythologies similar to those expressed by SCDE
faculty On the negative side of the ledger, evaluatiorand site vrsrt data from R and
D centers often cite complaints about overwork and the-budgetary] inflexibility of
contract and grant activity which seem to the external observer toje about normal
for an R and D organization. R and D center staff often observe enviously that “their
time would be their'own’’ if only they were a faculty member in an SCDE., School

of education faculty, of course, maintain that they could meet their own aspirations
for productivity if they were only assigned to R and D as are center staff. On the
positive side, R and D center staff frequently express confidence that they are: (a)
.among the top two or threé ratéd centers in the cotintry; (b) much moreé productive
in R and D than SCDE or institution of higher education faculty; (c) influential in
effecting change in schools, etc. Such assertions, while they may.welt be true in )
some instances, are made by staff in all centers. Surely it must be the case that some
centers are not among the top two or three in the country.

’ I

’ g@lzatlonal Basis for Budgeting . ' . .

A. SCDEs ; . , ) : y

.
. . . R "

1. Institutions of higher education and SCDEs are boundtightly in their fiscal struc- - ' \

" ture to instructional headcount budgeting. Even SCDEs with a history of R and D

04
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involvement and productivity find that downward fluctuations in enrollment curtail

sharply the allocation of funds-to the SCDEand it is common practice for the insti-
tution of higher education to expect its sub-units to “’bleed’’ R and D funds from the
aIIocatlons made. to thdse units for instructional purposes.. - ,

2. The budgets and resources of SCDEs are labor intensive, i. e., concentrated heavily
on personnelﬁcgsts in contrast to other cost areas.

B. Analogs

R and D center budgets are also labor intensive and restrictive in the sense that they are
bound tightly to externally funded':gpro;ect -centered activities. Their reliance on external
funding, however, suggests some contextual features which are less pressing in SCDEs with
their access to local funds, e.g.: |

1. R and D center budgets are almost always short on discretionary funds which can be

‘ applied to development of new areas, staff development, or orgamzatlonal improve-
ment activities. With the movement of the federal government away from institu-
tional support toward project support, the R and D center IS caught up in fragment-
ing its budget across so mahy discrete activities that the cenfer, qua center no Ionger

s has an institutional budget. ‘

2. Thislack of budgetary flexibility and discretion leads to R and D center budgets
featuring responsiveness rather than proactivity. The budget of the R and D center
becomes an operational plan for surviving the nextyear rather than a plan to opti-
mlz/e{theylong range R and D potential of the center. _

3.~ R and D center budgets which are project-based challenge the center to balance off
its responsibility to funders against its broader responsibility to professnonal refer-
ence groups and/or the canons of scientific.inquiry. This dilemma arises not only
: in reporting findings but in decndlng what is worthwhile to bid on and at what level
- of funding a quality job can be performed.

Summary <\

The RITE project identified a number of contextual factors and conditions in SCDEs that ¢
seemed to affect individual and institutional decisions which had an impact upon_R and D produc-
tivity (as well as other institutional function areas) within these units. In this secaon the SCDE
data were used to suggest, by analog, contextual factors which might affect productmty in university-
based R and D centers.

ol ' . :

o

Conclusions and Recommendations

[

The RITE project was not by any means the first research endeavor to turn its attentionto the
question of factors affecting the productivity of staff in research Lorganizations Nearly fifteen years
ago, the Administrative Science Ouarter/y felt that suffitient work had been finished and was in prog-
ress on ‘‘professionals in organizations’’ to devote a special theme i |S$ue to the t‘bplc 10 |1 that volume
the lead article, by Victor A Thompson, dealt specifically with the general requirements to sustain an
lnstltut1|c1:nal environment Wthh would foster professnonal creativity and stimulate mnovatlveness
to wit: ) E. - -
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1. ”Flrst are needed resources for |nnovat|on—uncomm|tted money, tlme skllls and good
wilt.” . . .

2. “The innovative organization will allow that diversity of inputs needed for the creative
generation of ideas. . . . awide diffusion of uncertainty so that the whole organization
is stimulated to search, rather than just a few professional researchers.”

3. "The relationship between personal and organizational goals, ideally, would seem to be
where individuals perceive the organization as an avenue for professional growth."”

\

4. “Instead of the usual extrinsic rewards . . . satisfactions com:?rom the search process,
professional growth, and the esteem of knowledgeable peers . . . .” .
5.1 “The creative atmosphere should be free from external pressure.” The creative individual,
. Reeds freedom to innovate. He also’needs considerable, but not complete, autonomy
and self direction and a large voice in deciding at what he will work.”
Thompson’s analysis sounds simultaneously right and wrong. On the one hand, the conditions
noted have the ring of face validity as sine qua nons for an optimum environment for productivity
within an organization. On the other hand, they seem so unrealistic for most R and D organ}zatlons,
including for a certainty most educational R and D organizations, that they have little operational
significance for either the administrator or staff members-in such a unit. To note to the adminis-
trator of an educational R and D center or educational laboratory that he/she should have uncom-
mitted money and time and/or freedom from external pressures is to avoid talking about the world
in which such organizations exist.

One might infer, then, that such institutions are so restricted by their organizational environ-
ment that theyecannot aspire to maximize productivity, creativity, and innovativeness. With that
proposition, | would probably concur. That would lead me, then, back to the question of what can
be done within the realistic constraints of life in an educational R and D center to optimize produc-
tivity, creativity, and innovativeness since | see no possibility that alternative structures will emerge

in the foreseeable future which can achieve the characterlstlcs of an innovative organization.
»

Flrstly, | would set aside from consideration external impact factors over which the center has
little or o gontrol, i.e., uncommitted money and freedom from external pressures. Secondly, |
would re-examine the contextual factors described in the preceding section on‘the assumption that
they are malleable to some extent, i.e., they are at least internal to the organization. |t should be’
noted quickly, however, that-they were identified as gontextual factors precisely because of their
enduring quality so that the extent of their malleability is small. Nonetheless, they are factors which
affect professionals in particular types of organizations and, as such, they represent an agenda of com-
mon concerns for the administration and staff of such units. 7

Reviewing the Contextual Factors and Conditions

’

In the preceding section, a number of contextual factors and conditions affecting university-
based R and D centers were inferred from the RITE project data on contextual factors and condi-
tions affecting individual and institutional decision making in SCDEs. With no argument that this
list is necessary or sufficient for R and D cente}rs, they mcluded

..H
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“ 9. Collegiality and socialization problems.

1. Differential status accorded research on the one hand and development, diffusion, evalu- |
ation and service on the other in educatlon generally and institutions of higher ed&tjcatlon '

in particular. . .
’ ,\ v

2. Mission mismatches.

Mission over-reach.

4. Mission balance. _ ’ |
5.  Mission éxplicitness.

6. Pressureson the R and D center staff member who lives by his/her expertness and special-
ization to assumégeneralist roles.

7. Differentiated vs. “star” staffing strategies.

8.  Problems of communication across work groups.

4
10.  Activities competing for the staff member’s research time. _

a ~u - E
s =« ¢

11, Idiographic-nomothetic balance within the center. . S

. %
12. Redeployment of personnel to meet changing organizational demands.

13.  Rewards approprlate to both nomothetlc and-idiographic behawor on the part of the )
staff. -

» 8
4
14.  Staff freedom to advance professionally and simultaneously meet center expectations.
n .

.
- . -

156.  Local mythologies—facilitating and debilitating. ! -
16.  Acquisition of discretionary funds for institutional improvement. . .
17.  Maintaining rgspbnsive—proactive program balance.

. 18.  Producing for funders and the general 'sciojfc community. ) -

-

A Recommendation

’

These factors or conditions seem to me to have some common characteristics. They appear in
one form or another in most organizations in which professionals live and work. They are not organ-
izational problems.susceptible to solutions but rather conditions:in regard. to which one can lmag-
ine trade-offs. They are not static. Even after interim agreements have been arrived at in terms
of what seems to be the best current trade-off, they recur as issues for the organization. ¢

Let me pursue this point by, ‘selecting the factor of idiographic-nomothetic balance for |Ilustra-
tion. This is a classic orgamzatlonal conundrum. Real life orgamzatlons do not solve the conundrum

-
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or the problems arising from it. They strike an appropriate balance. The question of appropriate-
ness moreover varies from time to time. The federally funded R and D centers and regional labor- -

atories, for example, were able to invest heavily in an idiographically skewed orgapization when they

were operating with broad institutional support from the U.S4Office of Educatiod. As they moved

to programmatic support, the nomothetic-idiographic balance'needed to be feadd[essed to allow for ]
the attainment of more specified organizational goals. When they were pressed to competition for | ot
specific Requests for Proposals {R FPs) a sharp swing toward nomothetic emphases occurred as they

strove to survive as organizations. This {atter emphasis wouid.hate been considered intolerable by

the staff and administration in the edrlier phase of lab 5@! center development. .

Leod SN
My inference, then, is that in most educational R,a‘r\d okganizations we are addressing the ap-
propriate questions and issues but we are doing so within an linappropriate set of outcome expecta-

tions. Both administrators and staffs of SCDEs, R and D cerjters, régional laboratories, etc., seem to
expect that if they can identify such "problems’’ they carr solve them—and not just temporarily but
once and for all. | would propose that there is a mqr'g appr riate r ference point from which to
deal with such topics, i.e., assume (1) that they are'end'ggﬁn b &fors/and conditions which establish

a continuing agenda for discussion and negotiation; (2) that the best resolution wil) be the trade-off
which represents the.solution least unsatisfactory to the greatest number of people; (3) that they not
only re&gire negotiated solutions but that they are recurring—as agenda items they will require re-
consideration and renegotiation. ‘ '

In looking ahead toward higher productivity in educétional R and D organizations, three géneral
recommendations seem to be in order: . e

1. Egant comparative data on productivity by edﬁcatignal R and D organizations of various
types is inadequate for national level planning purposes and local evaluation and assessment *
programs. A regularized evaluatien or productivi;y by educational R and D 1nits is justified
and needed. ’ ‘

2. A systematic study of contextual factd¥s and conditions affecting R and D productivity in
educational organizations would allow: , e

a. A better assessment of the likely success of federal programs and interverttions in —_
organizations of various types. T '

b. A sounder basis for local institutional evaluation and planning. e
N . «,gg-, ° )
3. Regularized, continuous, and systematic staff-administrative discussion and negotiation of
contextual factors in educational R and D organizations would result in:
. LI
a. Better interim resolutions of basic organizational and individual relationships. ) 7

- .

b.  Bettegstaff-administrative communication and morale.

[} 3

c.  Higher individual and institutional productivity.
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a.
. \“ sometimes witho
" NIE report nor the RITE study were able to dlstm(gunsh credits between the SCDE and a uni-

5.

<« 6.

7.
8.
9.

-

10,
1.

iy reflect the position or policy of the National
* Instityte af Education, and no official endorsement by NIE should be inferred. Readers inter-
ested In details about the methodology or results of the study are referred to David L. Clark and

.The opinions gxpressed herem do not necess

. Egon.G. Guba, A Study of Teacher Edudation Institutions.ds /nnovator%‘,;Know/ed Producers,
and Change Agencies, May 1977, NIE Prbject No 4 0752, available thru'bugh ERIC D 139-805.

The measures employed in the productlwty studles were more sensmve to KP or R a‘nd prod-
ucts than to KU or D and U activities. In th&orlgmal study an effort was made to dIStIxthISh
between KP and KU, e\g., journal publications were tracked in 13 research-oriented and 13
practltloner—orlented journals. No effort will be matle in this'paper to distinguish between KP
and KU credits and the levels of productlwty will simply be designated as R and D productivity.
Readers interested in dlstmgunshmg between KP and KU are referred to, the report mentioned
in note one.

Natlonal Institute of Education, 7976 Databook: The Status of Education Research and De-
velopment in the United States (Washmgton D:C.. NIE, 1976) p. 44.

There i~s an overla;}er&een university-based R and%) centers, sometimes located within and
the SCDE, in crediting products to SCDEs and universities. Neither the

" versity-based R and D center as, for example, was possible in crediting products to regional
' educational laboratories o¥ non-academic research organizations. Even if such a distinction
had been possible, it would have been confusing in its own right since in many instances there
is shared staffing between the umversrty and the center and the_federal government purportedly
took the productivity level of the umversnty and the CDE mtoxseu‘h:m establishing the cen-
ter at the institution. - ’

2

1976 Databook, op. cit., p. 38. '

This was probably a conservative estimate. The 7976 Databook cited earlnervﬁlmated that in

FY ‘74 the funding of education R agd D in colleges and universities by OE/NIE alone was $29

million (p. 39). Of this total the Databook noted that about 40 percent ($11.3 million) was

‘allocated to university-based R and D centers. Assuming that approximately 50 to 60 percent

of OE/NIE funding would accrue to SCDEs rather than other university departmepts or units,

from $14.5 to $17.4 million would be credited to SCDEs without considering grants and con-
_ tracts'from other governmental agencies and prlvatgifoundatlonsl

1976 Databook, op. cit., p. 41. .

. N . > L

" Ibid., p. 40. -
This i$ an abbreviated list of the contextual factors and conditions |dent|f|ed for SCDEs. Inter-
" ested readers are referred to the RITE pro;ect report for a full discussion of this topic: Clark
and Guba, op. cit., pp. VII 1-VI11-33. ‘ s

Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 10, No. i,oyJune 1966. L ,

a

Victor A. Thompson, ”Bureaucracy and Innovatlon,"Adm/nrstralZve Sclence Quarterly (Vol. .
10, No, 1, June 1965) pp. 10 13 .

»
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’ QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS -

Question: Dld you find variation |n producnvnty among disciplines wuthln SCDEs" 7 )

Yes of two types: one SCDE based the other discipline-based. In some SCDEs prod uctivity
by a smgle department or d|sC|pI|ne,area accounted for a large proportion of all the R and D produc-
twuty in that school. Unevenness across departments in R and D production was very common even
in the R and D center SCDEs. And, as you might suspect, discipline areas stood out in the produc-
tivity studies. Educational research has long been dominated by psychology, and it was no surprise
to fm%t departments of educational psycholoegy-were much more productive in R and D than
such practitioner-oriented areas as educational administration, adult education, etc.

Question: Are you saying that from the standpomt of the sponsor, using your studies and measures
of productivity, the yi€ld from colleges and universities would be higher than from other
domestic non-university agencues7

| would have to say that the data from the RITE study leave that question still up for debate.

Productivity credits attributed tq colldges and universities, for example, includegproducts of the -»

+ 12 university-based R and. D centers being funded by OE/NIE in FY '75. What the sponsor is seek-

ing through a grant or contract would, have to be taken into account in answering the question. Most

colleges and universities seem to eschew responses to highly specific RFPs. Regardless of their poten-

tial capacity to respond, sponsors would probably not receive a high yjeld from unenthusiastic bidders
even if they were to attemipt to 6btain competitive bids from them. | think the RITE data affirm un-
equivocally that institutions of higher education in general and SCDEs in particular are significant,
major contributors to thegpbwth of. the knowledge base in education. | think our field studies and’
institutional data demonstrh(te convmcmgly that sponsors are buying into ongoing research opera-
tions with local budgets f fesearch when they contract with SCDEs. | do not think our data are
convincing when compay ‘questrons are raised. But | do think such data ought to be gathered
with sufficient precisionto asqist sponsorsn allocatmg funds for specific purposes to,appropriate

agencies. r v,‘;.,‘.,

¥

ity lin educational R and D? Are the sponsors rlght or is the educa-

nggt'?

Ty ’

R and D community in the U.S. has changed so much during -

—the past decade that it is probably fair o say that neither the sponsors nor the tradition are “right "
Roughly twenty years ago, SCDEstere for all practical purposes, the onlfgame in town in educa-
tional research. There were only two or three private research agencies with a major investment iri

educational research; n fed,eratly sponsored R and D centers or regignal laboratories; little consider-

ation of any role for lodal or state education agencies other than that.of the consumer. No one would

advocate returning to that narrow conception of an educational B and D community even it if were
possible. As the populat qmdf the community, and the competition with SCDEs grew, it was in-
evntable that the percentage of funds invested by agencies in SCD Es would decline. My personal
opinion is-that the rate of decline has been too sharp. Neither SCDEs nor institutions of hlgher
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ducat|on havg’had or cArrehtly have a "‘gogd press” in Washington. Fundingvagencies always haye
n inclinatiopf to jnvesy'in new agencies and/new programs when they discover that extant programs
an d agenCI dpn t pfodute miracles. | thipk the recent po1|cy statement by the National Counc|I

{ collegg and uniyersities. Bug’there will/never again be a t|me nor should there be, when 77 percent
of t OE/NI E und|ng was in golleges and universities as was the case for OE in FY ‘'6b.

fon systems and o}her djssemination techniques, and given the emphasis placed by ex-
ternal funding agencies ¢n the ’D’’ portion of R and D? Are universities placing too much
stress on ‘refereed jouynals’ as the criterion for promotion and tenure? Aren't there other
o |/ Measures of peer re\rie which unWersitie{c’ould use to assess the productivity of faculty?
hirely therole of journalg has diminished in importance as new information storage and retrieval
techniques have developed. But this question is akin to guestion three. Journals are no longer the
only.game in town. They may be V|taIIy important, but their relative’importance among information
sources has declined. Undgubtedly universities are laggard in adjusting to new forms of productivity
and outlets fot productivity by their faculty. Recall that RIE/ERIC was the one measure of produc-
tivity on whr/ch SCDEs showed up poorly. This is probably a good indication of the fact that faculty
do not feel such credits will be considéred seriously in the personnel reward system. My answer to
o~ thelgst ?»/:parts of yolr question would be “yes, ** but the evidence from the RITE study is that
universities are unlike}y to change the|r formal reward systems markedly in ‘the foreseeable future
in re1p6ﬁ§e to either development-type productivity or new outlets for products. This is a good ex-
|

amp of_a contextyal feature of these organlzatlons—lt is an enduring feature difficult to modify.
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| . Question: If yoy'had the obportunity to conduct a follow-up study or re-do the original design, what
i / « additional impact data would {(should) you have collected?

, The qugstion aimost answersdtself. We actually collected no impact data. With the resources
i available t¢/us, we were restricted to an inventory of products, not the impact of the products. We
/ have somé indirect impact data abput the research journal articles since those publications were tracked ,
/ in core jgurnals identified through an information science study as the journals most frequently cited
by othef journals. Impact measures of research contributions would surely take intb account the fre-
quengy with which a particular study or report was cited in subsequent stullies. But even here our
measlire is very gross since we were unable to pursue the question of citatidns on an article-by-article
bas We-have no impact data on development products—one would have to turn to practitioners for
this information. Originally we had intended to accumulate equivalent information on R and D and
¥ and U activities, but our data 6n D and U are restric ad-to self-reports by SCDEs which are much
ess valid than our R and D measures. We need more p gjse productivity and impact data than are
currently available for educational R and D, but such studies are time-consunting and expensive. |
think we know how to do it; but do not know who will pay for it.
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Question: Bdsed on the results of your study, do you feel that R and D centers and regional labora-
tories shoyld strive to publish more of the results of their work in professional journals?—_ ~
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Definitely! Journal publication apparently has not'been part of the socialization of staff in
these organizatiqns. It should be. | realize that most grants and contracts do not pay directly for
such publication efforts, and the day-to-day pressures in these units/,a're to complete the final report
and get on to the next prpject. But far too many substantial R and'D contributions from fabs and

centers are relegated to fugitive document status. Researchers in education still use and rely upon
professional journals in their work. T

Question: In order for colleges and universities to survive in the R and D arena, do you see a require-
ment for them to become more nomothetic? .

| think that adfustments will be made over the next few years by both institutions of higher
education and funding agencies. Undoubtedly college and university faculties will attempt to com- *
pete for some R and D funds which they have ignored in the past as a result of diminished general
fiscal supportt for institutions of higher education. To do this they wilkprobably have to work out
some competitive organizational structures and mechanisms which they have resisted in the past.
However, as | indicated earlier, | think funding agencies will also increase their allocations to basic
research programs and field initiated studies which fit welt'with the idiographic culture of institu-
tions of higher education. | would argue strongly against a funding pattern for educ.gétional‘ R and D
which forced homogenization.of the unique contextual features of producing agencies. R az>nd Din
education has benefited from Ltlhe idiographic culture maintained by colleges and universities. (
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