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Overview

This paper is a review and synthesis of several existing
documents: It is written to distill the knowledge accumulated in
these documents regarding regjonal-educational laboratories (RELS)
and dniversity centers and their dissemination and school improvement
éfforts. The paper is in three sections. The first contains brief,
analytical descriptions of the reports reviewed. The second section
is a probositionai overview of the lessons learned by comparing and
contrasting these reports. The third is a brief set of recommendations
whichn grow out of the preceeding two sections. ‘

~ HNone of the reports reviewed is directly focussed:on the
questions to be answered. Hence, this paper relies upon inferential

—

" Jogic and’the background knowledge of the author. The major argument

. which emerges is; in fact, a relatively simple, but compelling one:

in the area of 56h601 improvement, organized capacity for problem-
solving is important; organized capacity does not guarantee, but makes
far ore 1ikely, that high quality work will be done; high quality
éddcatibnéi resgérch anﬁ development is needed for school ihpr0vém9nt.

What is seen by reviewing these documents is a history of

growth and organizational learning: Such growth. and learning is

characteristic of both -the sponsoring agency, the National Institute

of Education (NIE) and 6F§éﬁiiétibhai\DErfbrmérs in the.field, labs

and centers. The two @ajgf overviews included in the documents
reviewed--the Campbell and “Fahei",réportsziare separated in time by
four years: It is significant to compare not just the content; but
also the tone of these two reports.. One is a report of “growing pains,y
the other; an.acgcount of a maturing field. In-the period between the
two, the NIE ihereasingiy took on purposeful shape and: direction of
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the field. The 1abs and centers, coming into their second decade
6% performance, COntinUEd to demonstrate éﬁé benefits that can accrue
from institutional capabilities. Together; NIE and the 1abs and
eéntérsvhavé comé to represent an important, organized capability

for educacional improvement.
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R&D Fund1ng Policies of the National Institute of Education: Review

and Recommendations . : ;

Th1s report, popu]ar]g known as the "Campbell Report" (for
the Pr1nc1pa1 Consultant; Roald CampBeJ]). was pub11shed 1n Septem-
fber, 1975 fo]]owing a period of three months of 1nten51ve work
by the £onsultant group. Their charge was to report to NIE and NCER,
“evaluating the ?ﬁﬁééiﬂé? (educational-R&D ?ﬁh&?ﬁg} policies on the -
nation's educational R&D system, with special reference to the
regional educat1ona] 1aborator1es and nesearch and deve]epment centers
established by the government in the 1960" s. (p;1) bata, on which
the report was basad consisted of:  -;

-a\meetihg with 1ab and center representatives and the ex-
ecutive director of CEDaR;
-responses to questionnaires sént to all labs and‘centers;
“meetings and interviews with NIE staff;
-visits to selected R&D institutions, CEDaR members and
others; | | .
-an extensjve number of individual contacts with "knowledge-
ables’ in.the field; —
-review of ava11ab1e 11tenature.
-the co]]ected expert1se and 1nte111gence of the eonsu]tant group.

AY

Desp1te the genera¥ titie the report foeuses with heavy empha51s, on
.

labs and centers. It is’ apﬁarent that the Consultant group felt
compelled to scrut1n1ze th1s part1eu1ar set of organ1zat1ons within

the context of f1rst dw1nd11ng funds for the NIE and second, then,
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" Tizations.
\ The Consultant group noted the "inflated hopes of the 1960's
and the pessimism of the midiffbis“.(p.é) and pointed to pivotal
characteristics of inquiry in the fields related to education:
-As in other human service fields, demands for pure service
Lfih édﬁéatioh’éiways ég;ééd available resources, thus the K
inevitable need for continuing justification for allocating
*  funds for other purposes, e.g., R&D. '
~American public education is not centrally controlled; but
is open, vulnerable and complex; and therefore knowledge,
applicable and may appear a weak tool among othér contéen-
ders, when school improverent is the focus.
-Knowledge is not self-executing but requires implementation
and the desire on the part of those implementing to achieve
_ the results implied by the knowledge producers.
-Finally, there will be no single "breakthroughs" or sudden
panaceas. (p: 6-7) |
on these grounds, the group counseled restrained éxbéé%atiaﬁs bﬁt,
indeed, continuation of .the effort to improve education through |

\ : \
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knowledge-based inquiry.

Against this background it is well to ask whether invest-
ments in t'iis difficult field are worth the money. The
only possible reply is that we must keep plugging away
at the difficult problems of learning and teaching and

that doing so by orderly scientific inquiry is almost certainly

better than by hunch: (p 64) ) B 7 )

The report details the then current resources for educational
R&D (a picture confirmed by the 1975, later 1976, DATABOOK). It

has as well a charter on the context for policy-making at NIE and
another on current policy directions. ' )
The consultants took a highly critical stance towards NIE,

finding the Inztitute's shifts injpoiicy and direction vis=a-vis




organizations in the field destructive of organizationsal capacity. -
Also, particular attention was paid to the lack of a reasonable .
concept, and ensuing activities, of disseminatign within the Institute.

We understand the political pressure for “dissemination" of

the results of R&D, but we conclude that NIE has done little
to attack the problem as'a substantive matter or cluster of
issues and competing conceptualizations: _We do not think
that work in.the field can be halted until theory catches up,
but we do believe an experimental att/itude would be helpful
even as action goes forward, and that diverse groups within
NIE could be brought together more directly to consider .
paradigims for change and the various roles of "dissemination"
within -them. Research on knowledge-utilization could be

more extensively funded as an essential basis for policy in
this area. (p: 68)
Attention was paid also to the need for NIE: to view State and
or beneficiaries of others' work" (p. 12); to significantly fund
basic research, not simply "smuggle" it in (p.17); to pay special
attention to expanding the training and apprenticeship opportunities
for women and minorities (p.75). 7

In several places it is noted that individual Staff'memaérs Qf
the Institute are thoughtful, hard-working,  innovative in their *
appéoach to ideas, and were ﬁéTb?éi to tﬁe‘éthﬁitént group in
compiling its reporc. , However, gsSéssmeht of NIE as an organization
led to serious questions regarding toherence and effectiveness, and
in effect, the whole was found to be much less than the sum of its
parts. ”

Perhaps the single most interesting recommendations of the report--
certainly the most importart at the time--is that regarding the N
establishment of "national laboratories.” The Consultant group viewed
the) then remaining labs and centers to be a highly mixed gfoup'o%
organizations varying widely in purpose and quality of work. Noting
the dimunition ‘in the number of organizations éStéblished throughout

=

<
~

e U 5



'

. fﬁe '60's, the report writers concluded that "there may have been =
more success in e]1m1nat1ng marg1na] 1nst1tut1ons, dr at least - nd1cg
their substantna] Federal supporti than success 1h $%prov1ng the
quality of work at those remaining.”(p.69) The group noted that
diféctois of 1abs and centers did not expect "?ﬁsf?fdf?éﬁé1,sdbbbit"
unre]ated to performance, or the re]evance of the1r work . Tﬁey '
conc]uded that what was necessary was the des1gnat1on of some of the
ex1st1ng labs and centers (perhaps 6 to 8, perhaps fewer) as "nat1ona]

laboratories} a set of "high quality 1nst1tut1ens with which it (NIE)

goa]s Eﬁe agency and the institutions can comfortably share." (p.69)
\

It was concluded also that no more than 1/3 of NIE's program funds

be allocated to these spec1a] institutions. And that, overall, ex-

in sumf the Eampbe]] report was largely, albeit constructively,
critical of NIE, expressed misgivings about the qﬁéiify and performance
6f soiie bf the theh current set of labs and centers, and was particularly
cbncerned abdht Ehé probiem of dissemination. The kebOFt fecbmmended

a\ ' " more tlosely and collaboratively with State and local education agencies.
Clearly, the writers of the report felt that labs and centers and the
work that they engaged in were important tools in the process of im-
proving schooling: - But they also felt that a reogganization of that

arsenal was called for:

Research and DeVelogmentACentersganchégi6ha] Educat bnal Laboratories:

Strengthening arid_Stabilizing a National Resource.

Three and one-half years later, in January 1979, there appeared
this reort, comonly kndwr, as "the Panel Report.” This was the work of
a panel created in August 1977, members appointed by the Director of NIE,

-
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of the Education Amendments of ié?é The banéi'g work was conducted

between September 1977 and January 1979 when 1t 1ssued its final

.report; Some subset of the pane] v151ted gach lab and center and

thé'?ébbft tdntaihé détaiiéd accounts of thESézsite visits. In

and the1r relations with NIE. the support recommendat1ons for individual

organizations, management issues vis-a-vis labs and centers and a
separate chapter on dissemination and equity issues.
The panel, apparently to its own surprise:

found a vigorous set of research and deve]apment in-

stitutionsdoing work of quality and significance

for American education. We had not anticipated

this conclusions; we. approached our task with full

knowledge of the cons1derab1e controversy we had been
- asked to address: :(p: iv)

The panel, ééhb1hg the Eampbeil réport- éhiie finding WéékﬁééééE in
for their support to be part}cularly accountable." (p.iv) It went‘
on however to commend the NIE for improved practices, especially
direction and support of labs éh{;éehféfé; The panel HéaVi1y endorsed
thé concept of institutional support for 5i§aﬁiiafiaﬁs meriting it,
deserving speC1a] priority: (p;v1) .

The panel report meticulously detailed the history (which they
called a "history of 1nstab1l1ty and conflict”) of NIE funding policies
for labs and centers: ﬁhen these organizations were shifted from USOE to
NIE funding was shifted from an dinstitutional to a project ba51§; later
a "program purchase" policy. - This caused snvere weakening of organ1zat1onai

capac1ty and was a tension not reso]ved unt11 the aftermath of the Eampbe11

report. NCER in 1975 resolved that the NIE Director had the authority

P
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to establish “"special institutional relationships:" This gavespolicy

mandate to sUpport labs and centers as institutions; and in the view of
<

the pane] was a step towards proper management of\e§1st1ng 1nst1tut1ons

What runs throughout the pane] report is the theme tbat Iabe and centers
are 1mportant inst1tut1ons for effect1ng schooT improvement and therefore,
their management and nurturance are of great 1mportance.

The panel dealt specifically with the need for labs and centers,
sayihg that the kﬁewieage aeeamuiated {h the past two decades redffirmed

}

i 1ncreqsed understand1ng of the pol1t1ca1 d1men510ns
of educational change reinforces the argument for . _decentralized
decisionmaking. These considerations strengthen the rationale

for the functions of reg1ona1 educationa; ]aborator1es that are

governed by and responS1ve to regional interests in collabor-
ation with the sponsoring Federal agency. (p:/7

i
The pane] expressed awareness of the increasing diversity of R&D performers
compared fo that era in whi ch labs and centers were established. It ﬁpihteob
to an, as yet, incomplete study underway of that set (see Sharp and Frarkel,
below). Yet, the particular functions served by labs and centers--the
critical mass and cumulative experience in each--they felt to be unserved
by other formis of organization. / ‘

In a special chapter of the report, the panel dealt quite specifically
with the questioh of dissemination. Their concérn was motivated by
nawarenéss of the need for exftemat1c efforts to ensure that the results
of (iab and center) WOrk be uti1ized " (b i3) ﬁhey were concerned,

withtBSny others in existence.

We see too little attention to forms-of dissemination that
are firmly linked to the improvement of practice and too

little integration among the efforts that exist. (p.43)

The report deta1ls the past twenty year intellectual h1story of the

Eéﬁceo},of‘dissem1nat1on. po1ntihg to several stages. EéFij:ﬁéFk‘?bédéééd

prean



on "sowing of seeds" through information dispersal and led; for example,
to the ERIE system. Next came %wb:way exchange notions, leading to

"needs sensing" and "feed forward" mechanisms. Then came "State capacity
building” efforts. A1l of this was followed by a recognition that many _

educators were suffering from "information overload" their problem being

to develop selection criteria. The current scene they found to be charac-,

terized by an emphasis on human_support systems to piéviaé technical
‘ R

assistance and staff development ahd on"invisible college” building to
promote more extensive peer comiunication. (p.43-45) |

The béﬁéi saw the developing ﬁésgarch and 6évéiopméht Exchang; (RDx)
as a potentially strong force for comprehensive dissemination efforts.
1t also noted that as 1abs and centers were, each, a unique organization,

no simple formula for dissemination activity could be developed. It

therefore recommended that as NIE continued to strengthen its State-
capacity building activity, it should also encourage and support lab
o ] ] o R S ,,\:, - -
"efforts pg;égsist geach State in the region served to establish effective

dissemination Syocedures." (p.46) It recommended also that

NIE should develop a comprehensive poligy on its role in
dissemination, should conduct programs that are consistent with

that policy, and should implement effective procedures for the
dissemination of the results of the R&D it supports. (p.47)

Finally, in an Addendum to their report, dated August 9, 1979, the..

panel added this recommendation:

_ _ L : _ _ 2 . L T o
Hecommendation #1 The NCER, in consuitation with NIE, should
articulate an overall policy for the building of an R&D system

and ensure that the Institute's strategies for support of re-
search, developiment and dissefination activities reflect this

policy. The elements of such a policy should include: .
a. articulation of the links between 1ab and center missfons and

.~ the other R&D activities support by the Institute. = = .
b. fostering of cnllaboration and communication between labs and
centers and other R&D resources and networks, including the

full dﬁ

 full development of the dissemination capacity of the 50 states.
c. continued development of constituent participation in defining
what is needed from research.and involvement in its production .

and dissemination.
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d. consideration of new training and humandevelopment needs to
facilitate dissemination. s

e. integrating into the routine operations of NIE an ongoing .
synthesis and assessment of the impact of R&D supported by .

the Institute and others. (Addendum, p.2)

In sum, the pangl report generally lauds a group .of organiza*ions, ’
Jabs and centers, for the conpetence of their staffs and quality of
their work. The panel found mismanagement from the Federal level
responsible for bigf problems or weakﬁesgés but also found incfeasingly
thoughtful direction emerging from NIE over time. The panel expressed
_concern about the aissgmination efforts of labs and centers and thes

jack of a coherent policy regarding dissem’ ... .on within NIE, while also
aointing out that no uniform  policy would be applicable: The panel

found that the labs' needs sensing and technical assistance activities

were important parts of dissemination effort and found thé potential
of the RDx exciting.

Research and Development Exchange (RDx) ~~ - S

(The scope of work specified review of the two-volume work by Radnor; ..
et.al. Subsequent conversations with Ward Mason, at NIE, and Sue McKibben,
at MWL, has led to the ‘inclusion of--and greater emphasis given to--reports

by: the Regional Program Unit, DIP program,NIE; Lallmang; ard Emrick and
Peterson. This was done because .the Radnor work consists, entirely, of_

conceptual/planning papers, while the Jatter three are reports of actual
practice.) - } P

information Dissemination_and Exchange for Educational Innovations

The ten chapters of these two volumes 6??eilyarying perébééfiVé% on -

“how an RDx system might best be described. Of particular interest ave

three chapters--Chapters 1 and 10 (of which Chapte# 10 is a revised version
of Chapter 1) and Chapter 7. Chapters 1and 10, "The R&D Exchange: An
Emerging Effort,” chronicle the assumption sets and UﬁaéﬁIyiﬁg strategies
of thpéé ﬁ%p were directly involved in the early thinking about the RDx
(the RDx planning group). Basic assumptions fncluded: the effort will be,
fh?éﬂgﬁ@ﬁfg collaborative, iﬁjoiying the entire educational community;

L

_ .

R ¥




)

activities engaged in will be complementary and supportive of other
égéﬁeiés; the effort will.be developmental and coordinated; it will
explore a]ternat1ve strategies and se]uti0h§ aﬁd will deal with a variety
of problem areas and clientele; it will use a "1inkerage/brokerage"
strategy and will depend on NIE foF core support while also seeking
contributory support; finally, it will work.to Wensure equity.", (p.11-13,
Klein, McCann,Saily) The entire ROx planning effort gas_baSéé on the
notion that a J1ngle--éEFéss the board for all institutions--dissemination
policy was undesirable and the é;téhs1ve;11nkagé§_éﬁd two-way commun-
ication Flows betwesn knowledge producers and users were essential.

In Chapter 7, "The Ba]anced Producer Client tinkage Exchange,"
Lingwood and Have]ock beg1n with the 1mportant warn1mg that many

knowledge production. and ‘utilization (KPU) projects reflect the

' assumpt1ons/bia§é§/truth tests of know]edge producers ‘Their conéébtﬁai

mapping may be on]y soﬁewhat over]app1ng with that :of actual know]edge

KPU efforts are seen as needed_and are designed by information

producers or intermediaries. The reasons are simply that

producers _ and intermediaries are rewarded based on the extent to

which their products are disseminated, recogn1zed ; : and put -

to use. (Lingwood, p:3)

“Needs sensing" approaehes commonly used to determine whaf the client

thinks often suffer from two prob]ems they take as a giVen the

ciient's conceptual approach and “Eﬁéy élﬁbst always begin with,nééas
for informatlon and not broader needs. . " The chapter goes on to
detail two polar approaches, the RDD&D and the problem-so\ver appreaehes,
pointing to the weaknésse, of each. F1na11y, the Suthors recommend

that RDx strive for: a true ph1losophica] consensus among all stake-

holders; building the strongest possible links to all other linker/brokers;

cultivating and broadcasting an image of client-centered resource

=13 o 1



linking. (p.15-16)

These three cﬁaptergkbf the Radnor work seemed useful in

" anticipation of the RDx work. What follows below are accounts of

-

actual practice -

Regional Prqgram Unit, Dissemination and Improvement of Praet1ce
Program; NIE; March 1979. |
A Description of the Regional Services Program, Lallmang, Richard A.;

(Dissemination and Improvement of Practice Program, NIE) July 1980.

The NIE Regional Programs: Evolution of the RAD Exchange and Regional

Service Comporents, lEmr1ek John A: and Peterson, Susan M. , (System

Support Serv1ee; FWt) Apr1] 1980.

Taken together these three reports detail the actuai %unctioning
share some commonalities. Both are designed to bring R&D based knowledge
to bear in efforts to improve schooling. The Regional Program Unit ‘

report deals solely with the RDx, the Lallmang report, solely with the

RSP and the Emrick and Peterson reporte with both:

RDx
“The context within which the RDx sets about task fulfillment is
portrayed c]ear]y in the Upening pages of the Reg1ena1 Pragram Unit
report. First, ‘federal policy and funding by the late .1970's “shifted
from support for production of new starts to more effective delivery
and use of existing outcomes:" Next, it has bétbme clear inthe past

two decades that "R&D products and programs, when implemented with

.?iaéiify; do make a ai%%éfeﬁee;" F%naiiy; it-is now éminéhtiy clear that

14




A
of future R&D sponsors and producers with respect to the"product1on.

synthesis and delivery of new knowledge." . (Regional -Program Unit, p. 1-2)

fneggoais.o% RDx include: coordination of dissemination/school

improvement programs; promotion of use of R&D outcomes; provision of
information, assistance and/or training; and, affecting future R&D
Dutcomes by bringing to:bear client needs. The RDx effort is: user-

g

dr1ven, deve]opmenta]; cooﬁd1nated and represents a réspon51ve network.

RDx clients are, prdﬁérily; intermediary agenc1es (although the ultimate
clients are, of course, students, teachers and w1th1n*b011d1ng adminis-
trators); The "p1vota1_c]1ent group“ is the State educational agenc1es
(SEAsj and their dissemination and school improvement §£a??§; '(R6§16nail
} Program Unit, p. 3-4) At thé time of this report, there were seven
reg1ona] exchanges, four central support services, an executive comm1ttee.

and an adv1sory group. The seven regional exchanges were all housed

in regional educational laboratories as were three of the four support

services, with the fourth housed at a university center. -

the RSP is that services provided entail “the application of existing
R&D processes and outcomes to the solution of Short=term 5Eésiéa§

identified by the clients in the region served. % . "(Lallmang; p: 1)
The RSP; at the time of %ﬁis repOrt. was located %ﬁ fi@éiiasaratafiés

Because the service provided is fie]d responsive and because service
delivery techniques vary, a uniform, detai]ed descr1pt1on of the RSP

would be impossible. The services and the needs met d1ffer by program,

but in some way, each is related to issues of “educational policy, planning,
evaluation and cufricu]um.”\ngllmang. p. 1) The report States that

variations in service delivery are supported by NIE so that the Institute




e

can study this variation: r .

RSP projects have as defining characteristics that: the service-
prov1derng primarily accountable to his client, rather than NIE;
servlce tends to be 1nten51(e and of_short duration; the target audiencéé.
while primarily SEAs; include others as well; and, these audiences
are défihéd as a function of the Seiectéd probiém and probiem-Soiving

2

_ Whether or not "matching funds" are sought by an RSP project
varies, but at NWREL, for example, NIE funds serve as "seed money"
and géhéra;é~pérfo:hanCé contracts. From December 1, 1978 to June 1, 1980
the NWREL siéﬁed 101 contracté for a féféivaﬁbuﬁf of $926,285-while
NIE's contributjon to the 5?0§Fém was $243,637. (The Léiiﬁéﬁé report
deta1ls the act1v1t1es of all ‘participating RSP projects, but the only
f1nanc1a1 1nfonnat1on is that reported'by NWREL. )
RDx and RSP: An ahalysis 7

The Emrick and Pétérson'repért is the most discursive 6?_fﬁé three

and discusses ‘both programs. Their report includes an historical

overview and aﬁéﬁyéié’ as well as reportage; of the efforts aﬁaéfway;

in knowledge products; and the need to view the educatm nal R&D

enterpriSe not as a "system" but, in Clark and Guba's terms (1974)

as @ "configuration." (Emrick and Peterson, p.6-7) These under-

standings were incorporated into the plans andassumption sets of the

Dissemination and Resources Group at NIE. Early thinking in this.

- .
[
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: AN
group about regional programs took thesé?neéos into account énaiuged
them | in effect, as specifications for work in the field.

So, "when Tookinglat the RDX, it is noticeabie that all aspects
between a subset of k&B producers and’other groups in the educational
communtty " (Emr1ck and Peterson, p. 10) These organ1zat1ons were
assumed to have d1rect access "to a variety.of products and expert1se
JEmr1ck and Peterson,p 11) Structura]]y: RDx is a combination of
centra]1zed and decentra]1zed functions with resource access be1ng
in the latter category, and system support in the forner. Emrick and
Peterson po1nt out that hous1ng support functions in four separate.

organ1zat1ons increases "the 1mportance (and the difficulty) of

.coordination. . . (but also) the opportunity of obtaining the best

available know-How in specialized areas of dissemination." (Emrick
and Peterson, p. 11) J '

Their specific discussions of the mechanics of RDx .and RSP echo
the two reports discussed above and need no repetition. ‘It is
interesting to note their discussion of the interface between RDx and
RSP. 1t is clear that the interface is not yet well documented or ,
understood, but overall the authors suggest that RSP staff can be
Joosely understood to act as “application specialists” while RDx
staff serve more to broker, link and disseminate knowledge. Their
report suggests questions for further research; but concludes that
the components are in place for a concerted effort ifi knowledge
exchange and the transmission of spec1f1c techn1ca] assistance "The
likelihood of major and demonstrable educational improvements attr1but-'
able to this program configuration is very high." (Emrick and Peterson,

p. 25)
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“Organizations that Perform Educational R&D: A First Look at the*

o

Universe," Educational Researchgy Sharp, Laure M: and Frankel, Joanne.

.

L & oo o
Performers of Research and Research-related Activities in_the Field

of Education, Frankel, Joanne, Sharp, Laure M., and Biderman,Albert D.
This article and report describe the-process 'of compiling; and the
bt 3
actual contents of, the American Registry of Resezrch and Research-related
Organizations in Education (AAROE). It is gﬂééF that care went into
the selection of organizations ?gr inclusion, each. having to meet
particular criteria.
For the purposes of this analysis, bhly\é few key points from the
AAROE are relevant. First, a quote from the summary section of the
report puts. its major findings succintly. The universe of organizations
in this field is:
-large--2,434 active organizations were identified;® ;
-dominated--in terms of numbers--by small organizations, i.e.,
those with education RDD&E expenditures below $150,000 and
fewer than two full-time professionals with primary responsibility
for education RDD&E; _ T
-dominated--in terms of expenditures--by the 172 largest per-

formers,; which although they consitute only seven percent of
the universe, account for nearly 70 percent.of all expenditures;

-diverse--with the primary mission of a majority of organizations
lying outside the research field; VoL
-dispersed throughout the nation--but with large concentrations
in New York, California, Ohio, I1linois, Texas, Pennsylvania,
and Washington, D.C.; and - R
-young--with 40 percent of the organizations created during
the last ten years. L , .
(Report; p. 94)

. ®

~  When we think about 6Fﬁiﬁiiéf16ﬁéi capacity for effecting school
oo T A
improvement, it becomes clear how few organizations possess such capacity.
Few organizations specialize in educational R&D. Few have'a critical

mass of expertise. Few have any prolonged experience or history of

jnteraction with other educational actors. - .
1 .
‘
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In terms of activities conducted by these organizations,
the researchers found:

Practically all organizations spend at least some of
their funds for research; but research is emphasized
most heavily in the academic and private sectors, while
development and evaluation studies dominated in.public .
education agencies: Dissemination emerged as the area ;
of lowest emphasis,receiving the smallest allocation

of funds by performers except for state agencies and =

large-public school systems. (Educational Researcher, p. 9)

They suggest, further, that "more activity must occur in the public
sdiication arena as these agencies can be more quickly and cogently respon- 3
sive td‘practitiohér need N ‘ |
ih’ngumi the experience of compiling the ARROE points to few ‘
capable organizations, a need for more empha;?gfbn disseminatton
and a need fotrgreater involvement of staff from public educational

~
i

agencies.
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Section 2; Analysis of Reports

. The works discussed in the first section of this analysis include:

two major review focussing on labs and centers--the Campbell and |

“the Panel reports; conceptual gppers, two reportial accounts and one

analytical report re:RDx and RSP; and a major piece of research on

the universe of R&D performers in education. Only one of the works -
is actual research. Oﬁiy.fwé é? the works; the first two, are actually
comparable, in the sense that these bpth look at 1éb§ and centers and
their relation to the NIE. o

Yet; the works in toto, and in addition the knowledge possessed by

this author; can be viewed as giving clues, at least, to the major question /-
sosed. That question==How do labs and centers operate with regard to
dissemination and school improv@ment?--ig however not the major focus of

any one of the individual documents. It becomefRinteresting, albeit not
simple; task to infer the apswer. That answer might best be approached

by analyzing these Works with an eye to generating certain key propo-

sitions. This is done in order to distill the experience of these
organizations over time and to aéggss their capacity for 5chooi improve-

ment.

Healthy
and refinement of understanding about their major tasks. Such learning

igns of organizational learning, development

has occurred in both the set of 1abs and centers and the sponsoring agency,

The first university centers were established in 1964. The initial
laboratories were set up in 1966. When tt  nters were established
it was thought that such organizations wou: 1o everything"--research;
deve lopment, evaluation, dissemination, impleme ‘ation. (Salmon-Cox, 19783

g
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Boyan/ind Mason; 196B) The creation of the regional educational
laboratories (RELs) actually clarified the mission of the university-
based centers;, ahiié beginning a long-standing confusion over the
appropriate mission of the RELs themselves. (Salmon-Cox, 1980% For,
L T o , . 1agok)
with the appearance of the RELS,.centers began  concentrate heavily,
though not exclusively, on research and development. RELs , on the
other hand, suffered from unclear definition of purpbéé;éé.; was noted
in several of the reports. |

Hb\iiévéi", what becomes clear, especially by comparing the judge-
ments of the Campbell report to those of the Panel report, is that
RELS have begun to coalesce around certain key functions. This is

true if one looks across the entire set of labs, despite marked

differences in their structures and scope of activities{ Among fhe
g ,

key functions for which each REL appears to have capability are dissem-

ination activity, technical assistance-and resource brokering and
the needs of its region: While there remain. regions of the country
unserved by an REL; where these 1abs exist service is being rendered

and some educational needs are being met specifically by that organ-

ization, 7
-

Centers have come to be problem-oriented, conducting research

and development consonant with NIE's priorities. Those priorities

result from Congressional mandate, as well as the thinking and
9

direction of NCER and the NIE leadership: In a very clear sense,

then, one can say that centers, currently, are working on those problems

deemed the most important: i |
" NIE also has 'demonstrated that it has learned from criticisms or
L >

weaknesses of the pastiﬁﬁihis is particularly true in two areas important

21



> {

' to consider here: the direction and management of labs and centers;

and the structur1ng and/Jpplementat1on of dissemination aet1V1ty
F1rst the Campbell report made clear that the then current "program T
purchase p011cy of NIE had had deleterious effects on labs and

centers and, further. that the mon1tor1ng and management of the organ-
izations ‘had been uneven and confusing. By the t1me of the Pane]

report, NIE had returned to institutional support and iohgzterm agree-
ments with the labs and centers. Second, a theme that runs throughout
the reports reviewed (and 6n§ emphasized heavily in the thinking about
implementation of the Rbk) ié the need for NIE to systematically

plan and implement disssemination activity. It is now apparent that

NIE has taken this advice seriously, funding planned variation f::y ;7

studies-as was recommended--both within the context of RDx and

other dissemination activity:

In sum, while the Campbell report found fault with both labs
and centers and NIE, the Panel report éndorsed long-térm funding for
7 of the 8 RELs and 7 of the 9 centers, findihé them healthy and
productive organizations. While the Panel report offered considerable
advice to NIE, the agency as reflected in that report and in its own
record of activity in the past several years has also demonstrated

its learning capacity.

Institutional capacity is essential for complex prublem-solving.

Both the Campbell and the Panel reports reaffirm the need for

institutionalized capécity for educational knowiédge production. While

to educationa] research, development act1vity. large-scale evaluaticn,
programmatic interdisciplinary research and any reasonable ?6Eﬁ of
resource sharing, allocation and brokering, are all activities better

22



suited to organizations than individuals. The deliberate decision
to Q?use the RDx and RSP programs in RELs was also based on the | //
recogn1t1on that organizations were essential for these tasks,
as we]]r@s the further refinement that these were organizations.w1th «
already existing structures (governwng boards, ex1st1ng network1ng
facilities) and staff capabilities suited to these tasks.

Centers, also, have engaged in work over time that requires an
institutional base: Emphasis of activity within centers has shifted
from program and product development to programmatic, basic and |

—_——— o = = mm ——— e - - . A o s e el - ° } . i Ere —— e —
applied research: In both cases, the ability of a university center

to attract a critical mass of scholars from multiple departments and

“disciplines has been crucial to the ®ind and quality of knowledge production

undertaken: Throughout the Panel report; including the individual
site visit reports, centers are given high marks for the work each
does. |

Another theme that was prominent in‘the past five years was the
need to incorporate the perspective of women and minorities in edu-
cational research: NIE developed a program to accomplish this, and
many labs and centers participated in training programs. In fact,
the first round of funded proposdls in this area went exclusively to
Jabs and centers as the most appropriate places to begin such a
program: ’

For the tasks undertaken by both labs and centers it is essential
to have an institutional capacity. What both kinds of organizations
have are core staffs of sufficient size éh&rfkaihihgi organizational
support services, and the ability to plan and carry out long-range
programs of work. i

M1ssion orientation is essential for eff1c1entgand high qualltyggoa1

realization.
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~It is clear from the historical record that both labs and centers have

grown in their capae1ty to focus in on certa1n funct1ons and problems. /
From the diffuse notions about organizational respons1b1]1ty of the
'60's grew more "sophisticated ideas 1n(the '70's about what each
kind of organization might hope to acéompiish._ Again, as noted in
the reports; thege is wide diversity in activity among the labs and
| centers. But, overall, it is the case that centers tend to focus on

progranmat1c R&D, while labs possess strong capacat1es espee1a1]y,

for technical aSS1stance, knowledge brokering and networking. In

the past several years, under direction from NIE, many labs have come
to work closely with SEAs and LEAs. The relationships so established
are crucial to school %ﬁﬁ?éyéhéﬁt efforts.

.y

In the area of diSSémination—ééiiiiiy;giﬁﬁﬁifaht facilitating mechanisms

are now Uhd§r§tood and being put to use.

fhrougiaut the reports reviewed; dissemination is clearly an area
of concern to many. Both the Campbell and Panel jéports paid special
attention to it: the RDx and RSP prograns are iﬁ“diréct response to the
perceived needs in this area. As the entire domain of educational know-
ledge product1on took on clearer shape in the past twenty years;: var1ous
_types of dissem1nat1on activities were tried and nvariously found want1ng.
In large measure, early efforts probably suffered from overreliance. N
on models for dissemination borrowed from other fields (agriculture,
gbaeé ééehnoiogy. etc. ) siuwiy, the bsiiﬁaﬁiaf éaﬁstraints and

Both organizat1ons in the field, but especia]]y NIE,have shown that

they have learned from experience and from adv1ce.r Current dissem1nat1on

efforts emphasize these lessons

-the need for regional networking, 1nv01V1ng mittiple stake-




. 4
holders, and utilizing human communication (as opposed to i
simply disseminating printed information);
Ved N -

_the need for national coordina¥ion of resources; so that
problems of one Fégibﬁ may be met by proven solutions déveiééed
elsewhere; |

~the need for planned variation in dissemination strategies,
recognizing the decentralized, locally-based nature of
American education;

-the need for t’bh’tih’ﬁoﬁs; iongitérm communication, as opposed
to "single-shot" consultant visits;

-finally, thgjheed to take the position, in many areas, that
knowledge does exist which can be applied to immediate problems.
_“More research is needed” may be true in many important sub-
stantive areas, but a great deal has been learned, of use now,
that can be applied. ‘ .

Practitioner involvement, judiciously strﬁcturédlgis a key element . (;9

C in Tor):

-

This point is important-en on its own.
Both organizations in the field and the Nl to understand (—i::>
3bel having varied '

over time) must be invoived in many aspects\of knowledge production. I

the area of dissemination their involvement is crucial. VYet, the.
structure of that involvement must be carefully thought through. It
js the case that there is a gradient of expertise vis-a-vis research
as one moves from labs and centers to school buildings. It is

nei ther Fééébﬁéﬁfé to expect teachers to accept reédy;médé "splutions"”
to problems they may or may not ihink they haéé; nor to expect

> researchers to have their problems and strategies totally defined by \

25
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practitioners, The several répbrts reviewed displayed increasing
vsbphisticatibn in the field regarding appropriate levels for inter-
vention”(SEA,LEA, building level, etc.), depending on the problem
to be solved, and styles of interaction, again depending upon
problem and Tevel. |

RELS possess the more visible school improvement structures, but

university centers also are engaged in such activity.

It is clear from their mission that RELs engage in school
improvement activity. Centers, however, focus on research and
development and in recent years, most heavily on research. While that
research is clearly related to pressing educational problems, there
remains the w1de1y acknow]edged fgap" in terms of time betJ;en résearch
findings and implementation. . )

‘ However, all cf the centers engaged in some form of product devel-
opment in their earlieat days Many continie, in some way, to be
involved directly in education through theseé products. (E.g., two
centers--and two laboratories--remain as sponsors of the national

Follow Through effort; several centers engaged in ééﬁf%huiﬁg_éﬁéTUétiaﬁ

of product effectiveness.) These efforts can also be viewed as
schoo) improvement activities.

Finally, several centers--and one; in_toto--have éva]ﬁatibﬁ
research components. It is in the nature of sich research that direct
1nvolvement with school settings is’ 1neV1tab1e. This involvement does
not, course, necessarily result 1n 1nnmd1ate d1recf/1morovement efforts,
but it can. As an examp]e. the evaluation research\Uhit at LRDC,
under the direction of w1111am Cooley, is current]x engaged in a
comprehensive set of school improvement activities jointly planned and
“executed with the Pittsburgh Public Schdols. As this is nowhere recorded
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in the documents reviewed, it is reasonable to assume that other,

similar efforts may also be underway, unknown to this author.
. ) . ,

L T

RELs and_university centers are organizations each Specializing
- TTTRe4 - g

exelusive%ggig;knowledgeﬁprﬁdﬁEtibﬁ functions for education. There

are, at present; no functional altsrnatives to these organizations.

A cumulative thrust of all of the reports reviewed was the

‘recognition of the importance of the role played by labs and centers.

The Campbell report; the one most critical of tie labs and centers at
the time, spoke of the need for such organizations and endorsed the -idea
of "hational laboratories.® The Panel report , several years later,
found strength in most labs and céniéfé and again heavily endorsed the
concept while pointing to areas for improvement: The RDX and RSP

“=- programs) rest on a foundation of institutional support provided by
labs ‘and centers. Finally, the Frankel, g;,_gju} résqarch makes
eminently clear how few organizations there are: of critical mass;
of expenditures at a level commensurate with complex problem-solving;
and, most important, whose missions are totally committed to the
domain of education.

iﬁbbitahi-faiés are played by SEAs,LEAs, profit-making research
organizations’ SCH061$ and colleges of education and ?ﬁ&?ﬁi&déi
researchers. Yet, no one of these actors or collectivities has the’
‘Qébabiiitiés bffé;éd by labs and cenié?&; either individually or

in some form of consortium. ' .




Sectmnj1 Recommendatiohs

’

The recommendations that follow grow d1nect1y from the first two
sections of this paper. They are stated in parsimonious form, as
the rationales for each are contained in the preceeding analysis.

1. Improving Americin education is contengent upon building and

maintaining the scientific understandingfoffeducationa1 processes.

Education is a brbfé§§1oha as is medicine or the law. The profeéé?bh

when app11ed to specific prob]ems must be adapted to the requisites

of that problem. Neither by.hunch nor thre;;HQ;ntuit1on can school
iﬁb?dVémént be best or efficiently conducted. Particularly in a time

of declining resources; an ethic of efficiency combined with a desire

for efficacy argues for sound investment. As in other fields;

‘developing the sciences of education is among the most sound invest-

ments. The development of these sciences is, of course; not limited to

the activity of institutions, but is well represented by their work.
‘I?; in the '60's, as educational research ?iiSt Séridusiy burgeoned

as a field, it seemed possible to fund any and a1l ideas about how to

improve seheo]1ng. then, in the '80's, as our p0551b111t1es diminish,

it is 1mperat1ve to fund those people, and" their 1deas, most 11ke]y to

make a difference. Those people are both individuals and éiééﬁiiéfibﬁs _
of ifidividuals attempting through research to find, develop and , |
jmplement solutions that work: |
'11. Greater coordination of éiisiimésmfﬁjéﬁa’biéf 5 M

In order to maximize the petent1a1 of what is now Enown and ZEV '4rno."v4

available, NIE should exercise leadership in coordinating existing ‘*”“”2""

resources. -Léé&é?éﬁib éﬁd coordination do not imply uniform po]?cy

28




as NIE seems to have 5b5réﬁéﬁdéa aireaayr f%e iﬁstitute should
the area of dissemination, as the best wisdom on the subject
currently suggests. | “ '

Yet, it is apparent that there has been insufficient funding
for coordination,e.g., for RDx personnel to meet;dsﬁare experiences
.éhq learn from one another. Within the CEDaR organizations, there
is a nascent’ project on school improvement, attemtping to bring
together participating organizations' experiences. Réééﬁfiy;
educational researchers w1th1n AERA have discussed the poss1b111ty 2
of mounting school improvement efforts to demonstrate the eff1cacy
of educational research. There undoubted]ércannot be too many
such efforts, but clearly the locus of leadership should be ‘at NIE,
not in any one particular professional or other group:

Within the 1ﬁstitaté; fﬁ the mihas aha éxpériéncés of prosect
resides a 1argé body of khoW]édgé. That knowledge 1nc1udes awareheéé
of 1ab and center programs as well as of a host of ther programs,
and needs, h;ﬁibnwidéJ‘/fhat knowledge should be more systematically
organized and put to use, coordinating problem-soiving in the field.

" II1. University centers should be encouraged to be flexibile in

their scope of aetiV1t1 >~

In-\he area of technical assistance for school improvement,
the RELs are clearly structured to meet certain needs. . Their capacities
have been enhanced by the development of the RDX and RSP programs. |
Hav1ng suffered for years from unclear institutiona] definition, the RELs
now have coalesced around these functions and are providing important
service. The situation for uaavé%gify centers is less clear: While

by
.
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it seems 1ikely that all are engaged in some form of direct work with
schools, centers' emphases are on research. VYet; the researcch is
instructionally or policy related: It is the nature of such research
that it pushes to action. Instructional FéSéaFEH well structured
must inevitably yie]d prototype if not 1arger deve]opment efforts.
Policy research must also for va11dat1on result in p]ans actua]]y
implemented in ongoing educational settings. Too narrow a definition
of the appropriate activity for university centers will weaken

their efficacy and be wasteful of their potential. NIE policy must

- be more clear on this point.

Iv. Institutional support for labs and centers must be maintained.

Institutions offer the capability for sustained, effective work
on educational problem-solving. The most important and complex
probiems in education do not lendi#he@selves to quick o¢-51mp1e
solution: Whether to continue to buﬁ]d the knowledge base on which
school improvement will continue to depend, or;gcnt1nue the effort
of bringing to bear what is now known and ready for application, it
is essential that organizations, gua organizations, be maintained.

In order to do this, there must remain sustained policy vis-a-vis
these organizations, long-term fund1ng, h1gh qua]Ity review on a
regular basis, and the planned phasing-out of areas of work no longer
productive or re]evant.

The author is most mindful of the current political climate..
Funding for the NIE has besn severely reduced; the Institute's
contractual cbligations are large. It would be easy to say, and
should be sa1d that Purrent federal expenditures on educational

¥ pesearch are totally inadequate, do not Q§5lect the productivity of the
field as a whole, and must be increased. Yet, that kind of '

x . ) s

30




recommendation is beyond the scope of this analysis.

. There is currently a cry for "open competition.” What this
. translates into for institutions and individuals must be carefully
planned. Any return to "program purchase" policies for programmatic
R&D institutions, such as labs and centers; would vitiate the
institutional capacities socarefully nurtired, even through past,
uncertain times. NIE policy must recognize d'igi:;ihci:iéﬁé between
institutional and individual capability. It serves neither individuals

noF institutions well to inappropriately structure competition.

AN
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