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" Leslie Salmon-Cox- : .
niversity of Pittsburgh Lo

Current knowledge production for education is largely ﬁ:arned out in
. organizations that did not exist twenty years ago. Given the history of
" local and state jurisdiction over education in America- and-because lof
the ambiguity of the federal role in relation to cducauon federa‘l]y
_funded educational knowledge producuon is a recent phenomcnon Iti is
federal fundmg which has made possnble educational, k‘nowledgc pro-
.duction as it now exists. At the’ present, time there are a numbeér and
variety of organijzations whose sole purpose is in‘one way or another to
enhance the knowledge base upon which decisions a‘ffccung matters
educational can be made. The recent and rapld devclopmem of these
. organizations suggests that the time is appropriate to reflect upon the -
* current conﬁgurauon of educational k’nowlcdge produtlng organiza-.
tions. And, withit that reflection, to consider the role of the federal
goVernmem in relauon to thcsqorgamzauons
It is difficult if not impossible to estimate the total amoum of money .
being spent on knowledge: production in educatidh; it- appears ‘im-
_ possible even to ascertain accurately the-ameunt of money the federal
governmcm is expending. Various agencxcs loolung Into'this’ queﬁuon
haVe varjously reported federal expcnduurcs depcndmg upon . their. -
definition of “knowlcdge producuon“ and their, dcﬁmuon of educa-
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*tionally related work.” For the
of federal involvement i in, educati L 'oducuon in finan- -

.~ (Paisley, Pajsley #nd Shapiro 1976, pp. 15

- Research, Ofﬁcc of Education 1969, p. 158]). "

cial terms, is°that p_[pjeeted by ll;e‘N tute\ of Education
lnsptutes figures

indicate a federal expcnduure between $430- and‘\SS).O ‘million,

with $470 rhillion’ the most likely estimated ‘nufiiber: Those figures -

-are for federal expenduurcs alone and do no ude momes expended
by the states or by private foundauons l@

) penduure*\ of, approxl

National Science Foundation csumated ang
mately $40 m}.lhon in state funds for knowl roducuon in the mid-
70's and an expenditure of approxlmately Yoy illion in foundation
funds for the same function. There are no estimates avallable for

other sources of funding such as educauonally related R&D conducted

dy condbicted by the:

in the private sector. In ‘any case, when these numbers are compared )

to federal expenduurcs for educational knowledge- producuon in the

late 50's, or any period prior to that, what is clear is that a tremendous

expansnon of effort and expenditure has occurred. (Gideonse shows an
increase in the Office of Education's appropriations for “Research and
Training” from $1,000,000 in 1957 to $102,452,000 in- 1969 [Bureau of

i

. This expansion began in the 1960's though its roots are in leglslduon

passed by Congress in the 1950's. Numbers of orgamzauons and people.
enghged in knowledge production for education grew rapidly through-

out' the 60's. In the early 1970', expansnon of ieffort continued in

- some areas-and rétrenchment began in others. At the present time, .
‘questions of the uses to which federal funds are being put are highly

salient in the public mind. In addition we are, again, in.a period of

- 'questioning appropriate forms and formats for education. Organiza-

tions for knowledge Producuon in education are caught up.in these two

sets'of questions and their budgets as well as their missions and priori-

ties, are: under close scrutiny.

KNOWLEDGE PRODUCTION FUNCTIONS
‘ FOR EDUCATION

A listing of the functions which must be fulﬁlled for knowledge pro-
dut.uon in education reveals the followmg needs: knowing what ques-

tions are sallent finding methods to answer those questions; finding

- . . ' - . ey
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teliable and valid answers; . ascertaining thiat these answers are also -

feasible; helping bthers to put the answers to use; verifying that the

answers, in use, make a positive différence in the educational process.,

. . P I R ;
Thére are more technical terms for.the activities associated with ful- ,

filling these functions. Each of these activities tends td be associated

“with fulfilling, one function more than others; yet, they can.be as-

- process.) ¢

sociated with several. (That is, for example, research can be conducted
on the efficacy of any one of the steps in the knowledgg,;}roduc:ion
R -~ . "

o

Six major categories of activity suggest themselves as essential, The

. ‘first of these is nexds assessment, i:e., an estimation of what it is that

. range problems will

knewledge produée

should be oriented to, what immediate arid long:-

policy-makers’ for which a knowledge:-base must ‘e developed. The
second major activity is\research. Educational research spans a wide

‘domain of activity-and i cludes within itself a wide variety of disci-:
plinary orientations), Educagional research js the work done by psy- "~

. i % o e . « . . .
chologists on learping and instruction. Ivis the work done by sociologists

p

. R . L PAN .t ~ ™ .
and social psychologists.on environments and organizations for educa-

tion. It is ghé,

for educatjoni 4t is, in addition, the work done by professional educa- .

tors, in anyipn of “-,téhpSc,ai'eas or others. The third, development ac-
: 5S¢ area; it act

tivity, invql{és&;ﬂﬂélbﬂheﬁt of -materials, practices, or policies. De-

V.

velopment extends r¢search and links it to the world of the practitionér.
J L A . . : B
Developmient ;(séﬁns’nw%cuvuy comprising several forms,, from sm’al\-
scale, experiméntal materials -development to ‘large-scale, program-

matic-multi-level. development. The fourth is dissemination. Once-re-.
search and development -hgve' been conducted. there is the need to

disseminate wide]i"t‘hz findings ah‘dmaterial's. Utslization activity, the @

 fifth, is support for the practitioner in his or her eff ';ts.to implement,

adapt;” and-utilize the ‘knowledge that-has been. profluced.. This.area, ...

having been little sérqlinized in the past, is now itself the object of study . .~

- and research. The sixth aé_iiﬁl}. evaluaubq/assessme'm, focuses on'the . ’
value or quality of the knowledge that has been produced. R

W

© ORGANIZATIONAL FORMS A\~ |

e facing educational practitioners, planners, or *

ork dgne by economists ‘on appropriate fiscal support -

3

’

In thinking about ‘thé‘organizaiiénal foﬁnsiapprb rjat§ to .fulﬁll\ing‘ 2

- \

these functions and carrying out these “actiyities lh&re are a: number

.
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~of possnbllmes One mlgh( decnde to construet a dlfferem organization
for each function and accompanying activity. Examples of this in edu-

cauon exist. That i is, there are orgamzauons whose sole cominitment is ‘«»." :
to the design and conduct of evaluauon studies. ‘Or, one might deslgn .

. multi-faceted organizations whose activities span SCVCI‘dl of these func-

* tions and there are ex\amples of thisas well.

Conccmraung not on funcuons fulfilled but on personnel, engagcd re-

veals at. least four possnblhues Each of these organizational possibilities -

has existed at some pomt in the history, of knowledge production for
“education and all can be found ‘as part of the current configuration.

K First, there is the individual scholar with gry wuhou( suppomng student

LA

e

AN

-

.7« educators, and others s . L e

help. who is engaged in knowledge producuon. most frequently wuhm
a university. This form was the most prevalem until most recent times.
The =“second form is a university- -based organization. Here there are dis-
tinctions avallable between -those organlzauons whlch are university
‘based, but free slandmg within a unlversuy spructure; and those organi- .
zations . which' exist within the structure of schools or departmems
" The third kind of organlzauonal form qvallahle are the non-university-
based, non- proﬁl organizations, typically funded by the federal govern:’
‘ ment.” And the last form are the non- umversuy -based “‘for- proﬁl
organizations.. This set of ca(egonea— of existing forms, actually — is.
.distinct from and does not map onto the set of functions enumerated -
above. ln some of. these places a multitude of activities, designed to
fulﬁll a number ofjtmcuons. are bemg conduc(cd In others concen-
tration lS on pne, or at the most two, kinds of acuvuy

/

»

In each of these four “forms” k.nowledge is currently béing produced .

to cffect the education of Americans, from preschoolers to adult,
learners, It is being produced by disciplinary scholars and by mulu-

dlsc1pllnary teams; Some of the kno»}ledge produced is for immediate
__use, By pbllcymakers or practitioners. Some is deslgned to be of eventual

use, not immediately appllcable L -
Educational knowledge production spdns such a vane(y of ‘fou that

it is difficult to dehmu Across the country,'in a number of pldCCS, :

‘students, teaches, learning materials and en\nronmems the organiza-
tion of ‘classrooms, 'schools and “districts, the fiscal realmes of educa-
tion —these and many other subjects : as well - are the obJeCl of concen-
tration of sychologlsts. soc:ologms. economists, psychomemcmns.

A .

T
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IMMEDIATE ORIGINS OEsIHE PRESENT )
Lo " OVERVIEW =
. This current broad: bascd and large-scale approach has its origins. in
:the mid-pineteen sixties, in Lyndon Johnson's America, when there was

“;a set of sotial facts’ upon which consensus could be redched dasjly.

f Among these were that science, cspccxally jn its form known as’ Ré}
could and would solve important social problems Second, it was agree
that if "enough” money were spent on a- problema’lvmg effort, the o
problem would be solved. A third belief was that education, especxally'
the public education of’ young children, was a panldularly lmportant. L
domain for inquiry, for social action, for change. . '

In 1964, the educaticnal R&D Centers,Program was crcated by the

_ Office. of Education. Qf the Department of. Health, Educauon,» | .
Welfare: The estabhshmem of Centers was a reification of the then oL

~current, and new, thinking about how best tand improve © '
American education. The idea washat institutionalizing a scientific

.approach to educational change would be a most effective way to pro-
ceed. The thinking of those within the Office of Education was to o

‘ lmplcmem a coherent knowledge producuon policy which would .

-emanate, for the first time, from the federal level. The federal overn- o
ment does not have any clear authority vis-a-vis pubhc education in
“. . the various states. This approach, this attempt to establish a research =
~ and development capacity, was part of a larger movement at the time. -
. The "hew federalisth” of this period involved.a number of efforts, '
'in several fields, in which the federal government strove to solve social
" problems in domains over which it did not have direct soverelgmy
The Centers represemed research and development on’'a large scale,
involving *substantial - amounts of continuous funding, organization e
building and the massing of cnucal numbers of people. All of this was '

* a departure from previous efforts to change education. This was the :

" first time that the federal governmem *would be involved at;a high level - - N
of support. This was the first time large numbers of R&D personnel
would work together, under this federal fundmg. of large programs of o R

“research and development. This was the first tim€ a.conscious effort ‘ :
was made to institutionalize a scnenuﬁc approach to educauonal im-
provement. . T

Thc attempt was bascd both on the percelved need for nmprovemem v"‘\‘-;h_

[ <
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+ though no similar set of organizations had existed before for educa-
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“of prncuce and on ;he Ihen paucity Zé

education. It* was lhc case that som,

' . ¥
lhc field of research related lO»
ducational research.was being :

conducted. 'I‘here wcre researcl‘l lnsututes within schoo}s of education
ina numbcr of states. th thg ﬁeld was meager and the conne;_uuns to

lem. one of th¥ most: w|dely kno

{ssioned to look ‘into the pro‘b B
being that conducted by Sam

Sle'(r and Paul. Lazarsfeld (1966). Sieber and Lazarsfeld found the
existing research i institutes were localistic, and largely stagnant. Of this
period, it was fair to say that though there weére standards by which
“work was' _|udged there was not consensus. The field lacked cohesion. It
had néver been strongly organlzed or directed at all in the natiohal sense.
Though a professronal orgamzauon—the American Educational Re-
search Association — - existed, it was nothing like the’ bustling orguniza-
tion it was to become‘_ The R&D Centers Program represented the.
thlnknng of many in Washington and many across the country. Al

tional research, there was great faith and hop’e that.these centers would

be effective.

~ What these orgamzauons were to effect was Amerlcan ‘educational
pracuce They. were to do this by producmg new knowledgt and
knowledge products ind- seeing to it that these were utilized -in the
natiof's schools, The charge to these organizations was multifaceted.
They were to engage in research, development, |mp|ement.mon tvalu

ation, and dlssexmnauon

This broad and diffuse set of aurlbuted funcuons reﬂected the spon- °
soring agency's broad and diffuse goals and undersxandlngs At the
time, everyonc — Sponsors and performers alike —wanted to make a big
difference in a hurry. It did not seem unreasonable then to ask of
Jndmdualorgamzauon.uhauhey engage successfully in this_ wide range
of activity: Further, an_inherent \assumpnon was that .the scientific
-nature -of the organlzauons (and by screnuﬁc it was meant initially
simply that scientists were engaged) would result in sound and valid -
knowledgé products Implicit'in such a notion of validity is a definition
" that thesc products would'be superior to those already in use and would B
by this very means, ﬁnd receptive audiences. © . - | S e b

These expectauons were naive, viewed in retrospect. The * mlle long -

| bulldlng approach to knowledge producuon - the assumpuon that a

\

.~ \
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',smgle organlzanon or group of them acung slngly. could house and -
effectively carry out the nec ry'mulmSllcuy of functions —was un-| -
realistic. What ensued then was a proliferation of organizations and
.dlfferentlauon and specification of the - field as-a whole. Before
describing further zhe current configuration, it would be useful to lrace
both some eaglier. lnmaslves and the federal government's connection
to education in the past._Such a tracing sheds light on both the intel-
lecguz_ll history which the schola% in these organizations were heir to,

-as well as (he"po'li(ical hislory which the organizations lnhemed — . ae

.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
§ Begmmngs o - ',.‘ ,‘

Space precludes a dlscussmn of 19th’ century schoollng and knowledge
' production related to it (Salmon- -Cox 1978b, Ch. 3; Praue 1978; Rippa ,
- 1971;- Thayer 1969; Bailyn 1972). Suffice it to say that the history of

e.ducauon in this country is coterminous with the rest of its history.
_There have always been mechanisms, schools or otherwise, for the edu-
cation of some of the citizenry. From the early 19th century on, school-
ing in the Uhited States has always been a subject of discussion and |
controversy, and the role of governments— local, stafe, and federal
vis-a-vis schooling has been a shifting one. ' N
The history of ideas and schools — ideas- abou( chlldren learnlng,
teaching — has been long but haphaz?rd ‘That is, there have been;
many small fragmen(ed efforts to ‘apply knowledge, sclenuﬁcally \
- based and otherwise, to schooling practices. Almost as soon as some new _\_.
disciplines emerged — e.g., sociology, psychology - the salience of edu
cation for individuals and society was recogmzed by being taken up as o
"a problem for research by individual scholars. .Further, the ,appllcanon
of knowledge has always been within a political context. That is, con-
cepuons of appropriate schooling have been part of a larger mosaic’ of
conceptions. about American society and the school has been seen,
vanously, as a tool for radlcally changlng. malmammg, or modlfymg
that socle(y R <o o :
‘Evenata more SpCCIﬁC level = e. g., what cenaln thmkers considered
most lmponan( about children and schools — ideas have a long history.

C Concern wuh lndmdual dlfferences is longstandlng as is concern for

\
“
[

10 - w
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- providing education adapuve to mdnvrdual needs The new Cemera
and- their scholars of the 1960's didn't .invent these concerns, but
combined them in new. ways with some new sifategies for changing
-educationdl practice. Perhaps most significantly,” past change efforts
-have never been based on a programmatic large-scale scientific: ap-.
. proach to problem solving. This is also true of the first half of the 20th
century (even as in other fields, research programs began to devélop)
was this recognition that spurred the fedéral governmem auempts\%
'lhe-early 1960’s. "

"The Bureau of Education

: The Bureau of Education, forerunner of the Unued States Office of

Education, was established in 1867.! When the Bureau was set up, its

" newly appainted first Commissioner of Education was Henry Barnard.
Barnard, along with Horace Mann and others, was one of the educa-
. tional leaders of the 19th century. He worked for reforms in Connecti-

-~ cut and Rhode Island, as Com'missioner of Educauon m each of those

‘ states beforc becoming U. S. Commissioner. He publlshed apd edited

the Amencan joumal of Education, also known as Barnard’ 's Journal
(o “avoid confusion. wuh other, similarly’ named journals), between
;1855 and 1882 producmg 31 volumes (Rippa 1971).. Barnard used the

*-" Journal as a vehicle for. popularmng his notion that a"'science of edu-

cation” was needed to "transform education from a haphazard Practice
into an enterprisé rcgulated by ‘the best available thought” (Cronbach

and Suppes 1969, p. 86). He viewed the Journal as a periodical "de-

. voted cxclusrvcly to.the History, Discussion and Statistics of: byatuua
Institutions, and Methods of Education, in different counmes wuh spe-
cial reference to the conditions-and wants of our own.’

It was Barnard who argued publicly: aurlng the 1850 s the neqcﬁ‘or a
. government office or official exclusively dedicated to the increase and
" diffusion of knowledge about-education. There.is lmphcu in this view

the notion that simply increasing the’ available amount of knowledge. of - -
.educational practices and of mformauon about ‘educational statistics -
- would ‘be sufﬁcrent to encourage experlmentatron and to induce - .

change "This view of- the. potential role. of knowledge is consistent -
" with other comemporary thinking based on lhe behef that helghtened
- vunderstandmg alonie will lead to changc and lmprovement ‘
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Barnard was U.S. Commrssroner for only three years Apparently,
Congress expected the new official 'to expend much of his time and” T
effori setting up-a, system of educatlon for the newly freed southern
‘Blacks. When Barnard failed i inthis effort his office's approprnatrons

" were sevérely reduced year by year and he was unable to conduct éven
that work which he thought most . rmportant This clash. of expecta-
tions — those of Congress. for quick,: massive results (but without pro-'

" vision of staff and adeqpate funding), and those of a scholar for support
and fundlng for basic scholarship — would continue § occur and cer-

~ tainly foreshadows a- major theme of the late 19605 vis-a-vis federally: '
s funded research and development institutes. - .

John Eaton, and then William T. Harris} ' followed Barnard in the
' Commissioner’s office. “These two carned on Barnard's work in |ncreas-- B
' ing and standardmng the collectlon of statistics on school operations =~ at
...and in publishing and dlssemlnatmg to state school officers pedagogical - '
materials. “This notion of. lmproVement through enllghtenment gave e v
way, at-the turn of the centusy, to a-new wave, at least among the , )
growing research co mumty lf not overwhelmlngly wlthrn the federal 'y

‘bureaucracy T: R oo : S .

- . . . ¢

a Some Intellectual Ongms of Educatlonal R
- Knowledge Prodquon.1900—1945 T T

‘These years weré marked by radical changes in the thmlung about
* " educational practice and in the actual operation of schools. The work of
G. Stanley Hall, é’specrally that of John Dewcy, and of the early psychio-
logical : studies of E. L. Thorndike were the immediate predecessors of
the modern time. \ ' .
Dewey's eStabltshment of a laboratory school at the Umversrty of Chi- .
'cago in 1896 was a major event ipn this. pertod ‘He stated that the
‘ majqr goal of :the school ‘was the creation. of an envrronment for hypo
~ - thesis testing for educational [practice; in addition, -he hoped for the ' -
~ schoo] to serve a demonstration and dtssemtnatron function as well
"' (Bureau of Research, Office of Education 1969, p: 48). (The: Chlcago
‘laboratory school led to a number of. other such being set up, though
By the 1940's most had lost their “internal valldlty and had become
‘ snmply prlvate schools attached to universities, )




v
-
@

. : N ,
208 Orgamzmg jor SocralResearch e 9
. v b : : :

“ What' has been called’ thc "cmpmcxsm f)f this penod (Cronbach -
I and Suppes 1969, P- 48) seem,; to have béen of two distinctly different
e ' kinds. Yet both were rosted’ m-the notion that the student and his per-

" formance should' become the focal point of interest. During these years,
- school curricula were vastly-‘l;cwsed to reflect relevant societal needs
"+ - rather than classical conccp 6ns of what ¢ constitutes an education, and
t- ~ the school as an institutiop mcreased its responsrbrlmes for all stu- -
dents. adding dragnosuc e ung, counsehng and socral work” experuse- _
o toitsstaff :
The two schools’ of thought referred to Just above wete, on the one -
hand the psychologlcal testing movement which came to pervade
schools as ‘well-as other aspects of society, and on the other the pro-. -

.. gressive educauon movement. Both shared similar sources: G. Stanley:

“¢" - Hall and F.dward L. Thorndike were both students of William James,

e T . ' authpr of Prmctplés of Psychology. ? James influenced his own contem-.
v . poraries, and through his students, many generations. more. Hall, who "
L ". - came to be ‘known .as the * father of the child study movement’ " had’’

"a’direct line of -influence on the progressive education movcm(.nt.",'-’:'g-.

Thorndlkc and his “connccuomsm. his emphasis on the measurable .
" ‘and quanuﬁablc. was hcavrly |nvoIVed in the carly and rapid growth of._f..:; .
‘ thc use'of mental tests; .- P ST

~In the 1920's and 1930 5, thc progrcssrvc educauon movemcnt
. (msmuuonahzcd as the Progresslve Education Assaciation-PEA *- g
e 1919) rcprescntcd a school of thought which cmphasrzed the Chlld and
I i . His mental; emotional and Pphysical dcvelopmcm as the focus of an edu-
e cauonal program. To refer to progressive education as part of a-wave of
TR .cmpmcrsm may scem -peculiar. Yet, there ‘was an' -emphasis in pro-
R " gressive schools on- teaching/ learmng through curricula relevant to'real -
v world ,problcms and learning cxperlcn(.es in. whlch the student “was.
- an acuvcnpamcxpant and dlscovcrer. Dcweys laboratory: school work *
e 7. was explicitly oriented to hyporhesns tes lng s Dewey himself was leery .
S g of casuhg\hxs lot enurcly with the’ Assogiation Fearing their excesses’
e of cnthusrasm’ yet his. work is strdngly associated with the progresswe
. o movemem. It is in thrs sense, of hypothesxs testing and of the acuve
R studcm learner’ lhal progresswc cducauon is- here refcrred to as em-

o pmcal R ) '
AE Thc (esung movcment also focused on the rndwrdual by definmon 5

o
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"XYet, “philosdphically, this form of empiriéism was objectionvablt.: to the

-’ progressives. Patricia Graham (1967) in her history of the Association
's;ys of the relationship between the two schools of thought:

. The standardized achigvement tests, which paralleled the
IQ tests in popularity, were particularly odious to the pro-
gressives, for these tests raised mastery of formal subject mat-.
ter to a perilous level of importance. Testing enthusiasts
played a dominant role in the scientific movement in educa- '

* tion during the 1920’s, but in the PEA statement on “scientific
study” only school records of pupils’ development are men-
tioned. Both “objective and subjéctive reports” of students’ be-
havior are encouraged, but nothing is said about tests, the

. most common tool of “scientific study” in education (Gragham

1967, p. 31). SRR o

P

A}

It was under the‘auspices of this Association that an carly, significant
piece of educational knowledge production was conducted. A descrip-
tion,of that effort will here serve- as case exemplar of the argument
that modern educational -production has intellectual roots of some
depth. - : T

" “The Eight-Year Study

. Of some significance, even to the present scene, was the fact that -
. during the early .dc_cades’_of this century education as a field of study
separated itself from the arts and sciences in higher education. De-.
. partments or divisions of educational psychology, sociology, history or -
“philosophy sprang up, with distinct faculty. During this time, educa-
- . tional.research became largely the province of departments of educa-
" tional research within schools of education. On the one hand, this may
" .. have been perceived at the time as part, of the professionalization of
" education (Bureau of Research, Office of Education'1969, pp. 52-53);
on the other, it separated a body of thought whose focus was practice
.. from the basic disciplines. S e o
World _W#l did little to interrupt the flow of events except perhaps
to heighten the prominence of mental testing (see, for example, Kamin
1974; White 1975, pp. 4-14). But the depression of the 1930's did slow

3




210 Organizing for Social Rcsea’rc)b |
" down tremendously the pace of change in education. Districts were
simply unable to afford experimentation on any noticeable scale.
Oae widely-known piece of research that was conducted in the 1930's
was the “Eight Year Study,” carried out under the auspices of a com-
mission of the Progressive Education’ Association. Thirty secondary

schools and more than 300 colleges parucnpated in an expcnment de.

- signed to dlscover how an expenmemal group of high school graduates
would compare to a control group vis-a-vis their performance in col-
" lege. There were 1,475 pairs of studen(s carefully matched on a num-

ber of variables. Students™in the expenmental group attended 30 high - I
schools (public and private, representing a cross-section of American ..

".hlgh schools) which were encouraged to make as many and varied in-

novations in their curricula and teachlng methods .as they pleased f l
. Conuol group graduates had attended traditional classical high school -
programs. Briefly, the findings were that: “Gradudtes of the Thirty

Schools did as well as the. comparison group in every measure of

" scholastic competence, and in many aspecls of developntent which are -

more important than marks, they did better” (Dledench 1971, p. 293).

The conduct of the study, from 1932 to 1940, had_encouraged many

*changes in the experimental schools and engendered much enthusiasm
among those involved. The study itself led to five volumes of ﬁndmga
entitled, “Adventure in Amencan Education" publlshed by Harper and

Brothers in 1942. Ralph Tyler led the Committee on Evaluation and . -

. Testing and many consider that Committee’s work to have led to the
most important outcomes of the Eight YeargSiudy (Graham 1967,
P 134). Another view, that of Frederick L. Redifer (for 11 years execu-

tive secretary of the Progressive Education Association), was ‘that the

.- most important outcome of the study (one might well label it “action- .
_, research™) were the cooperative melhodsldewsed by the parucnpaung.

schiool people and researchers. -

Whatever the most important outcome or outcomes the fact was that
the study was published at the height of World War 1 and the public
was largely distracted from educational concerns. (Of the first volume
of the study, 6,400 coples were sold; of the lasl 1, 000 )(Graham 1967,
p- 133). :

Following the War, spurred by the.Elght Year Study as wcll as by
advances in certain kinds of market research, local programs of school
change were the common form adopted for education (Bureau of Re-

-
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search, Office of Education 1969, p. 55). Under the leadership of visit-
ing university professors, groups of teachers would single out inade-
quacies in curricula or practice and work together with the university
faculty for program revision. Gideonse says of this work that some dis-
tricts indeed produted thoughtful changes which they also thoughtfully.

~evaluated. Others were less successful and, in some cases, “the entire

activity was merely a'methpd of manipulating teachers to move in cer-
© tain approved directions” (Bureau of Research, Office of Education
1969, p.55). - ' .

The'Bufeahiof-Education Becor'ne_é a |
- Department Becomes an Office

Throughout this time of burgeoning excitement and change in con-
ceptions of schooling, the Office of Education (so refiamed in’ 1929
after having been a “Department” for a while) continued largely on the
course set by' Barnard and his followers, namely the systematic col-
" lection of statistical information. However, the form for data collection .
changed, becoming broader in scope and more sophisticated. The

" ."school survey" became a major tool. Some nationwide surveys were

carried out ‘concerning .the operation of "“land grant colleges and
universities, Negro higher education, secondary schools, teacher train-
ing institutions and-school finance” (Bureau of Research, Office of -
Education 1969, p. 52). What distinguished these-surveys from earlier
ones was that they were done by groups of experts and that they
conveyed an aura of scientific authority. Growing '(_)qt of these efforts,
many local districts, determined te continue to ‘accrue the benefits of
such science, set up research bureaus of their own.*’ o .
Between 1867 and 1969 there were 18 United States Commissioners
of Education, and the role they filled was largely unchanged until the.
carly 1960's when major changes were mandated by Congress. The
education office was housed within the Department of the Interior
until 1989 when it became part of the newly created Federal Security.
Agency. With the creation of the Department of Heakh, Education
and Welfare in 1953 (Deighton 1971, pp. 545-550), the Office of Edu-
cation moved there which remained its location within the govern-
" ment bureaucracy, until the 1979 creation of -a cabinet-level Pepart?

- ment of Education, / : . )

16
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ﬂ‘ he systemati¢ collccuon of stausucal mformauon remained the

-

chief task of the Office of Education until the late 1950's and carly
1960's, However. a few others were added earlier (Delghton 1971,
p. 546). The first expansion in. the office’s functions occurred in *
1885 “when the Secretary of the Interior delegated responsibility
to that office for the education of school-age children in’ Alaska.

-In 1933, the Office of Education took over the functions of the
cheral Board for Vocational £Educatfon and throughout the depres-
sion’ years: “carried out ‘several large. projects of educational assistance"
to the unemployed, .c.g., working with those tecruited for the than
Conservatﬁm Corps. Gradually the office took on more and more func-
tions but it wasn't until the late fifties, wut{for example the passage
of the National Defense Education Act of 1958, that there were any
abrupt changes. This Act was based on Congtessional concern for
national security as that related to education and provided money for
the improvement.of instruction in science, mathematics and foreign - .
languages in schools at all levels (Hazlet 1971, pp-.30-37). What en-
sued from the passage of that Act, and even more from the Coopera-:
“tive Research Act of 1954, is the modern era.

The Fifties: The Federal Government and
Science o -

The begrnmngs of the modern age of federal involvement in educauon

can probably be traced to the 1950 enabling legislation which created

the National Science Foundauon That Foundation was and continues

" to be charged with a number of responsnblhues. among them tasks re-’

lated to science education at all levels...

When it was first established, the Foundauon took a survey, “an in-
vesugauon of the nature and status of science-education in the United
States.” The survey uncovered the “gross inadequacy” of the materials
available. Science texts were found to be obsolete, even incorrect. From:
these findings came the impetus for the. Nauonal Scrence Foundation's

course content improvement of activities (Bureau of Rescarch Ofﬁce :

of Education 1969, pp. 55-56). -
In an excellent chapter which overviews“the federal government and

“ social science policy in’ the United States,” Henry Riecken (1972) re- ©

counts something of the political charac:er of the beglnnmgs of the

17
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) Foundauon Thohgh the: Foundauon had been charged with develop

ment of an overall coordination of science polrcy in the country, it was

~ viewed by pre-existing agencres as a competitor ‘and such develop-
“ment was not possible’ (Riecken 1972, p. 177). Rather, then, the -

Foundation turned largely to support of basic research, albeit with -

some course improvement projects as-noted -above, and funded indi- =

vidual projects rather than large- -scale programs of research.
In’ addition 10 questions of -the form of fundmg the Foundation

could provrde. there was the question of whether or not to include

social science research among: its beneﬁuarles Rlecken noles that

Congress debated this and ‘that two strong views were expressed at the -

time the Found‘auon was cstabhshcd

One (vlew) was that the word “science” was to encompass

- simply- the “hard” sciences, which have usually isee,rned o -
' Americahs to be more genuine than“social science. . . . The
other view . . . would have included the social sciences ex-

plrculy and specifically; Neuher view prevailed in pure form, _
instead, compromise language was adopted, which permiued
the Foundatiori to- proceed at its own pace in exploring and
developing programmes in social science. ... . (Congress)
: ( preserved for many years an attitude of susprcten ‘and ques-

“tioning towards projects in the social sciences and pﬁucu---
larly towards anything that might be polmcally lmeresy,m Jpr

comroversral(Rrecken 1972, pp- 179- 180)

"v

Riecken describes two olher auempts on the part of the federal.

‘government to assign res nsibility for development of science policy.
g g y P!

‘The first was the 1961 establishment of the Office of Science and
Technology as part ‘of thé executive branch -of government. This of-
fice was itself the outgrowth of a single position, the President’s Science

- Advisor, a role created in 1956. Throughout the sixties, the President’s
.. Science ‘Advisor, who is also the Director of the Office of Science @nd

Technology, was either a physical scientist or an engineer. Just as the
National Science Foundation before it, the Office of Science and Tech-
nology largely either explicitly avoided matters related to the social

scierices or _effected “them implicitly by decisions made regarding .

_ physical science projects. “Thus it is fair to say that for one_ reason

K]
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< oor another the pohcy of the govemmem in .the socxaLscxences has
o - either been undirected or has been directed by physical and blologlcal .
: * . scientists almost inadvertently” (Riecken 1972, p. 178). .
Another attempt at policy coordination was the establishment of the :
Federal Council on Science and Technology Riecken dismisses the
work of this group, stating that its attempts were largely ineffectual.
As for educdtion and educauonahcsearch the Cooperauve Research
Act signed into law in 1954 was a landmark. First approprlauons under -
. « this Act were not available unul Fiscdl Year 1957 when . Congress S
oL appropriated §1, 020,190 sp%cnﬁcally for research conducted under’ the ‘j -
e auspices, but outside, of thc Office of Education. Of that sum, it was
" - mandated thag $675,000 be ¢ spcm on research on the’ education of the
" " mentally retarded (Burcau of Research, Officé’ of Education 1969,
: p.56). - ' : ? _
L. The National: Defense Education Acts of. 1958 provnded additional "
» =+ money for educationally related research, especially in the areas of de-- -
velopmem and demonstration of new media for education and, in the .
- ’ ‘area of foreign lang'uage studies. In the early sixties, under the Co-
; . operauve Research Act, money was appropriated for curriculum im-
* provement work in English, age. arts, and ‘social sciences; for
~ work related to the education of halgi\appcd young pcople.‘and for

I3

-

work in the area of vocational educatio

" 1n 1964, still under the auspices of - the Cooperauve Researchr Act,

- support was provided for the first research and development centers for
education. Two R&Dcenters were funded in Fiscal Year 1964. One, at
the University of Oregon, focused on “the organizational and admini-:

. - strative implications of instructional changé, with particular rg:ferencc
A ... to- public elementary and secondary -edycation in the United States”
’ (Abbot 1968, pp.. 25-30). The other new center, the Learmng Re
r ‘ scarch and-Development Center at the University of Pittsburgh, ‘had as
its purposc “the scientific study of the pfoblems of learning and in-
.struction with particular autention to the nature of the educational
and psychological environment required to maximize the potenual of
‘the individual Iearner" (Yeager and Glaser 1968, pp. 31-44). oo
Before continuing_to focus more spccnﬁcally ‘on the R&D Cemers L
Program it is important at this time to review some’ conceptions re-"
garding the structure of research and research and development.” In
doing thu. we shall move backward, to touch again on some pomts

o o
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already made, as well as forward to discuss some of the developments .

-of the sixties and early seventies.: . - ‘ R

Early educational research, as_conducted -by Dewey, Thorndike,

and othes, was the pursuit of a scholar and his graduate students. Fre-

. quently, this research ‘was similar to other such' in the be?}iuloxal

sciences, involving hypothesis testing and experimentation under | .

_laboratory conditions. Another aspect of this research which set it
_ apart fipm psychglogy, for example, was the development of the labora-
* tory school such as Dewey.s at Chicagq, At these schools,. foy some time
. “field”. experimentation was conducted, that is, the trying out of edu-

" _cational hypothesis in something resembling natural settings, Thiskind |
cof educational research is more similar. to other, .ﬁrd[cséibn-related '
research, for example, medicine as practiced at, university teaching/
research hospitals. Educational research being related to both be- -
. havioral science and to a practicing profession has always required
these two difféerent kinds of resea.rch’pra.qicés and settings (though'it

. has not always had them available). I

. C e .

.

Mention was made earlier also of both the “Eight Year Study” and
the later wave of work which involved visiting university 'professorsl
_ working with school district petsonnel. This form of research empha-
sized* even more than preceding work, real.school settings and prob-.
lems. This was “action” research, alhbei_tvcare'fully controlled in the case
“of the “Eight Year Sgydy." It was carried out at a time when schools
of education had become quite distinct entitigs and, progressively
through the 1940's, as they had fewer and fewer ties with the behavioral,
and social sciences. Educational research became, very distinctly, the
province of educational researchlers. o : ~

-

The Course Content Improvement Program of the National Science
Foundation.represented a departure. from this trend,, »‘in at least,one -
_respect, namely. the rejoining of educational problems 0 discipline-
+ based scholarship. There were not, as yet however, by the mid-fifties,
" . large-scale research'and development programs for education. That in-
 creased support for educational R&D was desirable was a motivati n
_ “behind the passage of the Cooperative Research Act of 1954. Thé Act
' and its ensuing.funds represented the first major entry of the federal

" government into educational R&D. - -~ .
. " Ward Mason (Office of Research and Development Resources,. -
National Institute of Education 1973) has noted the luéq part played . .

a - s
’ . :
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.
by the rcsearch and development comniunity- dunng World War 11

~ which  resulted in markedly increased federal support. In 1940, all

federal R&D expenditures amounted to $0.7 billion; by 1950, thai =

figure was $5 billion. (Th t recent figure-for the time at which |
szunng which year ‘the 'fedéral govern:.

ment expended $17 bllhon r all R&D.) As Mason points out:

By far the‘lQrgest part of this expenduure has’ been relaled
.to’national security. Successes.in defense and space produccd

: - a growing faith in R&D as an effective instrument of tech-

- nological progress. . .. Both CCIP (Course Content lmprove
" ment Program) and NDEA (National Defenses Education’
~Act) were intended to support education in fields considered
vital to the nation's military and technological strength,
but they also established i lmponam precedems for federal sup-
port of mission-oriented inquiry into other . educational
_problems (Office of Research and Development - Resources
. National Institute of Educauon 1978, p. 8)

The initial funds appropnated uleder the Cooperauve Research Act,
in the late fifties, were for "targcted“ research, research on educauon

of the mentally retarded, cumculum lmprovemem acuvules in several
. areas. By 1963, the deﬁmuons had broadened: there was funding for -

“research and demonstrations in the area of the education of handi-
capped children and ‘youth” and “research, in yocauonal educauon

~ (Bureau of Rescarch, Office of Education 1969, p. 56). These two

1968 . appropriations are for much ‘broader areas —both in terms of *

. activities funded and. scope of the target populauons—than prevnoua o
" research funded. This was the beginning of a move away from ‘pro-
" ject” support to more comprehensnvc. programmatic support.’

Mason and Boyan (1968, pp. 190-202) discuss this period from lhe ‘

fifties through the early sixties and conclude that both those.in govern-

ment, as well as their pon-governmental advisors, had.fomed'three '
_ firm oplmons about the results of MQm/dElg to date: ‘

First, they agreed that the Cooperative’ Research ‘Progl;am
had stimulated. qualitative improvement and quantitative'
expansion in educational research. Second, they noted that
‘the rcsul(s of the projects, -and of most other’ educauonal

e

.
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_ research did not lead dm:cdy enough or quickly cnough to
observable c!{angc and desired improvement in educational :
practice. Third, thcym{ served that the results of small scale * «
project research tended to be fragmented, non- -cumulativé, ~

. and mconcluslvc (Mason and Boyan ‘1968, p. 191)

This analysns ‘of the situation was couplcd wuh thlnkmg about prece- )

,dents in other; apparently rclatcd ﬁclds. i.e., R&D in. agriculture,

medlcmc. industry; and defense. lt was decided that the impact of

~"the Coopcratlvc Rcscarch Act’s program would be increased if:,

N emphasis were placcd on thc relahoruhxp bctwcen knowlcdgc
production-"and knowledge- utilization rather, thﬁn on knowl
- edge production alone; - - -
A o “multidisciplinary teams of profcssnonals were auracu-d to. cduca
U tional problems; - - S
* instrumentalities were crcatcd to housc. and to receive hmdmg
and oversight of, the research and dcvclopmcm undcnaken :
(Mason and Boyan 1968, pp. 191-192). ' : ‘

‘ Thls lhlnklng then, led to the Office of Education’s dccnsxon to fund
rcscarch and dcvclopmcm centers, organizations suited to the three
" desiderata -above.” These" €enters would be muludnscnplmary Thqy
- would be * ‘mission-oriented,” i.e., comprchcnsnvcly programmatic. '
* They would establish linkages with a number and variety of - 9ducauonal
departments and systems, while themselves housed on a college or uni-
versity -campus and there in touch with a number of departmems
in the related disciplines. In fact, in lolo, lﬂ expecu:d lhal thcsc
new centers would: v
e conduct basic ind apphcd rescarch in thc laboratory and in thc
field; '
"o develop educational products based on rcscarch ﬁndlngs. .
o fiéld test these products; : -

e demonstrate and disseminate, in a variety of ways, mformauon
emerging °from thc rcscarch and dcvclopmcm acuvmes con- A
ducted; ! ~
. ® assume nauonwndc lcadcrshlp in the area of rcsearch and de- )

_velopment undertaken (U.S. Department of Health; Educauon o

and Wclfarc\Ofﬁcc of Education 1963, p. 27)
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. As Ward Mason sand in: rcuospect. Thxs was an auempt to cover lhe

waterfront; the centers were set up before the (reglonal) labs and
were expcctcd to do everything” (Mason 1974) :
It was less than ten years between the formal entrance of the féderal
government into educational rqea;\\cl‘xh fundmg at any level (The Co-
operative Research Act) and the esxa‘bllshmem of the Centers in
Piftsburgh and Oregon. From.small targeted project support, the move

hdd been to support for Jarge, programmat‘& multidisciplinary work,

nd, the expectauons regardmg the results.of that work were enor- -
mous. . . - :

.

The “Bureaucratlc-Professuonal Complex

Richard Dershlmer was F.xecuuve Officer of the American Educational
Research Association from 1964 to 1974, a ten year period during
: »whlch the domain of educational knowledge producuon changed and

- grew rapidly. His reflections oh those changes, coupled with his per-

ception of the need to educate both agency bureaucrats and field-

- based professnonals about each other, led to The Federal Govern-
ment and Educational ‘RAD (Dershimer. 1976) In this book, he over- .
views what he labels the "bureaucrat- professlonal complex. how it °
grew and :what its major problems have beén and are. He was clearly
ina posmon to see these closely. . :

His major argument is persuasive: the complex. a dyadlc one
composed of those in sponsoring agencies and those in reclplcnt orgam
zations, is insufficiently formed./” .

A complex functions best when each side pursues pOllCICS and o
‘programs that complement the other. This does- not ‘mean
that the research’ community’ and the bureaucracy need to -
_have the same goals; this,is an unrealistic expectation. .

But ‘the essénce of @’ complex is- that' there are-common L
values and common objectives that’ can be used to keep the
interests 8f-both parties. from becoming contradictory. .

This was not the case with educational R&D in the 1960s. . . .-
The commonalities.that characterize a complex were mlssmg
The bureaucrats and researchers ended up - ‘by pursuing ..
different pollcnes (Dershlmer 1976, p. 131) '
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Thts dlvergence in objectrves stemmed in large part, from the dif- - -

'-’_ferent backgrounds°of the, two major groups of- parttcapants Their

early educauonal training and later adult socialization were drvergent
their reference groups wére ‘unique to each, their abthty to- communicdte

with one another was minimal. As the amounts of money- available-

for knowledge producuon increased rapidly throughout the sixties, the
professronal research community exerted less and less influence on
those policies which would shape expendrtures The bureaucratic. com-

munrty. compoaed in the mam of career civil servants with lopg tenure

in the Office of. Educatlon. were._accordtng to Dershimer, largely

“conscientious and dedicated” (Dershimer 1976, p. 14). But, the poli-

- cies and programs they shaped were more an outgrowth of the norms,

value and exigencies of federal government(agenctes than of the ﬁeld
over which they held sway.~ L R A RRE

- The situation described by Dershlmer was httle affected by the cre-

ation of the. Natlonal Institute of Education (see below). Consequently, ,
. he.closes the volume with a number of reoﬂmmendatlons (Dersl;umer_'
1976, pp..137- 143) They gre as timely now as they were several -
years ago,. perhaps ‘even: m gerahent as the new Department of -

Educatlon takes shape.

Brleflyﬂ. Dershrmer recommends that:

'~ ® sponsoring agencres be staffed. by people from the knowledge

'producrng domain, in order to better ensure overlap in frames .

- of reference and communtcatlon networks;

*"those in the knowledge producrng domain attend more sertously Co

-10 policy formatron to information on themselves as a com:
‘mupity, to communrcatron amo ng themselves;

® "as more data are collected on the’knowledge producing dom.am

greater. attentign be paid to quamy assessment within it;

e finally, pollcy ‘shaping’ be-a matter of systematic and sertous‘i'
’consrderauon. with state- of the-art conferences moré fréquent
as well as. 2careful attention LT posstble future rieeds and™lines

' _ofmqurry

.°J»

Agam thns advrce remains ttmely A reason for that is the. specd wrth

¥ which events — pohcres. orgamzatronal growth -and prohferatton. de-
mands for problem solution — occurred in the past ﬁfteen years. It is an

o overvrew of these,whlch is now necessary

3 L L e
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~1964-1979: Overview

Orgdnlzntionally‘spcaklng. events moved fast and funéualy Bewween
. 1964 and 1967, ten research and development centers were established
at universities across the country. To this group of institutions was

added another in 1966, the network of Regional Educationat Labora-

- tories (RELs). The laboratories resulted from Title 1V. of the Elemen-

tary and Secondary Education Act of*1965 (ESEA) which, in turn,
references the Cooperauve Research Act, so that Title 1V. cledrly was

. viewed as an extension of that previous effort (Balley 1970, pp: 5-17).

In addition to the laboragories, there was an auem_pt which failed,
to establish a network of Early Childhood.Centers and there was the
successful beginning of several R&D centers for vocational education.

The Elementary and Sécondary Education Act of 1965 is a model of .
thc—compreheﬁswc and complex legislation that was drawn up through-
out the mid-sixties in Congressional allempls o change qulckly the
status of American education. Testifying before Congress in 1970,
Richard Schutz. Director of one of the laboratones. reﬂec:ed on the
expcctauons of only five years ea‘rller :

" The cnabhng scaffold of the current ‘ national educauonal .
R&D program was constructed in the dream world context
_ of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965. The vision
o was broad and expansive. Title 1 would provide quality: educa
] tion for the children of the poor. This would be done by pur-
" . chasing the new and glamm'ous materials available from the
" "knowledge mdustry via Tule 11. Since some difficulty could
- be expected in effecting major changes in schools withaut
external stimulation, Title 111 would provide liberally for
_innovation and supplementauon mechanisms. The scientific . -
. .and engineering wheréwithal to stoke the overall production
o would eventuate from the expanded: ‘R&D program and. -
‘the new regional laboratories of Title 1V. "And ﬁnally, as-
' protecuon that the new- -found capability of the nation's-edu-
_ . cational system would not disrupt the historical State and
,_,"-Federal political balance,” Title V would strengthen State
. departments of education to check the anucnpated growth at- i
the Federallevel (Schutz 1970 p. 7ll) : IR
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In addmon to the laboratorlcs, Title IV also’ cstabhshcd the ‘Educa- e
_'llonal Resourccs Information. Center (ERIC) and ; ’ts clearinghouses :
which curremly number 17, making accessrblc mformauonal rcports on

a variety of educauonal topics., . ; i .
~The Office®of Economic Opportunuy (OEO) utal’)luhcd in 1965
- also funded a large number of edueational programns, under the rubric

_ of “compensatory” activities. In this way, Head Start, Follow Throtigh, » - \_ )

. and Upward Bound’ ‘Programs came into cxrstcﬁcc Also,” this Ofﬁce

proneered in sponsormg large-scale cvaluauons of its programs, a prac- :

- tice now considered essential to almost all’ fedcral educauon activities -
(Paisley, Parsley and Shapiro. 1976). In 1970 HcadaStart was trans: g

ferred to 'the Office of. Child Devclopmcnt and Follow Through and
Upward Bound to the Office of Education. " .
By the end of the 1960, the followmg agcncrcs othcr than thc two

' just mentioned were also engaged in. fundmg largc amounts of R&D

. cspecrally educauon related R&D:"

The Nauonal Foundauon for the Arts and Humanmcs
Appalachlan Regronal Developmem ‘Fommlssron A
National Science Foundation . - e

‘orders and Strokes * s
. '-Dcpartmem ‘of Defense (wy{h has a long hlstory of supporung
C _‘educauonal research) ‘ _
.The ﬁrst ha,lf of ‘the ‘seventies - mcluded two- ma_|or rcorgamzauons
" of legrslauon regarding education, the Educauon Amendments of 1972
- and 1974. Under these, an Educauon DlVlSlon ‘was estabhshcd wr;hm
" "HEW and the National Institute of Education was established.
The National Institute of Education was the outgrowth of scvcral
. years of debate over what came to be rccogmzcd as the necessity for
a separate enmy within the Departmem of . Hcalth Education and
Welfare devoted exclusively to -educational R&D.- Along ‘with the cre-
ation of lhe ‘Institute’ was the: crcauon of a new role, the. Assistar
* Secretary.of Education, who oversees both the Institute and the Office
“of Education. The new Institute did not however find’ “itself in charge

v

of all educauonal R&D, as segments of the Office of Education main-

. tamcd l’esponarbrluy for R&D in handrcapped and’ vocauonal educa

s

I3

-

4

National Institute of- Neurologrcal and Commumcauvc DIS- B

3
§
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R uon and: for (hc two Education Pollcy Centers (as well as o:her "R&D o
e hkc programs) A-more specific focus on' the: Institute folrows. in the' e
+{  nextsection of this review, e c
: PR The Educational Amendments of 1974 created several new programs '
C ..+ but.are probably most: mteresnng for them rather precnse specifica-. ’
oo tions of priorities and activities for educauonal R&D.:What should be
" . clear is that.the’’ time from 1964 to the .almost present. has been one
of muluple lnluauves. ofsxmultaneous but not coordlnated goal scmng,»".&'f
. even if only looked at, wuhln federal ‘agencies sponsonng educauonal E
- U actividdes. : .
L At the hCIghl of tﬁé enthuslasm for organization bmldmg in the mid-.
gi . sixties, there were 20 ‘reg'lonal laboratories, 10 R&D: centers, and two
T -vocauonal educational. R8gD centers. ‘Today there are 18 institutions
'&om “this orlglnal set who are’ members of CEDdR “the. Council
: - . ]‘:for.EducauonalDevelopment and Resear;ch I addmdn. two:new uni
e 'verSuy Jbased centers have been, cfeated. One for “the study of Yeading” -
I ¢ : has beén. cs:abhshed at the Unwers\ty of Ninois at Urbana Champalgnf,
~ - and another for *the study of teaching™ has been set’ up at the Uni-
" versity of Mlchlgan Current discussion includes an, lnmauve 10 set up’ -
more reglonal laboratones. so that. carrently umerved areas of the
country will have orgamzauons in-their. region (Panel for the Rewcw
ofJ..aboratory and Ceniter Operations 1979).. - %~ .. R
~'It' was ngted at the outset that educauonal knowledge producuon is
Y T 'conducted in. four ‘organizational -forms, or settings.— by mdlv”du.nl
. ) '."'scholars. by “-unjversity- -based Centers, by non- university, non- prom“
- K nrgqmzauons (such as laboratories), and by *for prefit” orgamzauons
“The bulk'of the discussion has ceditered on the ﬁrst three.of these forms. -
3 “The fourth = mclud:ng publ\shlng houses, 't esung bureaus and indet s
=%y ‘pendent rcscarch firms = is clearly evident ip ‘the” ﬁeld but largely
' & unreported, ’hnanalyzed In’ very. recent timies,: some of: thesc—c g7
: '; the Educanonal Testing Servlce and related testing- agencnes have be-
gun to, come under pubhcscruuny. ev’cn legnslauve anack” W g
o Becausc tbe .emphasns in thls review'is s be on soc:al orgamzauons

N

orgamzanona1 ?answer"toknowledge producupnm educauon 'we all |-
* focus. ‘further discussiori Prlmanly on these orgamzauons and the. e:;
latedRegtonal Educanonal Laboratories. Before geumg more spec:ﬁc
a bnef look at the major fundlng agency is called for,.
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Itis federal fundmg. in the ‘main, ‘which sustains knowledge produx:uon
~in those forms Speufically dengned for that purpose. Although as-
 stated earlier, that federal: fundrqg is channeled “through at least half Lo
:a dozen agencnqs. the"’lead" Jundrng agency for education is the
'Nauonal Institute of Educauon It is the lead one in the sense that - .
it is the only. federal agency ‘whose mandate is solely to fund knowledge .
.. processes and’ products for the improvement.of education.” - . ™
" Establishedin’ 197§ the Institute was authorized to fund:and oversee -
educational knowledge producuon in the: university-based centers,
: regronal laboratoriesvand a number .of othcr individual,and small” -
group efforts. For Fiscal Xear 1979, the budget of the lnsmute whs S
583 1 million, (Report on Educalxon Research 1979, p. 4). "‘, G .
' Al that tim¢: and .to’ the ‘present,’ the Institute was orgamzed into P
three ma_|dr program areas: Program on Teaching and Lcarmng,
Program on' Educatiohal Policy and Organization; Program for Dis-
= semination and Improvement of Pracuce Each area:is headed by an - ]
.:T."Assocrale Diréctor who reports to the Director of the- Institiite."The o el
i Drrector is aided in program and P°hcy planmnzby the Nauonal Coﬁn- S B
‘cil'on Educational Research (NCER).. A e, .

Wuhm the three program areas, ‘the. drsmbuuon of the FY 79 budget o

was as foﬂows , y - ‘
,  Programon Teachlng .md Learnlng e '839'.6‘ million»g'_':_ . :;--'.,_ .

" Educational Policy and Orgamzauon : -~ 18.5 million. - v \
wy Drssemmauon and lmprovemcm of Pracuce ‘ 25 0 mrlhon cLoE ’ 3
Looklng at’the funds’ drsmbuted by the Instituté to varrous recrprems R .a, a

' shows the followrng S o S %.. o R RERTEE ‘
Type of Recxpxent . i T -
" Colleges and umv;rsmes I . $28.9 mrlllon
“Non- -profit orgamzauons S : 38 9 million - , _
Profit- malung drgamzatrons . B__mrllron' . : ,
* State and logal governments <. .. . 8.lg'mi'llionf_ '
o lndwrduals andother . .. v 1. 9millior'\ .;.',-"

From its start; the lnsmute has had a bumpy history.? The ﬁrst
- Dnrcctor of the lnsuuue Dr, Thomas Glennan, left that pou in Novem-
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ber’ 1974 having donc litle to convince Congrcss of thc lnsntutcs
ability. He was succeeded by Dr. Harold Hodgkinson, from June 1975
- to March 1977, who, in turn, was succeeded by Dr. Patricia Graham,
from September 1977 to May 1979. At present, while discussion centers
around the new Départment of Education and a reorganization of -
many educational funding units, the Institute is headed by an Acting
Director, Mr. Michael Timpane. _
Its frequent changes of leadership, and almost as frequcnt mternal.
reorganizations, haye created something less than a stable atmosphere
_within the Institute. However, the Institute itself was buffeged by its
surrounding environment., Perhaps most salient is the Institute's netd
to jusnfy a budget allocation on a yearly basis when many of the
“returns” from the knowledge it funds cannot be expected in short
order. Kowledge development and utilization frequently do not come to
“fruition within the confines, or according to the schedule, of the fiscal
year. Further, this is knowledge préduction for education — a complex,
fragmented, history-ladén, - politically active domain of American.
society. Therefore, injecting new ideas, proccdures or matcnals into
this domain is never a straightforward matter. This was an initial dis-
covery of those who shaped the R&D Centers Program — the first large
social organizations for knowledge production in educanon It is time
.to return to that Program. to see what becamc of it specxﬁcally~
since 1964. D

The R&D Centers Program and S
How it Grew: 1964-1979 - e

The ongms of this Program were, as dcscnbcd prcvnously. in legisla-
tion passed in the late 1950's. The first two Centers, at Eugene, Oregon
and Piusburgh, Pennsylvania, were set up in Spring of 1964. Listed
" below are the Centers established, their. dates of establishment (and
closing dates where apphcablc) " e : :

- Center ‘ S 'éaf

-1. Learning Research and Development Ccnter 1964- S
University of Psttsburgh o - B
2. Center for the Advanccd Study of Educanonal 1964- -
» » _'Administration . . : .
Umvemly of Oregon o : L S

-
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'3. Center for Research and Develop_mém in the - 1964-1968

Study of Individual Differencés ~ .
' Harvard University : : '
4. Center for Cognitive Learning © 1965~
- University of Wisconsin '
“=+~ 5. Center for the Study of Evaluation 1965-
' " University of California at Los Angeles 3 :
6. R&D Center for Educational Sumulauon ~ 1965-1971
University of Georgia -
7. R&D Center for Teacher Educauon 1965-
» . University of Texas -
“8. Stanford Center for R&D in Teachlng . 1965-
r Slanford University B
'9. Center for R&D in Higher Education - 1965-1975
 University of California at Berkeley oy '
" 10. Center for Urban Education: T 1965-1966 ' -
. .. NewVYork City (A consortium) C S
’ Became regional laboratory ! T 1967-1973
. 11. R&D Centeron Socnal Orgamzanon of oo 1965-
Schools ‘ ' '
john.s Hopkm.s University . i

In addition to-these university-based, mission onemed R&D centers
concentrating on various aspects of schoohng and learning, there were.
four other “university centers set up. The purpose: of each of lhese

was more focused: ~

1. Center for Occupational Education 1967—1'975
North Carolina State University B .
2. Center for Vocational and Technical - . 1967- -
Education - ® ' R
_. Ohio State University :
3. National Center for Higher Educauonal . 1967-
A . Management Systems ’ '
Western Interstate Comm:.mon on'
.. Higher Education .
4. National Program in F.arly Chlldhood ' 1968-1970
' Education S .
University of Illinois

: -

¢ .
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Cemral Atlantic Reglonal Educauonal . 1970-1973
. Laboratory o .
Demonstration and Rescarch Center for 1974-1975

Early Education at Peabody Umversuy
As can be seen above, of the original eleven mission-oriented centers,
seven remain. Of the original more focused centers, two remain. Two
new centers, at the Universities of. Mlchlgan and Illinois (menuoned
carlier), have been added

- o Beginning in 1966, the Regional Educauonal LaBoralorles were
\l?zi‘ished The purposes of these institutions, which were in all cases

on-university based, were to be two-fold: to-assess the needs-of thé

regions they:served and to connect these regional needs to the knowl-
- edge being produced in the R&D centers. The establishment -of the

-~

laboratorjes-was the first tangible recognition that R&D: centers could:

_not hope to perform all the funcuons orlgmally attributed 1o them.

~The program began as a network of 20 institutions blanket-

. ing the counuy (although regional boundaries did not
necessarily. follow. ‘State lines). The program came under
attack almost as soon as ‘it was started, projected -budget
growth failed to matenahze. .and within’a few years OE sup;

) port was withdrawn from a number of laboratories; the re-

—y gional network concept was thus destroyed . i . With Govern: "~

 ment encouragement, development came to be defined as the
central functional emphasis, and in' many cases the pro;-
grams became more national than regional (Palsley. Palaley )

_ and Shaplro 1976, p. 39) :

Of the twemy orlgrnal regronal laboralorles, elghl remain. A recent -

advisory group“to the National Institute of Education, the Lab and
Center Review panel, has recommended that the Institute ‘begin to

- plan’ for the creation of new laboratories to serve currently unserved

geographlcal areas of the nauon (Panel for the Revrew of Laboralory |

and Center Opcrauons 1979).

.~ Most university centers and all reglonal laboratories are members
of the Council for Educational Developmem and Research™a Washing-
ton, D.C. based organization.. Each institution belongmg to the Council -

Y
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is represented by a delegate, frequently the institution’s director,
and from among ‘this group the Council's Board and officers are
clected. The Council maintains an Executive Director and small staff
in Washington. This organization's primary activity over the years has .
been lobbying in Congress to secure and maintain funds for its member -
institutions. Its stipulated major function, coordination and-communi-
cation among the various institutions, is one it has tried to facilitate
in a number of ways — newsletters, substantive conferences, frequent
delegau; meetings, etc. How_ever, because of the uncertdémics‘ of fund--
ing over the'past several years, emphasis has been on ectnomics and
management rather than intellectual exchange. Further, the uncer-
.tainty. of funding led to an atmosphere more of competition'than of
collegiality among imany of these institutions, even though individual
scholars within them are in communication and sometimes collabora-
tion. In a stahle, more secure funding environment, it could be an-
ticipated that there would be an increase in substantive communica-
- tion and exchange among member organizations. ° ' '

. Growth and Change in the Knowledge
- Production Capacity for Education

.-

Despite the poor communication and coordination which currently
characterizes the group of Centers and. Laboratories as a whole,
positive signs of system-like growth can be detected. These include:
the development of new paradigms for educational knowledge pro-
duction, or the extension of .or borrowing from others ,of old ‘ones;
changes in standards of judgment; -system-like ‘growth and differen-
tiation (Salmon-Cox 1978a; Holzner and Salmon-Cox 1977, pp-.
88-100). R N o
The R&D Cehter Program was intended not just to produce spe-

cific innovations, but to impact the field, the field of educational re-
_search and the field of educational practice. The idea was to. provide:
“stfucture, leadership, and new, models and_standards of juﬁ'r::\T

. Starting with this last, standards‘of judgment, there are some interest-
ing indicators of the effectiveness’ of -the. R&D movement. Leaders

_ of laboratories and centers, and other institutionalized knowledge pro- -
ducing organizations have made prominent new standards of quality in
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applymg sc:enuﬁc concepts and meéthods .im, education. For example,

" it is an unquestioned part of the R&D .cycle that innovations — new

curricula or other newly developed products — will be pretested, sys- -
tematically developed, and evaluated, and that they will not be intro-
duced simply on the strength of enthusiastic commitment. This em-.
phasis un fairly specific:conceptions of- stahdards sets the knowledge
producing reform movement in education apart from other efforts to
improve American education as,’ for example. in the “free school’

. movemem : -

The systematic development of cur;lcula. of tests, of instructional

modules, of administrative innovations, has begun to have tracgable

effects within mdusrry, publishing houses, and among schools of educa-
tion, institutions training the next generauon of teachers and scholars.

A salient characteristic-of the knowledge production field in the past
fifteen years has been thie growing prominence of people in the fore-
front of the traditional behavioral science disciplines conducting work -

"~ of relevance and importance'to educational problems. It is these tra--
_ ditional disciplines, e.g., psychology. that are the custodians of standards -

and criteria of excellence in. scholarshlp And, it is through the in-
creased presence of researchers from thesc fields that scientific stan-

~dards have- be&ome the standards for educational _knowledge pro-

duction. .

What is s:gmﬁcam in these past ﬁfteen years ls the fostermg of
communication between the behavioral science disciplines and educa:
tion. It is possible to see now the changes which. have taken place,
when one compares the Centers currently, with their represéntation
from psychology and sociology and a few other disciplines, with the
rather parochial nature of educational knowledge producuon. at the
time the Centers were established. . :

It is an indicator of the better position of educauonal research as

an intellectual pursuit, that leading scholars in the behavioral/social

sciences now address questions of reading instruction or the measure-

"ment of school program effecuveness in jways: not prevrously under-

taken. - In addition, there is growing elidence of the. influence of
educational concerns on the baslc disciplines, on the way questions

“are asked or research designs are framed. 1t is interesting also that

there are areas in which the tradmonal experlmental design may now be
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seen by many as less than appropriate, e.g.:vjn many studies of school -

effectiveriess. Yet, the need to counter the experimental paradigm,

and the attempt to come up with an equally rigorous if different -
- design has, it is generally agreed, improved the quality of this whole

area of redearch. -

3

~ There are other structural changes as. well. In this vein, chang
in’the organization and functioning of the American Educational Re-
search Association, the professional organization which repr nts this

field, ‘can be taken as indicators of the effectiveness of the move to

bring $cienc9 to bear on educational concerns. These changes reflect
changes in knowledge production in'the field in general. As the field of
educational R&D has grown; so too has the Association — in its mem-

bership, its number of divisions, its annual meeting attendance. With- -

out enumerating these specifics, the important thing about the Assqcia-

tion, as".about the field in: general, has been its growth and its
* differentiation. In the past decade, the. Association has developed

more and more specialized divisions, special interest groups, and.a
larger and more diversified set of publications. - : R
The knowledge producing capacity for ‘education has grown tre-
“mendously sincé 1964 and has, in fact, developed a strong leadership.
It has developed a fairly differentiated structure, organizations of
~ several kinds to meet varying needs: labs and centers, information sys-
tems, and field based programs such as Follow Through, More sig-
+ nificantly, high standards and criteria of judgment have been set re-
garding scholarship and production. ' P
Any analysis of the current state must mention. the need for: in-

cluding a greater variety of the social sciences in the knowledge -
production process; working to build more extensive communication

between knowledge producers and school practitioners across the

country; working to better communicate the significance of work past

and- potential to-a larger segment of the American public. Yet, there

are indicators of: (1) systgm,growth; (2) systemic differentiation; -

(3) specialization . as well as of growing leadership “and, most im-

. portantly; (4) increased use of scientific standards of quality for knowl- -
. edge. production. These criteria are related both ‘to the initial goals

" and objectives of federal involvement in educational knowledge pro-
duction and to how one thinks about and characterizes growth and

. . .
. R X &
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.. development in a number of domains. The Centers Program, and the
establishment of the Regional Educational Laboratori¢s, have made -
possible this kind of maturing of the knowledge producing capacity. *

- This overview has not attempted to list or review the specific prod-

[ ucts of the Centers and Laboratories: That has been done elsewhere -

(National Institute of Education 1976).% Nor has it specifically ad-
 dressed the question of the quality of the organizations involved. That,
too, has been done elsewhere-(Panel for. the Review of Laboratory and

. Center Opcrations 1979). The discussion just ‘preceding is-as close to

_ assessment as this reviewer chooses to engage in. Namely, thefield as a

whole has matured and shows those positive signs of growth that one

‘would look for in a newly institutionalized knowledge domain:

: ;o
: - Concluding Tholghts
While knowledge production for education has along history, organiza-
tions for knowledge prodiction are new. The functional requisities of
s_uch'pt[pducxidn are a constant; while the activities associated with the
functiotis' to be fulfilled ‘will vary. (Discovefing the correct. quéstion
to 'pose ‘Will sometimes ensue from research, sometimes from develop-
‘ “ment,  sometimes from utilization.). At the present time, knowledge *
. produttion is being pursued by individuals, small groups and large .
o organizations. The armchair planner can even conceive of forms as - '
. A yet untried. But the major point is that given the existing forms, a
o system-like configuration has emerged but with insufficient channels for
coordination and communication. R ' a
Any review of the history of American education shows clearly’
e A enough the impossibility of centralizing the direction or content of
" schooling. It is a political, not an intellectual, impossibility. (Text-.
. book publishers have for some time givqii more commonality to Ameri-
can'education than many are aware.) It is no more politically -nor:
. iqtellcctually desirable to centralizé the direction of knowledge produc-
_tion. This is especially true in fields, e.g., the study of how children™
learn, so new: that competing scientific theories hold equal and strong -
- weight. - s SR R
Rathicr what is needed at the current time is two-fold. First, there is a
need for better understanding (on the part of all involved) of the nature
_of the knowledge production process. Research and development are

35
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cyclical processes, each contributing to and being enhanced by the
~other, in a fashion which is characteristic of all efforts to improve
.professional practice through science and technology -There must be
maintained a necessary balance between what is scientifically and tech-
nically-feasible and what it is that society needs and demands. Certdin

times and_particular kinds of problems necessitate large-scale product

deyelopment. Other times, and for other kinds of problems, product
development must await basic research the dlscovery of new knowl-
edge. : ‘
Second, there is an urgent ‘need for coordmauon and further inter-
hange among those already engaged. This lmerchange must occur
more frequently both within the knowledge producing domain itself -
. betwgen lndmduals. orgamzauons, professional associations — and bc-

tween that domain and,those “leading” the enterprise from- posmons -
within bureaucracies, pnmanly federal. More conscious auenuon must

be paid, by the professionals in the field, to- the shapmg of policies
affecting them. More mutual education — of bureaucrats, of re-
‘searchers, of practicing professionals — must be engaged in it problem
solving strategies and. problem definitions are to be communicable and

rational to.all concerned. A better mesh is called for between the view

of those producing knowledge about what is feasible and important,
and the view of those using that knowledge apd funding that produc-
" tion. All of this would be vastly facilitated by a climate of some finan-
cial ‘security. It cquld be aided as well by dynamic guidance from
the'major sponsors. 1t is nécessary now that strong, articulate leadcrshlp

&

emerge from within federal agencies: to encourage the use of what is '.

~ now known. to enhance current knowledge production capacities; 10’

~ anticipate the needs of the 21st century and; together with -producers
in the field, to seek to |mprove educauon for the next gcnerauons of
learners. :

NOTES

- "°n

1 A most elllclenl overview ol the development of the Bureau is contained

in Gideonse's account in Bureau of Research, Office of Education (1969).
This, in turn, credits Lawrence Cremin’s work in-L: Crdnbach and Patrick

Suppes (1969). The brief discussion here relies heavlly on both of lhese re-__

z vlews. as well as a lew other sources.

."sr )
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. 2. This author 'waa pleased to discover this linkage In one, quick reference
as, at least in her reading, this is not widely reported. Discussions of .’
mental' tesilng and progressive education always seem to be couched in

polarities, 'yet there are clearly .some philosophlcal underpinnings which
are simllar. Discovering James at the root of each was a pleasant con-
firmation. - .

3 T

3. However, Cremin casts doubt on whether o not much that was scien:

tifically controlled did occur(Cronbach and Suppes 1969, pp. 50-51).

4. This_survey approach is related to similar monliorlnglevaluation proce-

ures developed and used in business settings at the time. As did people
"’in other kinds of-institutions, public school officials, too, began to talk of
concepts such as “producllvlly." “return on investment,” /lc The taking
of a survey of pertinent Information is one methodology suiled to such
concerns.. L : ~

. 5. For example, the State of New York has recenlly passed conlroversial.'

“truth- ln-lesling" Ieglslallon and other states may lollovv

6. This llgure "and those to follow are from Reporr on }ucailon Reseamh
(January 24, 1978, p. 4).. o !

7. For an indepth analysle of the origins and first years ol the lnslliule. .
" se0 Lee Sproull, Stephen Weiner and David Woll (1978). Also see Arthur

E. Wise(1 976). -

‘8. Also available from the Nallonal lnsmule of Educahon are the regular

Milestone Reports of all funded organizations which cover research and

. development outcomee every slx monihs .
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