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"Lessons Learned: Federal Policy Making and the Education

Research_cbmmunity"

>,
(Remarks prepared for delivery to the American Educational
Research Association, April 7, 1988, New Orleans, Louisiana,
oy Chester £. Finn, Jr., Assistant Secretary for Research &

Improvement and Ccunselor to the Secretary, U.S. Departmant of
Education.)
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The assigned title of this session is a ]ittle ampiguous,
so let me not be. I will focus on policy making in regard to
education research (and related mattars), not the bearing of
research on federal policy making in general or even on tne
making of federal education. poiicy.

My intention is to ruminate and refilact, candidly but I
nope constructively, after almost three vyears in this post and
nearly two decades gpent stepping in and out of the
intersection betwsen federal policy and education research.

Let me commence by taking stock of some of the changes we
have witnessed during these past three vears in the Office of
Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) which, for better
or woi'se, remains the only unit in the federal government that
is explicitly dedicated to the collsction and analysis of -
information and the support of systematic inquiry about
education.

Fiscal matters first. Last week I appeared for third time
before the House Appropriations Committee. For third time I
asked--as, for the third time, the President has asked in his
buiget submission--for an increase 1in funding for aducation
research and statistics. For Fiscal ‘89 we have requested $81
million--some $21 million more than the amsunt that had been
appropriated for the fiscal year I arrived in the middle of
(FY'85) and some $24 million more than we were actually able
to spena in the sequester vear of Fiscal '86. I don't want to
break my arm patting our team on the back but i this field,
to paraphrase Senator Dirksen, $21 million here and $24
million -there and pretty soon you're talking about "real
money® . ’

It is obviously too soon to know what Congress will wo
with our FY'89 budget submission, the largest administration
budget request for these activities since 1381. But ut me

k remind you of what happened the first two times we ran around
this barn. For .FY'87 we got none of the additional funds we
requested for the purposes for which we requested them, though
$4 million we had not asked for was tacked onto the
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appropriation for a so-called "rural initiative", these funas
restricted. to the Regional Educational Laboratories. Save for
that addition, the research and statistics account was
level~fun-e~d.

For FY'88, there was good news on the statistics and
asseésmpnt side of OERI, an appropriation of almost $21
million, up from about $14 million for these activities the
pPrevious year, a boost of 48 percent, the first ’
non-incrementa! 1increase in memory for federal education
data-gathering. As for the rest of the request, however, fapr
from the increaso we had asked for, we experienced a painfu)
cut. The labs aisconded with another $3.8 million for another
instaliment of the “rural initjative”, even as the tota)
appropriation for the non-statistical part of our agency (what
I sometimes stil} think of as the “old NIE" part) was preduced
$2.1 million below the President’'s request. The upshot of the
rural sarmark and the reduced totail was--is, for this is the
fiscal year that we're now in the middie of--the most severely
strapped funding situation in a long time.

Turning next to matters structural: as is wel) known,
Secretary BSennett reorganized OERI in the summer of '85,

amalgamating them into what we tarmed the "New OERI".

Congress ratified this ¢rrangement, first by not undoing the
administrative recrganization during the period when it might -
have objected and then by incorporating our design into the
Higher Education Amendments of 1986. All was finally stable,

we supposed. And fir about two Years this was indeed so. But

no longer.

A week ago, the Senate~House conference committes putting
the finishing touches on this year's omnibus
e]emenéaﬁ?/secondary legislation also mada a huge change in
OERI's structural arrangements. Qur statistics unit is to be
broken off into a semi-—-autonomous agency, called (once again)
the National Center for Education Statistics. It is to hava
its own oresidentialiy-appointed commigsioner; its own
procurement, personnel and publishing authorities; and a
separate line in the Department's salary and eaxpenses budgect.
In truth, the organizational trappings are almost identical to
those of the NIE, though this time they pertain to the
statistical rather than the research side of the houss.

It isn't just the structure that is similar. I'm struck,
too, by ‘the paralielism of the underiying motives, which
appear nearly didentical to those that sixteen vyears ago Jed to
establishment of the NIE: a desire for the function embodied
in the new agency to have higher status, greatep visibility,
more resources, and thicker insulation from political
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influence. I'11 return to some of these issues Jater. For now

let me s8imply note that what has for saveral) vears been a
reascnably’ stahle organizational structure is about to be
massively disrupted once more.

As for the substance of the statistica) enterprise, the
past several years have seen a virtual renaissance. (In
fairness, it shouid be noted that some of the most needed
changes had been launched by Emerson Elliott and his team in
the months before I arrived on the scene.) We have overhaulad
virtually all the agency’'s basic data systems; accellerated
the collection, analysis and publication of statistical
information; filled some of the worst data gaps (or at least
set into motion sequences that will lead to their being filled
auring the next few years); and made huge strides in terms of
quality control.

On the assessment front we've made good progress, some of
it embodied in new NAEP provisions agreed to by the
aforementioned Senate-House conferees. These provisions pick
up most of the recommendations of the Alexander~James task
force pertaining to the overhaul of "the Nation's Report
Card", including wider subject coverage, new governance
arrangements and the beginnings of state-by-state azsessments.
Additionally NAEP has moved into previously unexplored
sub.jects; has jade good progress in "scaling" its data to -
facilitate th. examination of trends-over-time;: and has
considerably improved the dissemination--and
intelligibilty--of its reports. _

Turning now to the "research and improvemsnt" portions of
the enterprise, our Office of Research is presently
administering 19 research czenters, ten of them begun (or
renewad) & few months after I arrived in 1985 and seven of
them the products of competitions since then. Two more center
competitions are now underway, one having to do with
techno-logy,. . the other with school leadership. And our FY'89
budget redquest contemplates two more competitions, a largish
center to examine the effective schooling of disadvantaged
youngsters and a smaller one in civics and citizenship
education that is intended to join the five subject-matter
centers that we launched (on our own or jointiy with the Arts
Endowment) during FY'87. (The Humanities Endowment has Just
funded a research canter in history. So the civics/citizenship
center we're planning will actualiy bring the government-wide
total to seven.)

in addition to centers, the Office of Research is now
running.the third consecutive field-initiated research grants
competition, something we were able to revive in FY'86 after
several years of dormancy. It is now mandated by law at half a
million dollars a’ year minimum funding, but we were able to
spend a bit more than that on it in each of the two previous
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‘vears. I don't expect that to be the case in FY'88, due to tne
sxtreme tightness of our financial sfituation, but the
administrition's FY'89 request again seeks a full million
dollars.- )

We 3l1so revived the idea of research fellowshins and were
able to support a votal of twelve such out of FY'86 and '87
funds . “We had conducted the competition and peer review
process for the FY'88 crop and had some superb candidates
ready to fund but were forced to abort this becauss of
insufficient appropriations. )

Perhaps the other accompiishment ‘of which I'm proudest,
these past three vears, is the considerable progress we've
made in transiating research findings (and statistica)
analyses) into English and getting them into the hands of
individuals who might benefit from them. You're probably
familiar with the What Works publications, the two editions of
which have now been distributed to the tune of 575,000 copies
since March, 1986. But you may not know that OERI has itself
produced a total of 269 publications of various kinds bastween
July 1885 and this week. Nearly 200 more are being drafted,
edited or are en route to the printer. Additionally, our inajor
institutional grantees and contractors (centers, lzbs, ERIC
clearinghouses, NAEP, etc.) have published upwards of 1500
more during the same period.

Implicit in this much-enlarged set of translation-and-
dissemination activities is a change in OERI's basic strategy,
indeed 'a chahge in the very definition of our “constituency”.
Much as 8111 Bennett has recast the Department's constituency,
construing it as education-minded citizens rather more than
education institutions and practitioners, so have we in OERI
significantly widened our own conception of our clientels. It
no longer consists wholly of scholars, analysts and
information-gatherers. It now consists at least as much,
perhaps even. more, of information users—-the practitioners,
policv-makers, Journalists, parants and citizens who crave
more prompt, reliable data and more pertinent, intelligibie,
practicable research findings. At least that Y8 our intention
and our goal. And if that entails a partial shift of resour=es
from the conduct of new research to the explication and
dissemination of sound research already “on the shelf", so be
it. We'd 1ike to do more of both, of course, but resources are
tight. :

I could rattle on, boasting of minor improvements in the
ERIC system; of several new programs that we're administering;
of a systematic OERI-wide peser review policy that is now
supported by a computerized reviewer bank that presently
contains the names and specialties of nearly two thousand
individusls who consented to participate in it. I could tell
vyou of the first-esver systematic. evaluaticn of the regional
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laboratories. Of some real'y terrific conferences. Of a coupie
of grants competititions. that I'm pleased with in areas such
as reading.and literacy research and the development of
indicators. for the assessment of higher education. Of some
additional work on the international front.

:Bgt encugh. Let me instead move into a discussion of some
of ‘what 'dqesn’t satisfy me about OERI's curront situation and
of some worrisome signs and portents I see of things to come.

. For all practical purposes, the non-statistics par: of
OERI is today just a pipeline carrving funds for major
institutional recipients, namely centers, labs and the various
pieces of the ERIC system. In the present fiscal vear, out of
a total appropriation of $46.6 million for everything except
statistics and assessment, only $2.3 .million--about five
percent--is not going to those three groups of entities. This
is peanuts. It is derisory. It is essentially non-existent.
And it has a grave consequence. Except for our miniscule
fiesld-initiated competition, I would have to say that this
year, unless you are a center, a lab or an ERIC clearinghouse,
there is nothing for you in OERI. If 4t isn’t done through
something called a center, <there is no research we can
commission or support. We have no ability to respond to
people’'s ideas and initiatives. And if it isn't done via a
lab or ERIC, no matter how important it is, we can't support
its development or dissemination, either.

I'11 leave for another day my detailed appraisals of
ERIC, of labs and of centers. The three categories are quite -
different from one another, of course, and it isn’t right to
lump them together. Each has some virtues; each has some
frailties: each is powarfully resistant to chzdging its
accustomed practices or emphases, however antiquated these may
be; yet each has done some good. My point for now is simply
that our portfolio is woefully unbalanced. No other federal
researcn'aqepcy channels anything approaching this fraction of
its total funding through large, durable institutional
arrangements. In fact, I'd go so far as to say that under
these® circumstances 0OERI doesn't really qualify as a research
agency; it is more accurately described as a conduit for
moriies earmarked by Congress for a handful of specified
institutional clients and dependents.

Any sizable, durable institutional funding arrangement
has certain inherent drawbacks. It is apt to be cautious
rather than risk-taking; it is apt to be mainstream in its
thinking rather than bold or agnostic; it is apt to be located
in illustrijous and well~-established insticutions rather than
lesser known or newer places: similarly, it is apt to be led
by the lords and barons of whatever the particular field of
endeavor is, rather than by mere knights, let alone
footsoldiers. It is, in short, not a bad deal for the
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‘maintenance of familiar practices, familiar faces and familjar
ideas. It 9s.a far less satisfactory arrangement for fogtering
innovation, iImagination or unconventional approaches. If you
share my-view that.practical1y the entire field of education
needs a jot more® of the latter than it is getting, you can
begin ‘to see® why I think it is dysfunctional to rely entirely
on'312551o, durable institutiona) arrangements when it comes
to R& D work in this field.

Yet as the research, development and dissemination money
is forced into these institutional channels, and as the
statisticsxand~assossment Rart of the enterprise is made
organizationally separate from the research part, the ressarch
part. becomes ever more vestigial. It may- be. that tomorrow's
OERI will '‘most accurately be described as a vibrant and
skilled statistics and asssessment .agency attached to a small
check-writing machine that is Programmed annually by Congress
to write a certain number of checks to research centers, a
certain number to regional labs and a certain number to ERIC
clearinghouses.

This diminished and cramped version of the government's
primary education research agency has several msjor defects.
The most obvious, of course, is that all kinds of potentially
important research and resear~chers will have nowhere to turn
for support. Excopt for a couple of valiant private
foundations, OERI has been, to all intents and purposes, the
only place there is to 'go with a project or idea that isn't
particularly mission-related, that is offbeat or
Unconventional, or that doesn't fit into a trendy subject or
large scale research center. Insofar as OERI lacks the
capacity to function that way, and I am saying to you that it
already lacks most of that capacity, something of significance
is lost to the entire field.

Another inexcrable consequence will be the steady erosion
and eventual.disappearance of any real protessional research
competencs and intellectual capability within the agency
itself. The agency will be Tobotomized, since checkwriting
machineés don't need staffers with scholariy credentials, keen
intellects, skilled pens, or interesting idsas. The
colleagueship between government staff and professionals in
the field will dissipate. A “taur in Washington", at least a
tour at OQOERI, will not be a worthwhile experience for
education scholars and thinkers. We have a number of superb
scholars ahd: thinkers in OERI today. But why will their 1ika
want to come in the future?

What is more, as the agency becomes “wholly owned" by its
institutional clfents and their Congressional godfathers, it
loses any real constituency elsewhers. In time it loses +ts
legitimacy. It becomes thought of as “that place that doles
out money to 30 or 40 identifiable institutions" rather than

\
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‘an .agency that supports able scholars with fiuteresting ideas.
‘Can this degenorative process be arrested? Or is the
disease so .far advanced that all we can reasonably hope for is
to keep the ' patient from suffering needless pain? Can the
gloomy picture I've sketched be fundamentally altered? I
observe that it has been going .on for quite some time, long

‘before; the.Finn or Bennett or Reagan eras. What gripes and

saddens me is that we haven't bsen able to arrest it. No, we
still haven't quit trying; the FY'89 budget now before
Congress includes some $8.1 million for projects, pregrams and
activities (on the “research side" of the house) that are not
centers, labs or ERIC clearinghouses. This would be a
significantly better balanced portfolio than today’'s. 8ut we
said that of our FY'88 submission, too, and ended up with the
one we're holding now!

I do not believe that anothar organizational
rearrangement would make a difference, and I doubt that the
forthcoming change of administration will, either, no matter
who is elected. I think the problems go deeper than the kind
that can be solved by moving the furniture around or changing
the names of the people sitting in it. )

Gloomy though I am on this front, somsthing el1se has been
going on in recent years that I find both comforting and
alarming, if such is possible. Even as the part of the
Education Department that is explicitly devoted to education
resarch has been shrinking, larger (and costiier) quantities
of research and research-like activity have been undertaken
slsewhere in the Department and in several other agencies as
well. It you look across the whole Department, it turns out
that some $123 million was spent on "research and development”
in FY'87, of which OERI accounted for Just $28 million. The
biggest research funder by far was the National Institute on
Disability and Rehabilitation Research; and in third place,
right beh+¥nd-OERI, was "education of the handicapped”
research. This means that the Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitation Services (OSERS) administered some $73 million
in research funds in FY'87, about 2.5 times as much as OERI
did. Other Education Dapartment units and programs that spent
upwards of $2 million in research and development were
vocational education, bilingual education, the Chapter I
evaluation, and Gallaudet University. Three others were
between one-and two miliion dollars. And the FY'88 figures,
when fullw=-tabulated, will be Targer still.

Misofﬁn-ro1atpd education research is. thriving. Thesa
programs, unliike OERI's, get appropriations larger than their
budget  requests. There is also mission or ‘subject-specific
education research being supported by other federal agencies.
The- Nc~tional Scierce Foundation is much the largest. The arts
and humunities endowments have related projects azs well. And
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tucked away in various corners of other zgencies are projects
and studies that at least bear on various aspects of
education. .

This 18 qgood--good for the agencies that get <important
and needed work done, good for tne researchers who have more
than.oqo window to 1ine up at, and in time presumably good for
the field of education as well, since more will be Tearned
apout a number of important matters. 8ut mission-orientad
research is a mixed blessing. It leaves gaps and lacunae,
uniess one assum#s (as I do not) that the missions of the
several federal funding agencies add up to all the significant
research needs of the field. Mission-oriented ressarch may be
singularly unresponsive to nove. approaches, to little-known
scnolars and to heterodox conclusions. Its quality control may
be uneven, since what passes for peer resview may entas]
primarily scrutiny by aficionados of the mission.

Still, we need to recognize that federal support of
education research is today most robust in those places where
it isn't labelled educational research gua research but,
rather, organizad inquirv in relation to specified programs,
probliems, goals and missions.

Why thie should be so is best explainad, I believe, in
terms of the utilitarian culculus that practitioners and
policymakers habitually apply to education research--and the
resolute refusal of most researchers. to accept this. In spite
of decades of trying, our field has not yet succeeded in )
persuading many pecpie (save for our own fraternity members, -
of course) that education research is valuable or worthwhile
except in situations where its work is palpably joined (in
wavs that any layman can understand) to “real 1ife" issues,
problems and dilemmas. Education research has always had to
thread jits way between the Scylla of "obscure, recherche and
trivial" and the Charybdis of "obvious, commonsensical and
salf-avidene). It hasn't done well at this. Mission-1inked
research is probably the best situated to appear worthwhile,
useful, relevant vet also a bit mysterious. Because it is
nearly always "applied" research (or development), it is also
the most apt to be picked up and used by practitioners and
policymakers. '

Yet I'm reluctant to gettle for an exclusive diet of
missionsrejated education research, and I rather suspect that
others in the field are even more reluctant. Significant
issues and.authentic problems will go unexamined and
interesting. leads unexplored, countless hypotheses unexamined.
Scholars know this, and are apt to care. But who, if anyone,
outside "the f{eld" also cares about such matters? Here we
begin to get to the bad naws that I'm bearing today. Though a
handful of thoughtful association leaders are conscientious
advocates and sophisticated consumers =--Al Shanker, Scott

\



Thomssty and Sam Sava come to mind, as do Tom Shannon and
Gordon Ambach--there is no keen appatite "out there" in most
of the education world for more or better researchk. It isn't
that people are -opposed; ask them straight out if they think
that it would be a good idea to devote more resources to
educatipn research and they're almost sure to respond in the
affirmative.- But this is the "motherhood and apple pie*
response, and is not matched by any overpowering impulse to do
anytbing-~either to see that resources are furnished so that
more- and petter research can be done or to make conscientious
use of the results of that which already has been done.

I'm not going to belabor this point or try very hard to
prove jt. It is well understood by evervone in Wazshington and
by practically everyone 'in the field of education, if not in
this association. And it is a situation that hasn't
fundamentally changed in decades. Except that matters have
worsened as it has become clearer that the primary advocates
ana supportars of education ressarch are education
reésearchers.

In this respect education resemblas the law more than
medicine. In law, so far as I can tell, practitioners and
policvmakers are largely oblivious to what emerges from the
research carried out by law school professors; save for ths
occasional citation of a law review article that is
encountered now and again in the footnotes of court decisions,
the research train and the practice train are running on
different tracks. And I do not think it coincidental that
there is very little government funding of legal ressarch,
inasmuch as its principal consumers and beneficiaries appear
to be those who are engaged in its production.

In medicine, by contrast, practically the entire field of
practice has evolved into conscientious consumers of ressarch
findings. So, in many respects, has the general media, the
poiicy-making community, perhaps sven the public~at-~large. Not
only do the doctors subscribe to and read the research
Journals in their f{eld, but often en route to the office 4n
the morning I hear on the regular radio news an account of
some research findings being reported in the latest adition of
the New England Journal of Medicine. When is the last tims you
heard the network news summarize a study from an AERA journal?
Or even-from the Phi_Delta Kappan? ,

It will be said by some in the fiwld, and indeed has been
written by some: present and former AERA presidents, that part
of my Job-and Secretary Bennett's job is to be effective
salesmen for education ressarch, so effective that
practitioners will begin to fall all over themselves in their
eagerness to put its findings into practice, so effective that
members of Congress will vie with one another to lavish funds
on it. Well, I don't propose to be defensive or to dwell on

\
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this. I will merely assert that we have done what we could to
foster the demand for and the appreciation and utilization of
education research. Wy have also labored to expand its supply
by our efforts to obtain additional resources with which to
underwrite its production. Perhaps more couid have been dona
out I'Q damned if I know what or how.

There_is an assumption among at Jeast part of this
organization’'s leadership that perhaps the next team will fare
better; that they will be somehow less political, more
lovable, more inclined to utter mild amiabilities, better
disposed toward the education establishment, or more kindly
toward the acadgemic community in general, or at least better
1iked on Capitol Hi]1. Perhaps this will turn out to be so.
And perhaps its being sc will lead to a golden age of federal
support for education research. And if you seriously beljeve
this, there are a couple of bridges across the Potomac that
you might also 1ike to consider purchasing.

To sit around waiting for the next team to reach the
arena is simply naive. The problem this field facus in
washington is not a dearth of advocates and spokesmen in the
executive branch, nor is it Republicans or conservatives.
Consider the recent remarks of William A. (Buddy) Blakey, a
liberal Democrat, now a senior aide to Senator Paul Simon and
formerly ths Deputy Assistant Secretary of H.E.W. for
education legislation during the paimiest, most liberal, most
Democratic days of the Carter administration: “If you Jeave
researchers to their druthers, " Blakey observes, "“They will
come up with largely an +irrelevant research agenda. Congress
still believes education research is more contemplative of the
nave’l than anything that will benefit education".

I don't think he is wrong, much as I wishk he were. I'm
not qoing to bestow any "Golden Fleece Awards” here, but will
admit that I winced a bit the other day when someone passed me
an education- journal article entitled "Does Coungsselor Bady
Posture Make a Difference?" with the suggestion that this is
typical of education research. The imporcant point today,
however, is not what I think. It is that influential folk on
Capito]l Hil1l believe these aliaegations to be true, and those
folk will be in their Jjobs long after I'm gone from mine.

All of this says to me that proceeding in the now
familian npde is not going to yield any dramatic change in the
reputation or prospects of sducation research in Washington.
No matter what 1 Say to you today, the AERA is not apt to
emerge as a potent lobbying force; it never has been; and I
don't be#lieve that deep down its leaders want it to be. In any
case, s0- long as the modal response of the AERA leadership to
a problem in Washington is to put a letter in the mail. it
will continue to be ineffectual NO matter how srudite or
wel]-informed its letter-writers may be. (Most of those
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missives, incidentally, arrive long after ths mattei is
settled.) . Méanwhile, the representatives of institutional
interests are all over Corgress (and sometimes the executive
branch as well), earmarking this, satting-aside that,
restricting the other, blocking unwanted changes, preserving
the status quo--and funding it more generously. The AERA iz up
in the bleache's clapping--or hissing--while everyone else is
down playing on the field.

What is needed now is something on the order of a
paradiagm shift. Ws need a new way of thinking about education
research, at least in relation to the federa] government. And
I believe that the way may be pointed by the relative success
of mission-related research, with its inherent appeal to the
vtilitarian mind and its eminent practicality.

Whit if we stopped talking about education research qua
research. Just stopped talking about it. Let us quietiy
acknowledge that virtually nobody outside this organization
much cares about its fate and that those who do care are
unable to do much about it. Let us instead jdentify the
real-world problems that we might be able to help solve, the
programs that we might be able to improve via enhanced
knowlaedge and clearer understanding, and the interests that we
might fruitfully ally oursel’ -~ with. Le us, in effect,
redefine the constituency of education research (as OSRI has
redefined its constituency) to consist in large measure of
potential users and consumers rather than fel]low scholars. Let
usefulness and practical value, rather than Journal citations
and tenure decisions, become our dominant criteria. And let
them also dictate our funding strategies.

Ahat would that mean in practice? As regards federal
funding, it might, for example, mean building into the major
“action" programs some modest earmarks or sgtasides --onw
perceny, half a percent--for related studies, evaluations and
systeamatic inquiries. What are the issues embaedded in those
programs, and of concern to the people served by those
programs, that would benefit from experimentation, evaluation,
analysis? Reasonable questions, no? But, of course,
researchers have no automatic “claim” on these resources. We
must first make common -cause with governors and chief state
school officers, with teacher organizations and school board
associations, with state legislators and vocational educators,
with principais and supsrintendents, with private schools and
community celleges. The 1ist is familiar enough. Making
common cause with them carries with it the possibility of
becoming passangers on their trzins rather than continually

; trying to attach an engine to our own caboose.

This is not a new idea. The AERA itself began
canvers: 2fons with some other education groups durina Lauren

2nich’s distinguished year as Association president. It was
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a good start. It has not, however, been followed through on.
I['m not sure why. The association has lapsed back into a mode
of griping, lamenting, kvetching--and writing those belated
letters.

I don't know for sure that education researchers are
willing.'to pay the price associated with "making common
cause’. It s non-trivial. It includes having much more of the
research agenda built around practical, “"real world" issues of
immediate interest to practitionars and policy makers. It
entails stricter timetables, even deadlines--things not
necessarily congenial to the rhythms of scholarship. It means
writing up one’s results in plain €nglish; drawing their
practical implications in even plainer English; publishing
them in places where they have a chance of being seen by
practitioners arid policy-makers:; even providing "technical
assistance" to some of those Practitioners and policy-makers.

Shocking to contemplate, isn’‘t it? And that is wny I
find it entirely plausible that the education research
community would rather maintain its purity and preserva its
traditional culture, even though that 1ikely destines most of
its members to relative poverty, obscurity and irrelevance.
Those at the pinnacie of the field wil) fare satisfactorily;
80 will those with godfathers: and those in wealthy,
illustrious institutions. They will either get support for
their work from federal sources or they will get it from
nonfederal sources. They'll endure. ’

But others=-younger. less Tuminous, Jess well connected,
less well placed, with more esoteric or more philosophical
interests--won't fare well at all. They don't today. They
won't tomorrow. Unless thev are willing to make some of these
tradeoffs and take the associated risks.

If this strategy succeeds, in time it could also foster a
‘modest rebirth of more fundamental research, tucked aviay
within--and shielded by--the mission-related work. For whon
there is a sizable research enterprise with a solid reputation
for usefulness, timelinsss and practicality, it becomes far
easier to persuade the constituents of that enterprise to
devote a fraction of its funds and energies to looking further
down the road, laying the groundwork for imaginative solutions
to tomorrow's probleme rather than grappiing only with
today's! At.that peint, a federal agency-—-or agencies--with
broader, less prescriptive and more ktasic agendas would have
reasonable prospects for success.

One cannot. be certain that the "common cause" strategy
will work. The researchers, as I have said, may want nothing
to do with 4t. The prospective allies and putative
beneficiaries may-spurn all overtures, too, quite possibly
because the record to date gives them scant basis for
expecting sufficient returns on the enerqgy and rescources that
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would need to be invested.

. OERI .has. some relsvant expe~ience here, though, that I
find generally heartening. Our incieasingly close
collabarative efforts with such organizations as the National
Governors Association and the Council of Chief State School
Officers seem to me to prove that such .joint ventures can be
mutually. beneficia? I am heartened as well by our ability to
work with a network of urban school superintendents, and with
state higher educatior officials. Similarly, when we publish a
"translation” of research into English and thousands of coupies
are reproduced and distributed by the A.F.T. and by school
superintendents in places l1ike St. Paul and San Diego, one can
sense the appetite out there for good information,
intelligibly presented.

I find it odd, and a l1ittle paradoxical, that ag OERI has
been dwindling it has also been demonstrating the possibility
of renewal and even rebirth. Maybe I'm Just dizzy from the
fact that spring has arrived and the Passover and Easter
seasons always rekindle one's awareness that winter 4isn’'t
permanent after all. 1 hope that turns out to be true of
egucation research as well. The ice and snow have bsen
accumulating for far too long.
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