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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE OFFICE OF EDU-
CATIONAL RESEARCH AND IMPROVEMENT
(OERID)

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 26, 1989

House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBcoMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION,
CommrTTEE ON EDUCATION AND LALOR,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 15:05 a.m., in Room
2257, Rayburn House Office Building Hon. Major Owens [Chair-
man] presiding.

Members present: Representatives Owens, Martinez, Payne,
Bartlett, Ballenger, Smith, and Williams.

Staff present: Maria Cuprill, Wanser Green, Laurence Peters,
Sally Lovejoy, and Ricardo Martinez.

irman OWENS. The hearing of the Subcommittee on Select
Education will come to order. The question for today’s hearing is
whether the priority setting, the guidelines, the competitive process
for the funding of 12 proposed research and development centers,
constituting nearly 80 percent of OERI's budget for center-based re-
z?;at;ch, provide an adequate response to the pust-Charlottesville re-
The extent of the problems we face in education is dramatic, and
they demand that we turn into reality the Bush summit communi-
que’s bold language: “The time for rhetoric is past; the t.me for
performance i¢ now.” The closing summit statement acknowledges
that federally-sponscred research, development, and dissemination
can help provide the fuel for the “educational perestroika” the
Nation needs.

There is a clear and present danger that the research and devel-
opment agenda for education in America is again being trivialized
l‘?’r a process that is far too petty for the important task at hand.

e see evidence aguin of an academic and partisan incest that will
rob the Nation’s decision-makers of a vital research and develop-
ment system needed to reform and transform the policies, practices
and outcomes of the education effort across the Nation.

The OERI has launched an effrrt guided by sincere tunnel vision
at best and Republican Party e..ctoral strategy at worst. In addi-
tion to being short-sighted and conventional, this funding process is
laced with a cyanide of partisan slogans selling the concept of
“‘choice,” a bright idea witli\)ano scientific validation.

This rush to embrace one party’s packaging for an education pro-
gram threatens all legitimate efforts to establish a productive Fed-
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eral research and development effort. None of the taxpayers’ dol-
lars should be spent on research where the results are dictated or
insinuated in advance.

Priority setting for research must be as objective and as far
above suspicion as possible. A noa-partisan or bi-partisan effort is
an absolute necessity in this area if we are to gain a more realistic
level of appropriations for this critical function. These guidelines
and this process for the funding of research centers are not details
which should be left to staff. This hearing is not an attempt to mi-
cromanage for the executive branch of government.

On the contrary, if we fail to establish a reputation for integrity
and credibility in this ¥rocess now; if we fail to set a new prece-
dent, all future ho or a positive revamping and expansion of
the research and development system will be threatened. At the
Charlottesville summit, the President and the governors, in their
joint statement, opened a door of opportunity, and I quote from the
Joint statement at Charlottesville:

“The Federal Government’s financial role: state and local gov-
ernments provide more than 90 percent of education funding. They
should continue to bear that lion’s share of the load. The Federal
financial role is limited and has even declined, but it is still impor-
tanc.

“That role is: to promote national education equity by helping
our poor children get off to a good start in school, giving disadvan-
taged and handicapped children extra help to assist them in their
school years, ensuring accessability to a co ege education, and pre-
paring the work fo1. - for jobs; and second, to provide research ¢ 1
development for programs that work, good information on the real
Ferformance of students, schools, and states, and assistance in rep-
Slggeusxg, successful state and local initiatives all across the United

If either OERI or the Congress is timid or partisan-minded in ap-
proaching this door of opportunity, the door will probably close and
not reopen for a long time.

In little over a decade, American schools and colleges will be en-
tering the 21st century ill-equipped to take on the challenges of
global economic competition. If present trends continue, mary stu-
dents of the next century will continue at risk for educational fail-
ure. Over 50 percent of the students in the inner cities will drop
out. Many more will be inadequately prepared fcr entrance into a
more highly-skilled job market.

ederally-sponsored research and development must provide the
foundation for more effective educational environments for our
[\;g:ng people. Yet, our commitment to this kind of research has

n wavering and uncertain. More than a year ago, the General
Accounting Office submitted to the subcommittee a report docu-
menting the dramatic decline in the Federal investment and feder-
allX‘;Sponsored educational research and development.

a consequence, the subcommittee launched a series of hear-
ings centered on causes of this decline, culminating in the publica-
tion of the subcommittee’s “Preliminary Staff Report on Education-
al Research, Development, and Dissemination: Reclaiming a Vision
of the Federal Role for the 1990’s and Beyond.” I think we have
copies of that report here today.
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While it is not an official report of the Education and Labor
Committee and the staff of OERI had no reason ‘o necessarily con-
sider it as an official document, the series of hearings on which it
was based was available. The record of hearings was available for
the OERI staff to consider. Yet, there is no indication of any con-
gideration of the record established by those hearings in the pro-
mulgation of the guidelines that are now before us.

Experience has shown that Congress will fund research and de-
velopment for health, for space exploration, and the military be-
cause these enterprises are perceived by Congress to be serious, sci-
entifically-based, and long-term. We must determine if the pro-
posed center missions are adequate to promote a long-term agenda
for the Nation’s education or are we just reshuffling the cards. Of
even greater importance is the question of how these centers that
are up for funding or refunding now fit into an overall master plan
or an overall system for research and development.

Today’s hearing is the first of two hearings that will be conduct-
ed. Many of the items raised in my opening statement will be dis-
cussed more fully at the next hearing where the administration’s
witnesses will be available.

I yield to Mr. Bartlett for an opening statement.

Mr. BarTLETT. I thank the chairman. I would first ask unani-
mous consent to enter into the record at this point a series of let-
ters which I've received from various colleges and universities and
which have been received by this committee and by OERI that
have commented on the Federal Register notice. It seems to me
these letters would be useful in our hearing record.

I would ask unanimous consent that they may be made part of
the hearing record today.

Chairman Owens. Without objection, so ordered.

[The material to be supplied follows:]
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Depastment of Englsh (WC 162)

College of Liberal Arts and Sciences

Box 4348, Chicago, Itinots 60680

(312) 413-2200 '

Jctober 11, :2089

on Geldberg, Director
ce of Research, OERT

United States Department of Education
Washington, D.C. 20208-5573

I was pleased to receive the copy of the Federal Register
Notice regarding prospective centers. It's quite clear that you
liszened carefully to our combined voices in presenting
priorities and important topics for educational research as we
enter the 1990's, Especially in the area of writing and
literacy, I was gratified to see that You heard us well!

My ornly concern is that no mention is made of levels or
timelines. As you know, it is extrenmely difficult to accomplish
anything significant--with all the writing that is required for
proposals, progress reports, etc.--without a sufficiently long-
term {at least five-year) commitment from the government. And
for longitudinal research especially, a five-year commitment is a
must,

I certainly den t envy the position you are in, having to
stretch a small budget to cover so mary areas in serliour need of
guality research. I hope, given the importance of writing to
learning in all content areas, that writing and literacy won't
suffer :in this process. As you know, unlike some other areas,
learning to write is not primarily a matter of learning content;
it's learning processes and Wways of thinking about content.

I wish you luck in the coming months and thank you again for
the pleasurable experieice of being heard!

w
Professor of English ana Linguistics

«g

R A 1701 Provided by ERIC




.

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

COMMUNITY FOUNDATION

OF GREATER WASHINGTONS, INC

September 18, 1989

Milton Goldberg

Diresctor, Office of Plamning myg )
OERI N B, [ CU
550 New Jersey Ave., KW )

Washington, DC 20510 'fm?i‘ »

Dear Milt:

I write with a bit of ambivalence. I'm a member of the Advisory
Board of the Literature Center at SUNY-Albany and a depressed Arthur
Applebee has just called me about the new line up of Centers.

He faxed me the Federal Register of Septemser 12th.

It seems to me the proposed Center on Writing and Literacy makes
eminent sense and its rationale quite unassailable. The only regretful
comment I can muster about the decision is that s crestively designed
comnection between the Literature and the Writing Centers could possibly
strengthen the latter and redirect usefully the momintum of the former.
Better heads than mine will know if this suggestion has any merit. I will
put it in a formal comment letter to OERI.

Because I know ofhzhe exhaustively thoughtful work which went into the
information in the Fedéra;l'l‘(qtgster, I only want to add my congratulations
and thanks for another big job you have done with distinction.

.
On a personal noté, when I get more settled here and begin working on

the literacy issue, I look forward to calling you to arrange to pick your
brains about thst and its community ramifications.

With all best wishes,

734

- Robert L. Smith

1002 Wisconsin Avenue NW / Washington DC 20007 / 202 338-8993
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RECEIVED 77
STANFORD UNIVERSITY

STANFORD, CAIIFORNIA 9430S

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
Office of the Dean

(415) 723.111 September 20, 1989

Milton Goldberg

Director, office of Research

United States Departament of Education
Ooffice of the Assistant Sectetary

for Educational Research and Improvement
Washington, D.C. 20208-5573

Dear Milt:

This is in response to your request for comments on the
proposed mission str“ements, 1In general, your selection of
missions geems fine -~ you have made some very good choices among
many alternatives. I especially like the proactive natures of
many of the missions. I do have a few suggestions, however.

1. I suggest that you develop a statement setting out the
substantive criteria that you used in selecting missions that
goas somevhat beyond the discussion on pages 3 and 4 of the
material in your letter of September 15. Wby do we need million
dollar multi-year centers in these areas? Do we need
longitudinal research in the area? Is there a special group of
relate ! studies that must be carried cut in concert? Are these
missions particularly important becauss of the dearth of
knowledgje about them? ,Are they critical because there have been
critical breakthroughs in theory that suggest that a new and
coordinated massive research effort would create a great supply
of new information? Are.they critical because they address the
most pressing national problems?

2. I am a 1itile concerned about the emphasis on content areas
particularly for the middle and secondary schools. My sense is
that many of the most important changes in the middle school
curriculum will be in inter-disciplinary areas.

3. The mission on adult literacy reads like an inter-related
series of evaluations. All four emphases fit better in OPE than
in OERI. Why not shift this center over to the 3rd floor of 400
Maryland Avenue?

Best wishes,
Al
Marshail S. Smith

10
ERIC
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F EOUCATICN ANO HUMAN SERVICES
M@ ﬂ h@ﬁﬁ@ n SCHOOL OF EOUEATI OFFICE OF THE OEAN
College
MANHATTAN COLLEGE PARKWAY

RIVEROALE. NEW YORK 10471
(212) 920-0374

September |, 1989

Dr. Joseph Conaty

U.S. Department of Education
OER], Office of Research
Room 610

555 New Jersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208-5573

Dear Mr. Conaty:

With respect to OERI's proposed research centers, I want especially
to commend the following three:

1).  Families, Communities, and Young Ckildren’s Learning. Many problems
expericnced at a later age might be avoided if very young children and
their families had the benefit of better leaming strategies and well-
designed resources.

2). Leamning tc Teach. As the Federal Register entry mentions,
central to student learning is high quality teaching. Current research
must be expanded and explored dynamically. In fact, it is essential that
sotac overly restrictive interpretations of "research” be transcended.

3).  Education in the Inner Citles. We can no longer fail to attend to
the problems of education in the inner city.

Sincerely yours,

s, ;

bt alliomie Klotrrn
Brother William Hurkins, FSC, Ed.D.
Acting Dean

BWH/cm

cc:  Ms. Penclope Earley
AACTE

O
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Niagara University

College of Education
Office of the Dean

September 27, 1989

Or. Joseph Conaty

U.S. Department of Education
OERI Office of Research

Room 610

555 New Jersey Ave, N, W,
Washington, D. C. 20208-5573

Dear Or. Conaty:

As Dean of the College of Education at Niagara Unfversity, | would be very
interested in OERI's research efforts in behalf of Teacher Education. Here
at Nlagara we use the support of research in the education of the future
teachers we graduite. The more in-depth research and factusl information
that it produces cannot t.ut help us to graduate more informed teachers.

Like many other teacher education fnstitutions, we have upgraded our prograss
and hopefully do address the needs of a changing society. I for one am a bit
tired of reading the omments of non-educators who look upon teacher education
as {t used to be for another society. W are addressing the needs of the
times in teacher education. A federally funded research effort a- the Sept.
12, 1989 Federal Register portrays would 40 much to assist us in this effort.

The twelve planned research centers and the four themes that they will
address will do much to enhance our efforts in educating teachers for
today and tomorrows needs. Be assured of my support in this effort.

Cordially,

26 27 G o[u-7, A r
A —
(Rev.) Danfel F. O'Leary, 0.M.1I.

Dean and Director of the
Graduate Division of Education
DFO/bbh

cc: Penelope Earley
AMCTE's Sovernmental R.lations Director

NIAGARA UNIVERSITY, NY 14109 . TELEPHONE (716) 285.1212

O
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ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY

PULLMAN, WASHINGTON 99164
September 28, 389

Dr Milton Goldberg, Director
Office of Research

Us Department of Education
washington, DC 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

I am writing in support of the plans for a research and development center
that is focused on the area of Mathematics Teaching and Learning.

The mathematics education community is solidiy behind the efforts 1n
educational reform and improvement. Rarely does one see S0 many
different parts of that commumity (from primary school mathematics
educators to the research umversity mathematicians) umted in such a
worthy cause.

what the community needs now 15 the kind of direction and intellectual
ieadership that a research center can provide. Such leadership <an have a
major impact on this important curriculer area, particularly if the Center
has enough funding to make a contrnbution and enough tire (at least fnve
years or so) for that contribution to have an 1mpact.

I hop= that tha Department of Education can make a sigmficant
contributicn to the improvement of our schoois 1n the important area of
mathematics education through 1ts national competition for research and
development centers.

Best wishes for the success of your efforis.

Sincer

K,K\e‘; /f )

Douglas B. McLeod
Professor of Mathematics and Education
past Chair, Department of Elementary and Secondary Education

ok,
v
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CONFERENCE BOARD OF THE MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES

Street. NW.,

1529 Exy

geon, D.C. 20006 Telephone (202) 2931170
Dr. Lymn Arthur Steen
St. Olaf College
Northfield, Minnesota 55057

September 29, 1989

Dr. Milton Coldberg, Directsr
Office of Ressarch

US Department of Education
Washington, D.C. 20208

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

I am writing in respouse to the solicitatien for public comment
$ d davsl

h and . In particulsr,

cs

b4 :tton;i; :rr;; that you include in this program s major ceater for
h on wath " i 1 "

a3 3

Mathematics {s one of the most crucial disciplines for school
study. It {s the ksy to leamning in science and o effective
participation {n the world of work. To enhance our natfonal security
and well-being, we must find ways to convert mathematics from a filter
into & pump in the educaticnal pipeline. Such an effort sust begin
vith research on how today's children lesrn mathematics and how it can
be taught most effectively.

Many forces are changing the nature of the mathematirsl sciences.
not the least being the impact of computing and the effects of
changing demographics in the United States. One can no longer rely on
old instincts to provide sufficient natfonal strength in mathemstics
education. Change must be d in 2p > h that {s
linked to development of new curriculs, nev mesthods of teaching, ard--
perhaps most important--new methods of assessment.

To snsure continui”y of effort and to enhance the 1{kelfhood of
significant {mpact, a center for research and development {n
mathematics taaching and lezrning must be established st a sfgniffcant
budget level for s long perfod of time. Without stab{lity and
continuity, susteined effort will be difficult to achieve.

If as you proceed with this endeavor you would 1fke fur.her
specific surgestions concerning mathematics, I would be happy to
assist in this effort.

Sincerely,

P # S

Lynn Arthur Steen, CBMS Chsir
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SAINT PETERS COLLEGE

JERSEY CITY., NEwW JERSEY - ©7306

I writs in smyport of ne of the Education Department’s proposed
new pricrities for research centsrs, edxation in immer cities. ssint
Peter’s has long besn committed to working with students from the densely

populated cities of northern Mew Jersey.

The College has recently established, with the help of a grant from
of Righer Education, an institc’ . on the

cpportunitiss. Support frxm the faderal goverrment
would give this sector the recognition and recources necessary to meintain
a high quality of tesching and learning for metropolitan instituticns.

Edvard Glymn, 8.J.
President
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@ ‘University of Pit‘sburgh

LEARNING RESEARCH AND L ‘ ""SLOPMEIY CENTER

October 2, 1989

Department
Office of / ssistant Secretary for
Edocational Rescarch &
Washington, D.C. 20208-5573
Dear Dr. Goldberg:

Tam writing in support of the proposad plans to fund a research and development
center in the area of Mathemarics Tearhinz 2at Learning. [ have served as a member of the
Advisory Panel for the current Mathén asic - "mini-center” at the University of Wisconsin,
and I believe that the funding of 2 full fi «.-year cezter for mathematics should be a kigh
priocity in the next round of competition. Cossiderabie progress has been made in the past
few decades in unlerstanding the nanure of leaming and teahing in complex domains like
nuthematics, and the field is poised to apply shat knowledge in improving edncational
practice. [ appland your proposal to fond 2 mathernutics center for at least five years.

Dzzpite my entiusiasm for your decision to fund 2 full center for mathematics, I
was dismayed to note your omission of any reference tc the need for serious, sustained
m»wwmr«mﬁn@yw i

all stadents but especially for those sdents schools in economicail

hi lcvelsofmmmcyada bt &Wmﬂmmnﬁm
in to compete in we can

aﬁ‘mdmalbwamblepauonot:mscbod leave school without

Sincerely,

St o>

Edward A. Silver
Professor and Senior Scientist

LRDC BLDG., 3939 O'HARA STREET, PITTSBURGH. PA 15260
TELEPHONE: (412) 624-7020 FAX: (412) 624-9149




. \‘1

SR A v Toxt Provided by ERIC

b, e
A -

ERIC

13

VIRGINIA TECH

Learnng 10 Teach Machemancy College ot ¢ catson
Nat xal Saence Foundation Sponsored Research Blackshur; Virpna 24061

(703) 961 55+~

D:. Joseph Conaty

U. S. Departsent of Educztion
OERI, Office of Research, Roos 610
535 Nev Jersey Aveuve, ¥V
¥ashington, DC 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Conaty:

1 an writing in suppart of tvo of the centers proposed by the Office of
Ecucatioral Research and Iaprovesent: Nathematics Teaching and Learning anc
Learning to Teach. Bcth centers vould addresas needs of sathematics education
in valuadle vays.

I bejieve trat vithin asthematics eduzation ve have recently sade signizicant
gaina in our understanding of hov children learn and have developed curracula
that reflect tzim knovledge. Ve nov have inforsstion that inforss our
deciaions abcut both currizulu™ an' the teaching of sathesatics. A
sathematics canter should focus on resesrchers inmveatizeding va7z Tf Nalpiny
teachera in cla12rcC3s understand and implement research results. Ve
Jesperately need research on hov teachers learn to teach costent areas in
achool settings. That im, ve need studies that address the cosplexity of
schools, teaching, and learning. We need a center that looks 3% the coaplex
picture as a whole, not in disjoint bits and pieces.

¥hen 1 look at the body of research in sathesstice education, I a8 also struck
by the lack of resesrch on aiddle school and high school sathematics teaching
and learning. I would urge you to fund a center that focuses on secondary
sathesatics curriculum and inatruction in real settinga.

Nany of the concerna 1 have about a sathesatics center are also concerna I
Lave about a Learning To Teach center. Ny ovn research is in Learning to
Teach NathLesatics (ve are funded by KSF to atudy learning to teach mddle
school satheaatics). 1 oelieve any Learning to Teach center must pay
attention %o the sudbject su'ter iasues of learning to *each. Learming to
teach “qthematics ia different than learning to teach social atudies or a
forzign language. Ve need to study those differences. Learning to teach is a
11fe-long experience. Longitudinal studies are needed that vill inforas our
understanding of the novice yeara of teaching and the changes that occur as
novices gain experience - and hopefully sove tovard expertiase.

I urge you to fund both the Mathesmatica Teaching and Learning Center and the

Learning to Teach Center in thia competiticn. Both centera are isportant if
ve are to isprove our education in satheaatics.

Yyurs aincerely,

Ca +(wl [RRVE 6‘!;‘-_\4—'\-\

Or. Catherane A. Brown

Ass1start Professor, Nathesatics Education
irgims Pohtechare Testirste 3nd State ¢ anerwn
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DEPARTMENT OF

EOUCATIONAL STUDIES October 10, 1989

Dr. Joseph Conaty

U.S. Department of Education
nERT, 0ffice of Research
Room 610

555 New Jersey Avenue SW
tashington, DC 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Conaty:

My comments are directed to the pvoposed R&D center #2, Student Learning.
Faculty in this department have completed research studies that address, at
least in part, the areas of inquiry set forth as being critical to creating

a knowledge base in teacuiag hizher order thinking skills.

behaviors.

Therefore, we urge the establishment of this center and look forward to

its RFP.
Sincerely,
(SR / e
= A %»‘1}.
Bruce Shertzer
Head
BS/bk

ScHooL OF EDUCATION
WEST LAFAYETTE IN 47907 ® 12171 494 9170

" ERIC 18
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d This center, of the 12 proposed, appears to be the most promising to
effect educational change for it goes directly to both teacher and student
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Septenber 23, 1989

To: M.l\c’:.mycowae:g
Free: Dorothy, x ch

Milt, I want to commend you and your colleagues for
working to establish a lab on Famlies and Commmties
and Early Chaldhood. You know how important these
factors are and  you know how overlooked they have
been.,

wWhen you have the opportunity, I'd welcome talking

with you. While the Bome and School Institute is

not 1n a position to create this lab, we have materials
and background that could be very useful to your bidders.
And 1 perscnally would be very interested in collaborating
with those who will be working on this lab.

Aqain, let me know 1f I can be of help to you as you
make the case £2r vital area of research.

PS: If you get a chance to watch, I'mdue to be on
Macherl/Lehrer Show, this caming week, either Sept. 26 or
27.

RECEIVED

& {-mily « achievement, a community’s streagth. 3 nation « secunty

child « potents:

e cmd cabant fan s

.
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF

Teachers of Mathematics
NE =

3811 North 44th Street
Phoenix Anzona 85018
602952-6239

October 4, 1989

Milton Geldberg, Director
O0ffice of Research
U.S. Department of Education
Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Educational Research & Improvement
Washington, p.C. 20208-5573

Dear pr. Goldberg:

On behalf of the National Council of Teachers o1 Mathematics, I want to convey
our pleasure with the announcement that mathematics teaching and learning is one
of the areas of the twelve planned research and development centers. With the
reform in mathematics education in its initial stages, it is imperative that the
monitoring of change and the change process be conducted on a national scale.

In the most recent NCTM publication, SETTING A RESEARCH AGENDA, edited by Judy
Sowder, she states, “Current school mathematics operates within a coherent
system; reform will happen only if an equally coherent system replaces it. The
information to be gathered via research must be related to the new conceptions
of how mathematics is learned and taught as well as what it means to know mathe-
matics and how mathematical knowledge can be assessed.*

NCTM is undertaking a muTtitude of projects and activities to implement the
CURRICULUM AND EVALUATION STANDARDS FOR SCHOOL MATHEMATICS, but recognizes that
major research and development programs must be undertaken by the national com-
munity of mathematics educators, mathematicians, and researchers. The center
identified in OERI plan would be an appropriate place for such research as
described in paragraph 4 of your solicitation for written comments.

Because of the importance of this work, we support a fully funded center in
mathematics for at jeast five years.

Sincereh_r,

‘7 — /2 /
o blig il g

Shirley M. ffye

ms
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
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605 Commonweaith Avenue, Baston, Massachusetts 02215
Tetephione: {(617) 353-3309

..3coei 5, 1989

Z-, Milton Goldberg

lirector

Offi1ce of Research

Off1ce of Educational Research ano Improvement
J.S. Department of Education

5565 New Jersey Ave. Nw

4ashington, DT 20208-5641

Ccear Mt

I am writing 1n response to the notice .n the Sep~ember 1.,
‘969 Federal Resgister, 1nviting public comments on cthe
sroposed research and develcpment cen“ers compezition.

irst, jet me commend ycu “or the unusuaily ertensive anc
Jroag consuitaticn and pianning that wert into the decis:ions
o have a competition for 12 new centers. The list of areas
s comprenensive and extensive.

I nave one major concern. I am pleasec. as I am sure are mos%
+f my colieagues across %he country involved n
schooi/famiiy/community studies, “hat one of the tweive
priority areas focuses o1 families and scnoois.

i1 wouic pe neipful to mare .t clear by wording ano exam:.es
<hat this priority enccmrasses research 2no deve opment
acTaivities woulo, T fac:i. focus 2n fami.y, sSchooi, ans
LommuMIty connections, intTluences, ang ~eiati1onNsnips 1n
‘egarao the ocevelopment o* cnilaren of ail ages ano
2Jucational orograms frcm cre-school tlhirougn secondary s¢g’
~-#1thout the limitaticn "young zhildren’s learning.”

4g "t stards, It 1s not clear whether the Intent:or 2 _igs
area s Lo focus on “yourg children’'s learning’ as 1t 18
rejated to family and community or on any or all aspects of
.oung chilaren’s learning -- an obviously exceptionally S zac
area which would ther. overiap with the 'student iearn-ng”
crrorit.,

it wouig alsc be possible o 'nterpret the provosed ~orzing
< mear that the center woulo concern 1tseif with tepics sus-
18 dA4reni choice, commun't ard cu:itura’ in‘luences., or
fTeclive strategies to iSc1SI parents' offcrts 1o 1mprove
nerr ownn emildren’s !earn:ng pramarily or only as these
recate Lo veung gaslaren, not all ages oFf children or 1w, |
¢ sahoe I

-
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Fer evamole. I dcn’t thint Zhat 1t would be wise conceptuaii,
to seek to understand relationships between famiiy,
ccmmunity, ana scnool < .., Juring the early scnool years,”
even though some studies mignt stress the early years.

Several recent conversations with colleagues at 8oston
University, tha Institute rur Responsive Education, ana vtner
institutions rumpt me *¢ _rmpose that you change the heading
fer Ttne gryority to Famil =3, Communities, and Chiidrea’s
Learning. A seccnd chuice weuld be “Famiiies, Communities
and Scrooling (defining scnooling as pre-schooi througn
secondary levels ..

Tnank you for your consiaer ation of this matter.

\

LA 1—~_
on Davies
President

P
AW
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American Association for

Counseling and Development

5099 Stevenson Avenue, Alexandria, Virginia 22304 708239800
um m FAX (703) 8230252 TOD (703 370-1943
Seveiopmont proivisions

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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October 18, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg, Dire~tor

Office of Research

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
U. S. Department of Education

Washington, OC 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

Please accept my apologies for this belated answer to
your recent letter. I really appreciated the thoughtfulness of
the material you shared and was impressed by its comprehensive-
ness. The plan to establish twelve {12) R & D Centers to address
key issues in educational research is excellent. You have man-
aged to touch on vital concerns that will guide education well
into the next century. I can only hope that professionals of
talent will speak out on these centers in response to the Federal
Register innouncement to the degree necessary.

To that end, ! have enclosed my own comments that ad-
dress some of the centers and their missicns from the perspective
of this profession.  These remarks are further particularized to
the school counseling field. (As you know, of an estimated popu-
lation of over 140,000 counselors in 311 settings, approximately
70,000 are in our school systems.)

Please feel free to use these cosments in any way you
see fit. Time has not permitted a more formal coalition to ad-
dress your challenge, but you may be assured of this profession's
support and desire for formal involvement as the centers are

created.
Sin yours
A . 'éfm}h//é;w—
ancy M. Pinson-Millburn, Ph.D., NCC
Assistant Executive Director for
Association and Professional Relations
NMP-M:LH

24393 16
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Federal Register Cosments

0f the twelve research and development areas proposed by OERI,
four stand out as particularly appropriate to the mission and
abilities of the professional school counselor. This practi-
tioner has been prepared at the master's or doctoral level to
make specific contributions in the following areas:

1. Student Learnin
--motivation’s iink to academic achievement

--self-concept development's R with higher-order thinking

--;nte;personal skills at the micro-social and macro-civic
evels

--decision-making skills/causes and effects of bshavior

M --information-processing

--R petween subject matter fields and their later applica-
tion in the work world

--self-appraisal

-=(recognition of) early signs of alienation/depression/
abuse {physical and/or substance)

--age-peer and adult mentor support systems

2. Education in the Inner Cities

--Enowledge of cultural infiuence over learning rates and
styles

--utilization of indigenous role models on school faculty
and staff and within the community

-=barometers of classroom climates

--parent effectiveness training

--R between community involvement and student retention

~-community schonl models versus magnet schools

--collaboratfon ietween independent and public schools in
terms of joint projects and .hared resources

- o’

3. Education Resources and Student Learning

--Teacher exams, TicensTng and renewal requirements need to
be established by the states. (Currently, most school
practitioners are “certified” by virtue of coursework
taken versus measured knowledge, observed competency, and
the documentation of continuing education credits.)
*Note: Professional counselors can obtain national cre-
dentials as well as state credentials (in 32 states, pres-
ently) and are expected to pursue these indecendent of
their degree status or their positions as school coun-~
selors, mental health counselors or agency counselors--as
the case might be.

--We have seen that lenghtening the school day and year is
an inadequate reform mechanism in itself. State and local
policies that identify content to be learned and behaviors
to be acquired are more likely to receive enthusiastic
public support and educator commitment.

- ERIC - Ned

e




-

21

Féderal Register Comments Page 2

--Applying a variety of teaching methods {and assigning a
variety of teachers) to a particular subject or grade
level could provide the data base nNeeded to conduct natu-
ralistic research in the schools.

--Innovative teaching and couns2ling approaches that em-
phasize hi: 1 development concepts and stages should be
encouraged at the school, district and state levels. Team

~ {nstructional and noninstructional personnel to 2 achieve
educational objectives is essential.

-- Tenure, as we know it, needs to be abolished in favor of
competency assessment at 3- to S5-year intervals.

--Accountable educational bureaucracies hecome the best pub-
1ic servants only if they remain “students” of both the
public interest and the student consumer.

4. MAssessment, Evaluation and Testing
--Student appraisal remains 3 major objective of the school

counselor. The graduate coursework taken by every
master's and doctorate level counselor prepares this prac-
titioner to conduct schoolwide research as well as indi-
vidual student assessment and evaluation. Counselors are
prepared to determine student interests, abilities and ap-
titudes through the use of both standardized and nonstan-
dardized measures.

--The counseling profession is historically linked with de-
velopmental psychology, career development theory,and hu-
man growth and development. Testing has played a signifi-
cant but not a dominant role in these areas over the last
75 years. -The school counselor is particularly concerned
with the intrusiveness of certain tests and has developed
a large body of literature on the ethical use of tests,
the use of technology and its effect, the accuracy of test
{nterpretation to the test taker, and the use to which
test results will be put.

--Alternative forms of student assessment 3re, of course,
needed. Not only does the diversity of the student body
require new ways to measure studeni gains against their
own and group baselines but rigorous study of the useful-
ness of certain content to adult functioning is also indi-
cated in this center.

NMP-M:LH

American Association for Counseling and Development
October 18, 1989

‘ -‘{;25
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3401 S, 39th Street

Mil'vaukze, Wi
A, 53215-4920
Alverne College {414) 382-6C00

September 27, 1989

Dr. Joseph Conaty

U.S8. Department of Education
OERY, Cf£fj¢~ of Research
Room 610

555 New Jersey Avenue, NW
washington, DC 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Conaty:

As chaiy of a department of education in a college that prepares
teachers for the urban schools in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, I wish to
write in support of four of the National Research and Developmeant
Certers dascribed in the September 12, 1989, PFederal Register.

The proposed canter (6), Learning to Teach, is of critical
importance. While the profession how knows a great deal more
about what is demanded of the teacher than it has in the past,
the translation of that knowledge into understanding of the
processes of learning how to teach is in an early stage.

Central to the vork of’ this cenhter i{s the need to focus on a
shift from a view of teaching as "telling” or merely disseminat-
ing information to a view of teaching as developing the learner.
While th: description does not address assessment, one of the
{nnovative pedagogies that needs careful attention is the linking
of as' ¢ssment with learning, the use of diagnostic informatior
available in assessment for teaching planning ard for student
goal-setting. Thus, the work of this center chould be linked to
(9) Assessment, Evaluation, and Testing.

The proposed center (12), Postsecondary Learning and Teaching
Assessment, addre~ses similar issues for the college and
university level. I persanally believe that some ot the same
questions need to be addressed, across alementary, secondary, and
college teaching, particularly those relating to ways to engage
the learner and ways to develop learners' abilitles. I would
hope that centers 6 and 12 would be able to share approaches and
data in the pur:tuit of a greater understancing of teaching The
issue of assessment i{s key, and ! strongly urge that attention be
given te to proposals focusing on assessment that feeds back into
learning.

RIC

Rl A .i70x provided by ERic:




Conaty - page 2

Clearly, the focus of proposed center (9), Assessment, Evaluation
and Testing, is of current concern and, as you see from my com-
ments above, I believe that it needs to be integrally linked to
quastions of teaching and learning. Important aspects of the
description inc) ide the development of assessments of higher
order thinking and noncognitive development, and the
consciousness of and concern for an increasingly diverse student
population.

The proposed center (7), Bducation in the Inner Cities, would be
supported by the vork of the other three centers discussed above.
The strengthening of cur understanding of teaching and the
preparation of teachers more prepared to teach, as well as work
in assessment that attends to incresingly diver e populations,
can and should be used to assist teachers who teach in the urban
areas. 1 believe that looking at teaching in the urban environ-
ment, with its unique challenges, will also shed light on the
essential aspects of good teaching and effective assessment.

These four centers are addressing questions for which we as a
nation need to commit significant “ime and resources. 1
encourace y.: to give them high priority in the decision-making
process regardiny “he amount of time and funding that will be
devoled to the propcsed centers.

Sincerely,

Moy Do

Mary E. Diez, Ph.D. = _*
Chair, Bducation Division

.

o ’ s 3L
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29 September 1989
Dr. Milton Goldberg
Director

Office of Research, OERI
United States Department of Education
Washington, = 20208-5573

Dear Milr:

This is in respoase to your invitation to comment on the proposed mission
statements for the centers to be competed in 1990. First of all, let me add my voice
to that of many others who have complimented you on the thorough and open
process of consultation. We at the National Center for Improving Science Education
are, of course, pleased that this process »as yielded a continuing - -us oa science. 1
take this to be pot only a reflection of ..c importance of developing in all students
an understanding of science and its intimate connectioas to matters of consequence to
t" em, but also recognition of the contribution that a ceater such as ours can make.
In that respect, I hope that the science-oriented center will continue to be funded in
a way that will allow us to compete, since we are just on the point of making che
original investment by the Department pay off by way of recognition of our work
udxsawhaummmthcmdmme&mmmthsmy

Iamconeerned.hom;m as | am sure you are, about the total dollars
availible to support twelve scparate centeis to pursue the missions and priorities you
have identified. It is not that I am quarreling with any of the missions, although
there does seem to be some overlap, but rather that I question the ability to sustain
all of them at a level and for sufficiently loog 10 tuild the field which each is
intended to address. The notion of research centers is, of course, borrowed from the
physical and medical sciences. One cannot help but note the disparity between these
fields and education as to both levels of investment and stability of center missions
and institutions.

A few specific comments:

In the description of mission (6) Leamirg to Teach, the third sentence states

that que<rions conceming combination of subject matter knowledge and teaching
techniques adopt a static perspective. I really don’t understand the basis for such a

Serta A. Razen Susan Loucks-Horsley Rodger W, Bybee, Paul J, Kuertis
The NETWORK, Inc. The NETWORK, Inc. BSCS
1920 L Street, NW, Suste 202 290 South Man Street 830 North Tejon, Suae 405
Wastungion, D.C. 20036 Andover. MA 01810 Colorado Spngs, CO 80903
1202) 4670652 (617)470-1080 (N9) 578-1136

. ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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statement; in fact, it seems to me to be contradicted by the very next sentence. All
the areas of inquity you include in that mission take on meaning only as ope ties
them to the “stoff” to be tanght, which leads one directly to the concern you dismiss
so cavalierly in the th*d sentence a3 being static. Or maybe 1 didn't understand what
the writer was driving at.

Mm»ummmmmmmw
(l)sudenfommadydiﬁoodad(ﬂmm adolescent
education. This distinction seems somewhat arbitrary: ecarly childhood needs to be 2
mdeﬁmnhm@,dwheﬁydh
adolescents needs %0 involve families and communities—es you note by including
priority 14 im both. Here may be 2 case where investment in ooe cente: at an
appropriste Jevel would accomplish 2 great deal more than the sam= amount split
between two separate centers, acither one of which might then be operating at 2
critical mess.

I commend you for stressiag the need to develop innovative assessment
techniques in mission statement (9), as well a3 in the missions of the mathematics,
science, and writing and literacy centers. The increasing demands for accountability
combined with our limited ability to probe student progress across many important
mwmmnmmdﬁea!nﬂmaﬁm
even more wafortunate decrease of opportusities for studests to engage in mesningful
learning. For this reason, developing innovative cssessment techniques and strategies
Deeds o be at the forefront of the research agende.

Mission (11) on the Educational Ouality of the Workfarce seems to driven by
questions framed by economists. |.would Like to see included some educational
quom,fawe.eﬁmmmmmmk,mndmd

of the modern equivalent of apprenticeships; explorations of
mfmmmmumtfammﬂnageof
18: restructusing the work place to facilitate effective educational experiences,
including mentoring and tutoring; and the like.

Thanks for the opportunity 1o comment. We look forward to the continuation
of the process.

Sincerety,
<edg
Senta A. Raizen
Director
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natfional middie school association

Julla Thomason

October 19, 1989

Dr. Joseph Conaty

U. S. Department of Education
ORI, Office of Resesarch
Room 510

5§55 New Jersey Avenue, M. V.
Washington, DC 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Conaty:

We are pleased to take this opportunity to respond, on behalf of
the National Middle School Association, to OERI's request for

coments on the Mational research and Development Centers
Competition. As the primary association devotsd to middie
level » we are delighted to ses the emerging smphasis upon

and cormmnities, student and teacher engagement, and cultural
diversity. Homldlikowoffcmaﬁitimlnem&ons

Hithinthecontaxtoff-iuosmdc.nitiu it is important
to focus on all levels of schogling, notiuttheearlyyom For a
mmber of reasons, parental involvement changes and the kinds of
interventions that will creats msaningful parent participation in
school life in the middle grades. DBecause the middle grades often
involve a new school, it is important that parent transition be
aurtured as well as student transition. Parents must build new links
with a new institution at a time when paremtal participation iz not
highly prized by young adolsscents (or their schools, somestimes).
Research attention must be given to the ways that parent
participation can be supported through the crucial middle grades,
when decisions to drop out are most often made.

Acpalochian State University
Seocrirment of Cunculum end Instructen  Boone. NC 28608  [704] 262-2225

#Y




solved. :
Learning to tesach at the middle lewel is an area of major
concern for us. It is our belief that successful middle level

31
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Finally, we encourage OERI to charge each center with the
gult:.vation of existing dissemination systems for getting information
into the hands of practitioners and policy makers. Each center
proposal should be required to give full and explicit consideration
to the ways in which the work of the cemtex will be linked with
existing dissemination mechanimms, such as professional associations
and networks, educational news media, and existing stats aud federal
information outlets.

ds the largest professional asscriation devoted solely to middle
lavel edncation, we also wish to offer our services in any way that
is consistant with the mission of our cxganization to sexve middle
level youngstars, their school and their families. We are hopeful
that you will maks our interest and commitment known to the biddsrs
in this Center competition.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.

eere} ' ﬁ
%ia Thomason,
Aot (ohmaten

Boward Johnston,
Co-Chair
Critical Issuss Committee
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The University of Southwestern Louisiana

y'e
College of Arss, Humambies,
and Behaveral Scunces
of Englsh Lafaytu, Lowssiana 703044691 Unsversué des Acadiens
P O Bex 44691
(3181 2316908

October 19, 1983

Lauro F. Cavazos
Secretary of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, S. W.
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Sir:

It has recently come to my attention that the 2ffice of Educational
Research and Izprovement has proposed writing and literacy as one
of its research priorities for the next federal fuuding cycle for
national resaarch centers. As I am heartily in agreement with your

&
+

selection, I am also concerned about three issues that could seriously

affect the impact that this attention to a serfous educational fssue
could have. In particular, it is of fundamental importance that

the centers that are funded to study writing and literacy be established

for a period of at least five years. To limit the financial support
to a period of three or four years would seriously damage the kind
of research that could be carried out. As literacy is a skill that
develops over a long period of time, it cannot be studied om a short
term basis. -

I am also concerned that such centers should receive adequate funding.

This iswe deserves serious attention from the best researchers
in the field. Without sufficient support, it will not receive study
of the highest quality.

Again, I coxmend you for selecting the subject of writing and literacy

as a research priority and urge you to give it the time and money
thac will lead to sound educstional insights. I can think of no
other issue that affects as many aspects of our personal, social,
political, and cultural lives.

Sincerely,

.. A A

Dr. Ann B. Dobie
CC: Ted Sanders

Bruno V. Manno
Milton Goldberg -~

“ERIC 32
. 24"3930—90_2
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

COLUMSBIA 29201

State Superintendent of Education

october 19, 1989

Dr. Joseph Conaty

U.S. Department of Education

office of Educational Research and Improvement
Room 610

555 New Jersey Avenue, N.W.

washington, D.C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Conaty:

The funding proposals for twelve national research centers,
four addressing adult education concerns, seem like a
positive possibility. Results of educational research in
these four areas could be helpful to adult education
programs in every gtate. Adult educators in South Carolina
will be encouraged to participats in any relevant studies
that are conducted by national research centers.

I appreciate the information on these proposals and look
forward to receiving additional information.

Sincerely,

% .,’g;w”\—/
E. 'Timmy smith, Director

office of Adult Education
EJS: jjc

cc: Ms. Joan Seamon, Director
Division of Adult Education
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Natiorsal Center for Research in Mathematical Sciences Education

Wisconsla Ceanter for Education Research / Ualversity of Wisconsin-Madlson

- 1025 West Johasom Street / Madlson, Wisconsln 53706 / (608) 263-4285

Professor Thomas A. Romberg, Director

September 25, 1989

Milton Goldberg

Director

Offico of Research

US Department of Education

Office of the Assistant Secretary

for Educational Research & Improvement
Washingtor, D.C. 20203-5575

Dear Miit:

Thank you for sending me a personal letter requesting my reactions to the OERI
announcement on the proposed Research and Development Centers Competition. Overall, |
am pleased with the contents of the announcement and glad that interested educational
scholars have an opportunity to react.

I have organized my comments on four topics: themes, proposed other centers, proposed
math centers and concerns.

Themes. 1 totally agree with 3 of the 4 proposed pervasive themes: "student and teacher
engagement,” "cultural diversity,” and "student transitions." I am less enthusiastic about
“middle grades and high school.” I agree that the schooling of adolescents is a serious
problem and that middle school children are "caught in the middle, but there are similar
curriculum and instructional miss matches with young childcen (pre-school and primary)
and post-high school students. Are we to assume that these issues will be adequately
addressed in centers focused on education at these [evels?

Proposed "Other” Centers. 1have no comments on five of the proposed centers: 1, 3, 5,
8,and 9. All are important.

“Center (2) Student Learning® is critical. My only concern is that the importance
of situated cognition in academic subjects is not eraphasized. Differences between
thinking in acagemic subjects is mentioned but not differences within subjects.
(e.g., thinking about quantity is different from thinking about location).

“Center (7) Education in Inner Cities® is ,ne but the title does not adequately fit
the target population. The education of special populations should include
American Indians on reservations, children of migrant workers in ruraj areas, etc.
T agree that most of the target population resides in cities, and they have special
problems.

Centers 10, 11, and 12 all have a problem of omission of any reference to
mathematics. Adult literacy includes mathematical literacy, quality of the work
force must consider the mathematical and scientific aspects of quality, and
effective teaching and its evaluation must reflect variations in academic subgects.

(ERIC T3y
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Nlc NATIONAL CENTER FOR RESEARCH ON TEACHER EDUCATION

—

CoiNege of Educetion » Erioksce Hell o Mickigan Stete University
Esst Lonaing, Mishigen 49824-1034

RIE

September 28, 1989

Dr. Milton Gold'bcu SR R
glreritor, ofﬂce of Raarch 1
US. Depargmient ol’ Education

555 New Jersey Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20208

Dear Milt;

C Iations on producing s solid st of missions for the aext round of centers. This is
my letter of public comment, and | will commeat on three things: the overall list of
missions, the content of some particular missioas, and the distribution of funds across
missions,

L_Ovenll List of Mizzions

One reason I like ths propued list is that it represents 8 ressonable depesture from past
center missi le, I rcad the list with an cye toward what was new s well
a8 what was nhnin(. l saw enough change to belicve that the list was not developed of f
the last list, but instead was Hased on & sense foe what is important to address now. That
strikes me as a0 importast message to send to e, field just now, since OERI has been so
accused of political influence. No one could claim that this list panders to those who
currently are “at the trough®. -, -

3 es
Another reason I Jike the list is that it responds i & variety of ways to ar most
important and fundamental” problem -- the looming underclass. You not only have

the ongoing center on educstion for the disadvastaged, but yon are adding to it a center on
inner city education and one on adult literacy. In addition to the concentrated work of
these three centers, you are asking all centers to concern themselves with diverse student
popnhtiou. Your atteation to this p-ckne of issues is broad and diverse enough to make
it clu{ to everyone that the issucs are importast and that they merit more than nominal
sttention.

Yet you also bclnce these new ceater missions with others that address the endurin? issues
g, sssessment, and so forth, 30 that your list
ol' missions teorelenn 8 nice mix of enduring asd emerging edncational issues,

Finally, I like the list because it broasdens the definition of educational h to includ
ntenhon to hmly ud home, to preschool, and to aduu learners, 3o that those who call
hers cannot confinc th lves to K-12 ed

extemnons of the rleld also represent Imporunt directions of movement st & time whcn
family structurcs and patterns of work in this country are changing so rapidly.

2. Particular Mission St

[ have only & couple of suggestions with respect to the individual mission statements. First.

1 agree with Joan Stark that the Iabel for center number 12 should be changed from

Sponsored by the United States Department of Education * Office of Ed: h and
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Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, this is the third hearing of the
year in a series of hearings that this subcommittee has had which
focuses on how to improve educat.onai research and how to specifi-
cally improve the dissemination of educatio::al research in a form
that is understandable which can ke put into practice by teachers,
administrators, principals, school board members and parents.

As | have stated at past hearings, I believe that one of the major
improvements that can and, indeed, must be made during the reau-
thorization of OERI is effective dissemination and packaging of in-
formation so the information will be used. ,

The goal is not merely to print up information and then mail it
out; the goal is for school systems to put that research information
into practice. We know at this point how to change the light bulb.
El}}xl?;tbwleb need to learn is how to teach others how to change the

ght bulb.

Now, today’s hearings will focus specifically on the current com-
petition that OERI has announced for 12 planned research and de-
velopment centers and the issues which those centers will research.
I must say that I’gdparticularly impressed by the new process that
OERI has conducted in order to determine what needs to be done
in educational research at the National level.

I will note that Chairman Owens has called for research and dis-
semination that will help provide the fuel for the educational per-
estroika that this nation needs. I concur with that. We do need an
educational perestroika in this country, and the research at the
Federal level can and must be a part of that..

One of the changes that will be made, and indeed must be made,
during the course of the 1990s is a change towards giving parents
the a ilit{)o? choose the educational opportunities for their own
children, both the information, the ability, and then empowering
those parents with the power to make those choices.

One of my goals will be to cause the research done at the Federal
level to encourage that choice and to encourage both research into
parental choice and dissemination as to how to achieve it.

For the first time in this process, OERI has published in the Fed-
eral Register their own recommendations for the National educa-
tion research agenda based on the planning activities that they
conducted with the educational research community and the public
on what kinds of research are needed that will most likely benefit
students.

These meetings were held with parents, practitioners, policy-
makers, researchers and public officials. Based on the comments
and recommendations received from these planning activities,
OERI has then concluded that 12 particular research and develop-
ment centers should be established.

By publishing their conclusions in the Federal Register, OERI
gives the educational research community and other interested
parties an opportunity to comment further on the recommenda-
tions. It seems to me that these recommendations will be accepted
in part, modified in part, though, this process lends itself towards
the educational community as a whole being able to comment on
the direction of research during the course of the competition.

There will always be winners and losers when the status quo is
changed. I agree that new initiatives must be taken in education

IToxt Provided by ERI
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research if we expect our students to be educated citizens capable
of conllﬁeting in the work force and in the international arena.

OERI states in their Federal Register publication that the 12 cen-
ters are designed to reflect a comprehensive approach to education,
one that aims to improve teaching and learning across the board,
across the broad span of ages from childhood to adulthood, across
the broad spectrum of la.l;guages and cultures in gchools and across
large and small urban and rural public and private schools.

I do support that statement and I look forward to hearing more
about the process and the conclusions of OERI and the community
when Assistant Secretary Cross testifies on November 9. I am in-
terested today in hearing the comments from our witnesses on
their feelings about the competition, what aspects they would
change in order to meet the mandate.

I want to emphasize that research, whether it is through labs
and centers or other initiatives, needs to be presented to the in-
tended user in a context and perspective that is clear and under-
standable. In addition, the information should offer a user choices
from which to select or mix and match various strategies.

The test that I place on the success is the same in 1989 and 1990
as it was in 1983, when I first came to this subcommittee, and that
test is that the teacher in Del Rio, Texas, of a third-grade class will
need to be able to use information that is developed by OERI.

That teacher does not have the time, the inclination nor often
the ability to sort through diverse facts from various sources nor to
assess their collective relevance or irrelevance to solving their par-
ticular Sroblems and convert that information into a form to rec-
ommend to other players. That teacher needs to know results from
other school districts, from other classrooms, and needs to have
those results in a form in which he or she can put into the class-
room immediately.

As this committee continues its oversight of OERI into prepara-
tion for next year’s reauthorization. our goal must be to ensure
that valuable research produced by the labs and centers does not
sit on department shelves, but is indeed ﬁut into practice.

I am encouraged by these hearings that this subcommittee has
conducted, that we can craft legislation that will change how infor-
mation is disseminated and packaged so that it will have a positive
imfact on how our students are educated throughout the country.

ield back the balance of my time.

C tairman Owens. I yield to Mr. Martinez for an opening state-
ment.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I don't really have an open-
ing statement, except I would like to reflect on something that you
said, the idea that any study would be so directed as to provide an
outcome for one particular [;1 ilosophﬁ' or another shocks me.

I hope that isn’t the truth. I think that the subject matter that
has been identified in the initial assessment for study is good. I
wish there were even more emphasis on inner<ity problems, espe-
cially dgoun children coming from different culftures and back-
grounds and different language hackgrounds.

I think that particularly in iuner cities, there has got to be a lot
more emphasis on that and how to make these young children
reading-proficient, English-proficient, learning-proficient.
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The one thing that scares me is the idea that somebody, because
of these studies, decided vouchers would be the best way to provide
%ulalhbtg education for everyone. It isn't. It simply isn’t and it never

Vouchers might relieve the double jeopardy of citizens who
for providing what they consider a better education for their chil-
dren, while still paying through their taxes for the public system
that their children do not use. It would only weaken the public
school system—a system that is already inadequate in many
ways—further if we went into a system of vouchers.

e study of A Nation at Risk 18 a study that everybody has used
as an example of how dangerously close to the edge the public edu-
cation system in the United States is. If we want to truly improve
education for all the children, then let's improve the system that
provides the most education for the most children.

I emphasize the fact of quality education for all. Only if we do
that, can we provide a system in which those that, for whatever
reason, religious or protective or for a myriad of reasons that

ple send their children to private schools they can continue to
o that while they still provide for the monies that are needed for
the public school support for our Nation.

I am one who had children that, as they grew up, went through
both. In the early years, all of my children went to parochial
school. When they reached a certain age, they got to choose wheth-
er they wanted to continue in parochial school or public school. My
children chose the public school, with the exception of my oldest
who went to a very technical school called “Don Bosco Technical
Institute.” I'm very glad that he did.

It was a great education for him, and it was a high school system
which I think the rest of the country ought to adopt. It was four
hours of academic study and four hours of a major—and his major
was electronics. That school system provided a young man with the
skills he needed so that u(fon graduation he could actuallf/ get a job
in the major that he studied. He could go on that schoo —because
of the academic study that he had there—not only to work at a job
but eventually to become the supervisor of that job and maybe
even the owner of that job and continue on to higher education if
that was his choice

I think therc cie a lot of things that we need to do in that public
system before we talk about vouchers.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Owens. Thank you. Mr. Smith.

Mr. SmrtH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman I do not have & prepared
statement, but I've read the material and do want to simply say a
couple of things.

First of all, I need to be—I guess at some point, I may be more
wﬂlmﬁ to think in some regarus about vouchers then some mem-
bers of this committee. I do not consider myself to be a supporter of
vouchers at all, and I have read this material and I just simply
don't see where it arises. If it's between the lines someplace, I need
to be helped with that before we're done today. .

ink what I'd like to say gets at the larger picture. Quite
frankly, we face this in other parts of our committee with the
Americans with Disabilities Act. Somebody said it's going to create
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heat, it's going to create friction, it's going to create pain out there
to pass this law. My response was, of course, it is. If it's worth
doing, it's going to take change. Change invariably is uncomfort-
able for people who are established in another way of doing busi-

ness.

I think we, as a committee, as we deal with OERI or as we deal
with any other Federal or education praciice, need to be careful to
uistinguish between change which, however haltingly and difficulty
we come by it, needs to happen as op to concerns, gain, fric-
tion that is caused because people are behaving irresponsibly.

There is a fundamental difference between those two things. %
we are afraid to engage in ccirses of action that will cause educa-
tors to rethink and parentec and communities and school boards
and policy-makers to rethink the way we do business in this coun-
try, then we are destined to a second-class nationhood in the 21st
century. Somehow we have to come to terms with what it means to
challenge ourselves and our school people and our parents and our
communities to do a different and a better job.

Professionally, before I came here, I had the great discomfort of
being with not one but two national organizations, the National
Center for Higher Education Management Systems and the Educa-
tion Commission of the States, which lost Federal research - on-
tracts which they counted on for major parts of their income.

The fact of the matter was that in those cases, it was cnange that
had to happen. As much as we were sorry to see it happen finan-
cially, we understood that the resources we had to offer at that
point in time were not appropriate to where it was that other
people wanted to go.

One of the things that is interesting to me about the research
topics—and I'm sure they can be sharpened, and it sounds to me
like we're going to hear in some ways that they can be sharp-
ened—for yeurs, we have tried to fix scﬁools by dictating how struc-
tures will be changed, by telling people the curriculum to teach, by
telling them how it should be taught.

I frankly think that Ted Sizer and a number of other people put
their finger on the problem when they said what we never do is try
to understand the circumstances in schools which allow teachers
and students to achieve extraordinary results. Tk2 learning climate
in schools is dysfunctional for a majority of our children. The
teaching climate in our schools is dysfunctional for a majority of
teachers. That is why fewer people want to teach and more pecple
leave teaching. Tho; is why one out of two students either drops
our or graduates below grade level.

I think that one of the things we need to focus on in this re-
search and sharpen—I'm not sure it's in here. I hope and I think it
is—is how to look at the working climate and the learning climate,
the job climate in schools because schools are work places. Ultil
they are fit places for principals and teachers and s‘pecialists to go
into every day, they cannot, by definition, be good places for young
gople to learn and learn more and learn better than they have in

e past.

So I would simply say as we look at the need for change in our
schools—and we understand that this is a country whose very
strength is its diversity—that somehow we have to look at a re-
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search agenda that welcomes and builds on that diversity, asks
that diversity to be responsible and accountable, and begins to
focus not only on the “what” that schools do, which we are so good
at talking about, but get to the much more elusive, subtle, and I
think equally important question of how schools do their business,
how they treat administrators, how they treat teachers and how, in
the end, students are treated in that learning envircnment.

Thank you very much.

irman Owgns. Mr. Williams.

Mr. WiLLiams. Thank you. As former chair of this committee, I
have three observations developed over the past few years. One of
them I share with the gentleman from Texas, and that is that
when I was chair here, he and I talked a lot about getting the in-
formation up to the teacher; not down to the teacher but up to the
teacher, in Del Rio or in Bozeman, Montana. *e all need to try to
do a better job at that.

The second thing that has begun to bother me is that we really
ought to take a close look at whether an appropriate percentage of
the dollars at OERI are being used for basic research, or are we
really moving an inappropriate number of dollars into centers and
ERIC and infrastructure.

If OERI needs more money, I think they ought to scramble and
fight for it with GAO, with the White Housc. They’ll have a lot of
advocates here on the Hill that will help them. I know it’s difficult
to move outside of the administration when their marching crders
are different.

We need more basic research. Perhaps we need the infrastruc-
ture as well in order to get it fully conducted. If that means mote
money, ask for it. Congress will give it to you. The White House
may reject it, but the Congress will give it to you.

Finally, a kind of a sensitive thing, and I don’t apply this just to
the current or the past aaministration. That is, we all ought to pro-
tect OERI against political influences and political pressures. We
ought not to use it as patronage. We ought not to be putting out
contracts to old friends We ought to be doing research. The two
don’t sit well together—political pressure and good, true research.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Owens. Thank you. Mr. Payne.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm pleased to be here
today with my colleagues and those int:rested people. I'd like to
thank our witnesses for attending this hearing.

Today we are at a critical time in the process of deciding the di-
rection in which we focus our resources on the educational im-
provement of this Nation. As you know, the state of education in
our country has been the topi. of discussions for many years.

Currently, across the Nation, we are faced with a large popula-
tion of people whe are barely, functionally literate and, therefore,
are not effectively contributing to the Nation’s productivity.

In order for our country to compete in the 21st century, we are
going to have to have a productive work force. At the rate that
we're going, unless ther~ is a serious change, we're doomed to
second class quality of . 2 in this nation. We will not be able to
compete because we will not have an educated work force. So it’s
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extremely important that we find out what we’re doing wrong and
to change it before it’s too late.

We estimate that there are up to 27 million Americans who aie
ilﬁl;:ei‘rate. h’l;hat nulmber vacillahesf ll:ztagk anctlo(ti'g;thhbecate uset(l)d:on’t
think we have a clear meaning of literacy . Literacy y is
rot what literacy was 20 years ago. In order to be functional, in
order to be productive today in clerical work, you have to, as you
all Jemow, be proficient in word processing and be proficient in com-
puters.

So literacy today is different than what the terminology of liter-
acy was, as I mentioned, in the . Literacy in the futnre is also
going to be a changing and evolving standard of what is literacy.
Therefore, we have a very serious challenge in keepinz up with
changing technology and world competitiveness.

We will be facing a unified Europe in ’92 and many, .:zay
changes. We have c es of ideologies in government in ez n>1
Europe. With that change, there will perhaps become a new ti r 't
on economic development and education. Therefore, there may be a
host of new countries in the future that will be active and co:apeti-
tive on an economic basis.

So we really have a very serious task in front of us to see that
gtt;r l:mt:ioma.l efen:eghou:hx;itgi;)::l ec(ﬁomy, our national productiv-
ity keeps pace with the ing wor

I come from a very urban district in New Jersey, the 16th Con-
gressional District of New Jersey. We have faced a host of issues
thet effect the quality and the availability of education. Pm anx-
ious to hear today’s testimony and enter into meaningful discourse.

Our urban areas are seeing record numbers of dropouts. We're
having record numbers of young people not performing. As a
former teacher, I feel very cloge to the subject of literacy.

So I'm just here to say that it’s goininto be very necessary for us
to come up with some answers soon. ow we have the capability
and we have the will. As we’ve done in the past, whenever we've
had to come up with the answer, our nation has respoaded. I know
we will in this instance, but it's going to take a lot of hard work.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Owens. Thank you. For the benefit of all concerned,
we want to emphasize the fact that we are here considering a proc-
ess that still has not been formalized or crystallized. According to
the draft memo of April 18, 1989 that I have in my hand, on
August i8th, the grant aglplication package was submitted to OMB
for clearance and approval.

The announcement has been made, and the goa!l is, according to
this time table, thatelz dJanuary 3rd, the center comdpetition an-
nouncement in the Federal Register would appear and the grants
application packages will be mailed out. So betwee: ~w and Janu-
ary 3rd, it is assumed that we will have an opport to have an
influence on this process.

At this point, the subcommittee, or the committee as a whole,
does not contemplate legislation to deal with this situation. It is a
matter of exercising our oversight rights to try to influence the
g;ocees. However, I suppose, in extreme situations, legislation could

enacted to alter the course of this whole process. So I wanted to
make that clear. The process is what we are concerned with today.

1w
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Our witnesses for the first panel consist of Dr. Richard Wallace,
Dr. Art Wise, and Dr. David Imig. Be seated, gentlemen. Dr. Rich-
ard Wallace is Superintendent of Pittsburgh Public Schools; Dr.
David Imig is Executive Director at the American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education; Dr. Arthur E. Wise is the Director
for the Center of the Study of Teaching, the RAND Corporation
here in Washington, D.C.

Dr. Wallace.

STATEMENTS OF DR. RICHARD WALLACE, SUPERINTENDENT,
PITTSBURGH PUBLIC SCHOOLS, PA, PENNSYLVANIA; DR.
DAVID IMIG, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION
OF COLLEGES FOR TEACHER EDUCATION, WASHINGTON, DC;
AND DR. ARTHUR E. WISE, DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR TiIE STUDY
OF TEACHING, THE RAND CORPORATION, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. WaLrace. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee. My name is Richard Wallace. I am Superintendent of
Pittsburgh Public Schools, one of the Nation’s major urban school
districts. I also serve as Chairman of the National Advisory Panel
for the Research and Development Center for Effective Secondary
Schools at the University of Wisconsin, and a member of the Na-
tional Advisory Panel for the Center for the Study of Writing at
the University of California-Berkeley and Carnegie Mellon Univer-
sity.

I found little to quarrel with regarding the substance of the time-
liness of the topics proposed for inclusion in OERI’s agenda. How-
ever, as a school practitioner and as a former director of a regional
educationdl laboratory and former deputy director of a university-
based research and development center, 'm greatly alarmed by the
lack of differentiation among elementary, middle and secondary
levels in the center competition proposed. The general tone of the
proposed centers is that levels of schooling in basic education do
not make a difference.

The members of the Select Education Committee need to under-
stand that elementary, middle and secondary schools have their
own cultures and their own normative structures. Middle schools
deal with students who are in a turbulent developmental stage.

We need to know much more about the influence of middle
school organization on student learning. We need further to know
much more about the effective modes of delivering instruction to a
pupil whe is neither child nor adolescent. Finally, secondary
schools have a culture that is entirely different from middle or ele-
mentary schools.

One cannot understand the teaching-learning process in a high
school without examining the developmental status of the learner
and the organizational context variables that influence school func-
tioning and student learning.

One cannot dismiss the influence of school organization, the de-
velopmental stage of the learner or level of schooling has upon all
of these research topics. Teaching and learning at any level are de-
termined by the interactions among teachers, the subject to be
taught, the level of maturation and development of the student and
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thlzogrganizational context in which teaching and learning takes

place.

While thz center competition announcement indicates that all of
the centers will address the various levels of schooling under “per-
vasive themes,” experience dictates that what is everybody’s busi-
ness will become nobody’s business.

The OERI research agenda cannot provide tangible results for
practitioners and the general public unless it is pursued within the
context of centers that focus on the level of schooling. The centers
for elementary and middle schools at Johns Hopkins University
and the center for secondary schools at the University of Wisconsin
have done useful, high quality work in their field over the past
years. Mcre than most other conters, these research centers have
actively involved practitioners as they pursue their research mis-
sion.

To lose the foci that these centers have provided on the organiza-
tional and developmental context that influences teacher and stu-
dent engagement in the learning process is shorisighted, from my
point of view. To dismantle these centers would be a fatal flaw.

I plea with you to please carry the message to the Committee on
Education and Labor, and ultimately to QERI, that it would be a
serious mistake to abandon the school ievel research agenda that
has been in existence.

Mr. Chairman, if I may close on somewhat of a personal note, I
was a director of a regional educational laboratory for two years
and a deputy director of a university research and development
center for two years. I left in total and utter frustration and re-
turned to the more predictable business of public schooling and
being a city school superintendent.

I was constantly frustrated by the shifting priorities of the U.S.
Office of Education. What the members of the Select Committee
may not realize is that it takes a minimum of three to five years to
develop a good work force and to achieve a tightly focused program
within a research and development institution. What the institu-
tions need is stability from OERI, not change.

I think, based on my experience in research and development
work and my 17 years as a school superintendent, I know how edu-
cational research is dene. I think I know what needs to be done. I
know what makes sense to practitioners. I can tell you that it does
not make sense for the Federal Covernment to constartly shift its
research priorities and to constantly disrupt viable working institu-
tions. I would hope that you would car:'y thi- message {forward to
the total committee and to OERI.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Richard Wallace follows:]
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TESTIMONY PREPARED POR THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION
OF THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR

Richard C. Wallace, Jr.
Superintendent
Pittsburgh Public Schools
~ittsburgh, Pennsylvani:

I am Richard C. Wallace, Jr., Superintendent, Pittsburgh
Public Schools, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, one of the major 1rban
school districts in America. I also serve as Chairman of the
National Advisory Panel for the Research and Development Center for
Effective Secondary Schools, University of Wisconsin and Member of
the National Advisory Panel, Center for the Study of Writing,
University of California-Beraeley and Carnegie Mellon University,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

I wish to express my concern with the focus »f the National
Research and Development Centers competition. As I reviewed the
proposed list of Research Centers and the research topics to be
covered by them, I found little to quarrel with resarding to the
substance or the timeliness of the topics proposed for inclusion in
OBERI's ageada. However, as a school practitioner, and a fo.mer
Director of a regional educational laboratory and Deputy Director of
a university-based research and development center, I am greatly
alarmed by the lack of focus on specific levels of schooling in the
center competition. The general tone of the proposed centers is that
the levels of schooling i1 basic educaticn do not make a difference.

However cne defines the proposed research areas of student
learning, mathematics teaching and learning, science teaching and
learning, or education :n the inner cities, one cannot dismiss the
influence tha%t school organization, and level of schooling has upon
all of these rescarch topics. The challenge of teaching and the
issues of curriculum differ radically depending upon the develop-
mental stage of the learner and the structural organization of the
schools in which a student is educsted. Science learning, for
example, in an elementary school, differs significantly from science
learning at the secondary school level. Teaching and learning at any
level is determined by the interactions among the teachers, the
subject to be taught, the level of maturation and development of the
student, and the organizational context in which teaching and
learning takes place.

while the center competition announcement indicates that all
of the centers will address the various levels of schooling under
"pervasive themes,"” experience dictates that what is "everybody's
businezs™ will become "nobody's business.” One cannot expect that
within a given research center or across several centers that
attention will be addressed to organizational context in which
schools function and instruction is delivered. It is rather
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interesting that only at the post secondary level, does it appear
that attention is paid to the variables commonly identified with the
social context in which education is delivered.

There is a significant body of resgsearch, much of it
sponsored by the federal government, that demonstrates that organi-
zational and cultural features of schools affect both students'
motivation as well as their ability to learn, and also significantly
influences how instruction is delivered. Any educator attempting to
change curricula, instructional processes, or learning outcomes,
must take into account that the change process is *"nested® vithin
levels of schooling that have their own peculiar organizational
characteristices. Researchers who fail to take organizational
variables into account ore likely to produce results that are not
useful. While the areis of inguiry included in the proposed
competition suggest a program of research relating to learning from
early childhood through alolescence, nothing specifically identifies
the school organization in which this is to take place. This tells
me that integrated research on the organizational properties of
schools that influence how instruction is delivered and how students
learn, etc., is nc- important to OERI. It appears as if the proposed
centers will deal _th the technical presentation of instructional
content in "ar organizational and developmental vacuum.® This
posture ignores what we know about the interaction of school
organization and the learning process.

I believe v ry strongly that the OBRI research agenda will
provide more payoff for practitioners and the general public if it
is pursued within the context of centers that focus on the levels of
schooling. The Centers for Elementary and Middle Schools at Johns
Hopkins University and the Center for Secondary Schools at the
University of Wisconsin have done useful, high quality work in their
field over the past four years. More than most other centers, these
researcn centers have actively involved practitioners as they
pursued their research migsion. To lose the foci that these
centers have provided on the organizational and developmental
context that influences teacher anl] student engagement in the
learning process is shortsighted, from my point of view,

Bach of the school-based research centers (Jobns Hopkins,
Wisconsin) has demonstrated that, research grounded in the organiza-
tional and Jevelopmental contexts of elementary, middle, and
secondary eduacation, can contribute to theory, to the professional
knowledge base and to educational p ‘actice. The Wisconsin center,
for example, was the first to launch a systematic research effort on
the question of student and teacher engagement in learning. Their
research on non-instructional factor. influence adoleszents'
engagement in the learning process and achievement has produced
important new findings. The Wisconsin Center's wurk on higher order
thinking within the secondary school curriculum have given us ways
to examine instructional ¢iscourse that goes far beyond the general
research on "critical thinking.”® Further, the Wis.onsin project on
high school programs for at-risk students has clarified key concepts
in building the relationship between school practitioners and
external agencies working with irner city youth to bring about more
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effective delivery of service. Prom my point of view as a practi-
tioner, it is far more productive to continue the school level
research that Johns Hopkins and Wisconsin have begun than to
dismantle that research effect and hope that others will pick it up.

- It also seems to me that the proposed research area called,
*Student Transitions,” i.e., that area which explores the educa-
A tional significance of the maturational changes children and

adolescents experienrce when they progress from one institutional
setting to another - - - begs the question of school level research.
That area of inquiry requires that one lonk at the respective
institutions level by level. How can "student transitions” be
studied without engaging in school level research?

At cne point in the new prospectus for research centers
stated, "....OERI plans to encourage collaboration among centers and
the dissemination of research finding to andiences who can make good
use of them.” I can tell ycu from my parscnal experience in
research and development work that this does not happen. T have

N absolutely no confidence that it will happen! R&D institutions are
not in the habit of working with one another in the way OERI would
envision. It has not happened in the 25 years in which the centers
and laboratories have existed and it's unlikely that it will happen
in the future.

The members of the Select Education Subcommittee need to
undarstand that elementary, middle, and secondary schools have their
own culture and normative structures. Middle schools deal with
students who are in a turbulent deselopmental stage. We need to
kncw much more about the influence of middle school organization on
student learning; we need further to know much more about effective
modes of delivering instruction to the pupil who is neither child
nor adolescent. The Johns Hopkins Center has made a significant
contribution to our knowledge base regarding elementary and miadle
school education. Their research on cooperative learning has been
very helpful to practitioners. Finally, secondary schools have a
culture that is entirely different from middle or elementary
schools., One cannot understand the teaching-learning process in a
high school without examining the developmental status of the
learner and the organizational context variables that influence
school functioning, and student learning.

It is my hope that the Subcommittee on Select Education will
carry the message to the Committee on Education and Labor ard
ultimately to OERI that it would be a serious mistake to abandon the
school level research agenda. That is not to say that new topics
presented for research are not meaningful. However, many of the
topics proposed will be mearingful only to the extent that they are
grounded within the three levels of schooling.

Allow me a personal comment in closing. I am an R&D
drop-out. Following a year of post-~doctoral studies at Stanford
University, supported by the U.S. Office of Education, I spent four
years in research and development work. During two of those years,
I was Director of the Eastern Regional Institute in Syracuse, New
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York, a regional educational laboratory of the Office of Education.
Later, 1 became Deputy Director for the Researc.u and pevelopment
Center for Teacher Education at the University of Texas at Austin. I
left research and development work seventeen years ago in utter
frustration. 1 was frustrated by the constantly shifting priori-
ties of the U.S. Office of Education. It was almost impossible to
get productive work accomplished. What the Members of the Select
Committee uay not realize is tuat it takes a minimum of three to
five years to develop a good work force and achieve a tightly
focused program within a research and development institution. These
institutions nes* stability from OERI, not constant change.

My perscnal frustration with the ever shifting priorities of
the federally sponsored research and development caused me to go
back the more predictable business of administering city schools.
Since leaving R&D work, I have been a school Superintendent. I
believe that I have used insights gained from my research and
development work productively in the schools. I have a keen
interest in and a commitment to educational research. I know how it
is done; I know what needs to be done; and I know what makes sense
to practitioners. I can tell you that it does not make sense for the
federal government to: (1) constantly shift its research pricri-
ties, and (2) to constantly disrupt viable working institutions.
The new topics that have been identified by OERI for discapline
inquiry are worthy of such inquiry. Let them be added to the
existing agenda of basic and applied research one that maintains ics

ocus on the unigue requireme ts of each grade level. Then I
believe a significant contribution could be made to the improvement
of the practice of education in the United States. Thank you for
this opportunity to provide testimony.
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Chairman Owens. Thank you, Dr. Wallace. I appreciate your
brevity. I neglected to say that we have copies of all the testimony
that has been submitted. The full written testimony will be submit-
ted for the record. Your oral remarks may highlight your written
testimony.

Dr. Imig.

Dr. ImiG. Mr. Chairman, thank you and members of the commit-
tee for the opportunity to be here today. I represent an association
of 700 schools, colleges and departments of educations, the Nation's
universities and colleges.

What I would like to do today is comment in two areas: the cur-
rent national R&D Centers Competition; and how some of the
strengths and weaknesses of that competition may inform delibera-
tions with regard to the future reauthorization of OREI.

In contrast to my colleague, Dr. Wallace, AACT believes that the
center missions described in the September 12th Federal Register
do focus on important educational issues that are comprenensive in
their attention to promoting an educated citizenry and are
thoughtfully ¢- .cribed.

The four themes that are expected to pervade the work of the
centers do, in fact, constitute persistent dilemmas faced by scciety,
schools and teachers. AACT is impressed by the attention to devel-
opmental approaches to the learning reflected in the proposed
conter themes.

While very significant work is currently being done in the two
centers that Dr. Wallace has talked about that are school-focused,
we believe what is proposea by OERI is, in fact, reasonable rathe:
than simply mirroring the current academic struciure.

It does provide, given the constraints we're faced with, limited
dollars and a limited research agenda, the opportunity for re-
searchers to engage in an educational version of a basic research as
well as context for situation specific research. We endorse the spot-
light on teaching and learning as the first priorities and as the
first priorities in the city. It is certainly one of our nation’s most
pressing priorities.

The association is particularly interested in the Learning to
Teach Center. We agree with OERI’s attention to the development
of teaching expertise over time, the acknowledgement that this de-
velopment, in part, is supporte. by specialized knowledge, and that
there is an important link between teaching expertise and student
learning. Also, broadening the context of learning to teach to in-
clude both univetsity and lower school settings, we believe is a step
in the right direction.

In regard to the competition and the Learning to Teach Center
in particular, we offer four observations. Given the outcomes
sought in relation to funds likely to be available, the sheer number
of centers proposed may prove to be troublesome. In order to
mount programs researched that treat the center topics seriously,
current appropriations are absclutely insufficient. As a result, we
do fear surface exploration may become the; .;orm.

Second, we hope that the Learning to Teach Center is encour-
aged to engage its work and its cxpertise with the centers on edu-
cation in the inner cities, educational quality of the work force,
mathematics teaching and learning, science teaching and learning,
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student learning, and writing and literacy. The idea of interconnec-
tion is, we think, very important. The connections are obvious in
practical terms, but the intellectual, methodological and theoretical
connections must be strengthened.

Third, we think that the conventional funding cycles for centers
has been five years. Observations, and I note Dr. Wallace’s com-
ments in his experience, suggest that these cycles probably are in-
sufficient to invent, implement and assess the outcumes of pro-
grams of research. This is particularly true in terms of research
that m}t:st account for the complexity of such intentions as learning
to teach.

Fourth, directly related to the resources and funding period of
centers is the issue of the so-called minicenters. We believe that
OERI should eliminate the concept of the minicenter concept and
reinvest those funds in the centers to be competed next year.

Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Dr. David Imig follows:]
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HMr. Chairman, it s a privilege to address this Subcommittee on the
forthcoming Netional Research and Development Centers competition. I am
here today representing the American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education. AACTE is a national, voluntary professional association of
colleges and universities with programs to prepare teachers and other school
personnel. Our members include major research universities as well as four-
year liboral arts colleges. Collectively our membar institutions prepare
approximately 85% of new education profeasionals each year. Faculty in
AACTE institutions are engaged in basic and applied research and the
integration of reseerch findings into the teacher education curriculum.

My comaents this morning will focus on two areas. The current National
R&D Centers compevition: topics, the suggested number of centers, their
proposed scope of vork, and their funding requirements. The second area
will consider how utrengths and weaknesses of the competition can inform
deliberations in regard to a future reauthorization of OERI.

In general, AACTE belfeves the center missions described in the
September 12th Federal Register focus on important educational issues, are
comprehensive in their attention to promoting an educated citizenry, and are
thoughtfully described. The four themes that are expected to pervade the
work of the centers, (student and teacher engagement , cultural diversity,
student transitions, and middle grades and high school) constitute
peraistent dilemmas faced by society at large ar.d schools and teachers in
partiocular.

A number of the currently funded National R&D Centers are housed in
AACTE member institutions. 1In addition, we anticijate that many of
our members will iidividually and in consortia compete for new centet
awards. For that resson, we are hesitant to suggest that certain oen
missions have more merit than others. We are, however, impressed by the
attention to developmental approaches to learning reflected in the proposed
center themes. We believe this {3 more reasonable than approaches that
simply airror the current academic establishment. For example, efforts
aimed at young children or adults malts considerable oconceptual and
practical sense, in contrast to the school level and/or subject matter focus
of existing centers. It alsc provides an opportunity for engaging in the
educational version uf "basic" research as well as ocontext- or situation-
specific research. We also endorse the spotlight on teaching and learning
in cities, certainly one of our nation's most pressing priorities.

My earlier comments notwithstanding, AACTE is particularly interested
in the Learning to Teach Center. We agree with OERI's attention to the
development of teaching expertise over time, the acimowledgement that this
development, in part, is supported by specialized inowledge, and
that there is an important 1ink between teaching and student learning.
Also, broadening the contexts of learning to teach to include both
university and lower school settings is a step f{n the right direction.
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In regard to the coapetition as a whole and the Learning to Teach

Center in particular, I offer four observations:

Given the outoomes sought in relation to funds likely to be
avallable, the sheer number of centers proposed may prove troublesoae.
In order to mount progrags of research that treat the center topics
seriously, a funding level of under § ! million per year may bda
insufficient. AACTE vorries that surface exploration may become the
norm. Natuvally, if the number of centers is reduced, we assume the
funding levels for the remaining ones will be raised.

The Learning to Teach Center should be encouraged to engage its work and
its expertise with the centers on education in the inner ocitdes,
educational quality of the workplace, mathematics teaching and learning,
ocience teaching and learning, student learning, and writing and
literacy. The connections are obvious, in practical terms, but the
intellectusl, methodological, and thcnretical connections must be
strengthened. A case might be made for higher-than-typiosl funding for
the Learning to Teach center in order t> support the formulation,
nurturance, and refinement of this latter group of linkages.

The conventional funding cycles for centers has been five years.
Observation and experience suggesat that these cycles are insufficient to
invent, {mpleaent, and assess the outcomes of programs of research.
This is particularly true in terms of rcsearch that must account for the
complexity of such intentions as "learning to teach." Further, if we
read the Pederal Regiater accurately, the expectacion is for the next
round of centers to move bcyond descriptions and explanations and engage
ir quasi-experiemental/normative studies. These studies are more
Jepunding of time and resources than are inquiries into the nature and
outcomea of existing efforts.

Directly related to the resources and funding period of centers i3 the
1ssue of so-called minicenters. These three-year grants at about
$100,000 per year strike us as an inadequate response to the decades-old
complaint of indivioual researchers that they are denied funding because
of the inveztaent in the research and development centers. OERI should
eliminate the minicenter concept and reinvest those funds in the centers
to be competed next vear.

The national RED centers compe:*tion alsoc provides an opportunity for

reflection or. those aspects of the Federal research enterpriss that may need
attention auring a future reauthorization. I would like to ruggest four
such areas:

Although competitions for both regional laboratories and national
research centers are underway, there appears to be little
encouragement for program or process cocrdination. When ths Congress
eatablished HIE and the research centers and regional labs, relatively
close linkages between them were envisicned. Over time, these linkages
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have faded. We find in the description of center missions pat forwarl)
by OERI incressed emphasis on dissemination. While at the same time,
ragional 1abs are under pressure to conduct evaluation and ressarch
studies. These new directions may be appropriate, but it is important
that tne essantial relationships belween the laboratories and centers be
retained and supported.

Five or ten y2ars ago, research conducted in, or supported by, state
educational agencias was limited "> cest developzent and prograa
evaluation. However, with the growth of state agencies and need for
rasearch on context-specific issues, states are beginning to conduct and
support more sophisticated research. It is important that the federal
govermment, through OERI, systematically access this work. This mignt
be dona thematically through the national centers or regionally through
the laboratories,

Critics of OERI assert that the agency's priorities and procedures too
often reflect short run political goals of the Administration in
office. A tension between Congress, the adminfstration, and the
research community 1:z a natural outcome of a goverrzint supported RAD
systes. If this tension can't be eradicated--aid I believe it cannote-
then wa must look for mechanims to neutralize its potential negative
effects. One suggestion worth consideration is reestablishing a
national policy board to set broad goals for OERI and oversee the
implementation of policies and procedures aized at protecting the
nissions and opsratiocn of the agency from direct political
interference. NIE, and for a time OERI, was overseen by the NCER. But
NCER rather than protecting NIE and OFRI from political influence and
ineptitude became a vehicle for politicizing the agency. While there
appears to de 2 need to estadlish a policy board for 0ERI, the mistakes
of the psst should not be rejecated.

One of the most challer sing concepts to emerge from the school reform
aovement has been that of "integrated services.” With the child
presently the focus for a variety of community service agencies, is it
possible to integrata those services into a coherent whole a:ud provide
thes to at risk children and youth? This approach has drama’ic
implications for the conceptualization and conduct of educational
research. The Congress should confirm the Secretary of Education's
responsidility for coordinating the planning and evacition of the many
research and developaent activities or the Federal government that are
related to child developme~t, education, and training. To that end, an
interdepartsental committie should be established and chaired by the
Se- stary of Education. Tals committee should repo~t to the Congress
ana the research community on the status of education-related research
and development. This report should give particular attention to the
overlap of effort and te issues of concern to the Congress that may be
receiving inadequate atten.ion. OERI, for example, identified four
pervasive themes among the ideas and cosments offered during the centers
competition planning process. While these themes are certainly




important, a very different set might have been generated if an
integrated research approach were employed.

Last year AACTE, working with colleagues from the Ccuncil for
Educational Development and Research prepared a paper, "Enhancing the
Frderal Government's Capacity to Support the Improvement of Education
Through Research and Development.” In this document, we speak to some of
the points I have raised today. A copy is app-.ded to my testimony.
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Enhancing the Federal Government’s Capaciiy
to Support the Improvement of Educagon
Through Research and Development

Introduction
Education is the primary way that society provides for its future. Virtually all other
social institutions and social po‘l‘;:nygs. with the exception of scientific research, aim to
i ing preolems, provide current services, or sustain health and income security.

remediate existing
In the last few years. the nation has sought to make major changes in the quality of our
educational systems  Yet, as is true for improvements in our national defense and our

- health the su~cessful design and implementation of educational improverents depend
onthemaistmand _mibilitygéwcll dommentp ¢d knowledge. prov

B Tronically, while the country’s commi to improwing its schools bas increased, und

- while there isa i ition that the future of the nation will be influenced more

thaneverbeforebythethtyoﬁhegduaﬁonreedvedzmitsdﬁzcm,!heﬁmds
allocated to educational research and improvement have dedlined dramaticaily. The perceived
need to deal with the budget deficit may delay action on new and more effective federal
efforts to enhance child development and education. But, even if new policy initiatives aze
not now feasible, this is the riate time to develop the knowledge that will permit
tresources to be used efficiently and with maximum i when the opportunitv to make
the necessary investments in our children~and in our future—~occurs.

It seems ciear that the federal government’s capacity to Tt i ments in
education through rescarch and development is both under-fundcd and less effective than it
needs to be. Ths brief r and outlines several proposals for improving the quality and
cost-effectiveness of fedral research and development activities related to education. These
proposals deal with mechanisas for increasing coordination and cooperation, new approaches
to organizing existing programs, needed new activities, and ways to improve administrative
and management practices.

The ultimate purpose of educational research is, of course, the improvement of learning
opportunities and outcomes for the nation’s citizens The process of improvement starts with
the 1denuﬁaﬁ$e%£})ossx’ble alternatives for i i cation-related policies and
glracﬁwg and research 10 discover the relative effectiveness and efliciency of these

ternatives.

Research should lead to the specification of models that can be implemented in a range
of settings and the testing of the effectiveness and cocts of the new models. This step is
essential because vir all educational strategies are influenced i;gponamly conditions
that ofton vary consi ly. Understanding how these differsnces affect the efficacy of
tbe strategy and building such understanding into models for improvement is essential in
order to achieve effective changes in maragement procedures,teaching, curriculum and other
factors that influence student leaming. :

Once effective practices and policies are ideatified, and the conditions that influence
their relative effectiveness in different settings are specified, this information needs to be
dissemisated in a variety of forms and formats. Dissemination, boweser, is seldom
safficient, in itself, to ensure the adoption ard implementation of a naw activity-no matter

1
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and itis costly. Butits o ity and

_ofthefe)fle&alg::mmdmﬂ amm.l:’rofoﬁm
0 nlan guides these efforts and no process
i M‘e?md&medoﬁheeﬂmofth&nﬁm
and the improvement of policy and practice.

The should confirm the Secretary of Ecucation’s ity for
coordinating ing and execution of the many research and activities of
the federal government that are related to child development education and trainiLg. To

committee i

problems ified by the congress and the Secretary as
prionities for educational improvement. This coordinating council should be chaired by the
Assistant Secretary for Research and Improvement and provided with a small staff to
facilitate its work.

E inel ion and A

development activities from various divisions, but not all divisions, ce of
A : the Offi a:f Find MMM(OERI) ha
organizational successor, ice t , have
dwindled. Research and activities tied more closely to line agencies of ED, on
the other hand, have been sustamed and have developed strong constituencies. For example,
higher education, vocational education, bilingual education, and special education have
mussion-oriented research and development activities that serve to provide opportunities to
eacourage indwvation, evaluate new or existing ices, disseminate information, and
support train ng models. But there is no such capacity associated with mainstream
elementary and secondary education. A big step toward addressing this problem was taken
in 1988 when Fund for the Improvement and Reform of Schools and Teaching (FIRST) was

2
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created. Fmsrsbonldbeﬁmyﬁmdedmdshmﬂdbemdedtopmdefordmcx

andmdn.meddmaly at school i nt. We
mp%m andmofthe!’xmferme

to give it greater capacity for evaluation

uno'u-s.

OERI was esiztlished (P.L. 96-88) as the research and development arm of
me!ﬂ)andtbewcommenfgpomam education-related research.

OERT’s credibility and its ing continues to be and the office

has been constant sttack. Its problems, Iike those of its , NIE, are not
parties or individuals. The entire federal effort to

necessarily i

improve education badly needs the underpinning provided by an effective R&D base. For
example, the massive federal programs | e.g,.(:lnptul)willbyncvenachthmpotennzlunm
eduau::aklR&Dandevdopot validated practices that make a real difference

OERI should be strengthened by:

sheldingtheueanmmsbmtmnandmnmwlypamsanpremms
D m
: staffing and conditions
emm;thepmdnawnofmkmwedge
m io' *semination and technical assistance
Buffering OERI from Narrow Influences
mecsot‘OERhmnthattheagwq’s iorities and procedures too often reflect
short run political oftbeAdnnmsmonp;ofﬁce. There appearstot agowm
interest in reestab a pational policy board that would set broad goals tor OERI and
oversee the i l:mm.anonofpohasandpmeedummmedaxprotecungthemxssxonsand
of OERI from direct political interference. Some observers have wdtothe
auomlSaeneeBoudasa of what is needed. NIE, and for a time O]
“overseen” by a policy board call=d the National Council for Educational Research (NC‘-'R).

BntNCER.mbenhan rotecun&!:mmdomlﬁompohual influence and ineptitude,
beameaveh:de agency. Over the last four years, the role and

000000

there appearstobe apeedt - 1blish a policy board for OERI, the mistakes
ofthepastshonldnotberepawd. A Boaa would advise the Assistant Secretary for
Research lmpmvemem but would report i the Secretary on all education and
improvement activities of the Departmen: The new National Educational Research and
Improvement Board (NERIB) should bave the following characteristics:

o Responsibility for setting long-term general goals, including the priorities to be
gven to particular problems and issues of continuing and substantial concern to
¢ American people.

0  Members appointed on a bipartisan basis by the President of the United States.
The qualifications for mercbers would be specified in the authorizing legislation.

3
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It has been suggested that membership on the board be representative of different
constituencies, such as teachers, local and state administrators, local and state
bmrdmemﬁrstn@scb?hsmeduaﬁonmdomadkgpﬁpuuhpmcﬁw,
however, such qualifications DO DECESSATY implication. Thus,
Presideatial sppointees to the Board should be from among nominees from
national organizations identified by the Secretary of Eduction as repmenting key
parﬁctig:ftsintheprovisiondquali education for all Americans. It s> suldbe
clear Conp&upeasthanbe will be bipartisan ard that its
members’ be “distinguished® for their accomplishments related to research and
improvement.

0 Authority to conduct regular pr audits of OERI and other research and
i activities of ED and report to the Secretary, the President and the

Congress on the results Jf these audits. In'g:m'mlar, the Board, as does the
National Science Board, should report on strengths and weaknesses of

educational research and improvement activities highlighting achievements and
necds related to topics of especially high priority. ghligh

o A small professional staff whose director would be appointed by the Secretary,

The proposed national board would provide one mechanism for increasing the
confidence that the Congress and the public has in the isa and professional
direction of OERL Another way to achieve this goal would be to establish a technical

isory council for research. Sucha ready exists for the National Center for

Educational Statistics and seems to be achi goals set for it theSg‘l:F&.
Members of an Advisory Council for Research and (A d be selected by
the Secretary from nominees identified by the Natio Academy of Education. ACRI would
include both researchers 25 practitioners of national renown for their expertise. The
functions of ACRI wou'd relate 10 the implementation of policies and programs, not to the
setting of priorities.

Restructuring OERI

OERI has undergone major reorganizations in the last nine years and they have been
accompanied by a weaxening rather than a ing of the agency. Nevertheless,
therexsamdmﬁmherde\grdopthemmre:iomhorde:%o(l facilitate

inati improvement activities (2) reduce the ility of the
research function to both cuts in funding and requirements that research projects bave a
sbon-nmeﬂeaonpoliqandpmcﬁoe,ap%”mbletbeqenqmm ct new studies
that will engage a large~ Tumber of qualified researchers and practitioners. OERI should
have three major divisioas, The Center for Educational Statistics, the Division of Library
and Information Services, and a National Center for Educational Researck and Improvement

(NCERI). The first two of these units would encompass the activities they now encompass.
NCERI&mddindndeanotherﬁmcﬁonsofOERL i P

Professionalizin ORI

As is true for all organizations, OERTs credibility and effectiveness is fundamentatly
determined by the quality of the personnel the agency is able to recruit and retain. In
striking contrast to the situations at the National Science Foundation and the National
Institutes of Health, too many members in OERI are lacking in professional expertise and
appropriate experience. Moreover, many of the best qualified staff members frequently
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seek hcesmotha aandoﬁmbemseoﬁhe_rgonthcyhavemthm
Et;lib rﬁpomibihues. authority” to hire
pe:sonnelwxw iﬁtyan attract high tymwcbandmprovemem
mm e s
mikbl to permit effective staff
mi.andagenqpamndhmfewoppommﬁaforpmfmomm

Several must be taken to reestablish the credibility of the OERI staff. The:~
in turn, will increase the ef[ecuvm and prof character of the

's important missions are pursued. First, appomtmemanthon uid be
usedtoattncuadreoﬂ-‘ellmtoomlwbo dse:veonctothree Y
These Fellows would be rovement
essionals selected in open, itive wonld of the art

to OERL To attract and retain well qualified people, O Fellowsshouldbe
permitted t> engage in collaborztive activities vith organizations quali©sd to receive OERI
support.

Second, the backbore of the agency’s nnel ~ no iess than one-half -- should be
a group of professionals sel thr;ugh competitive civil service mechanisws.

:gcypuwnmlshmwbeprmdedmmrmmmymwlyoutmw]o:
(While seems obvious, resources tntevnitspnono
mdsevenwhere onsofdollusarealstake) Founh.the(;
which serves bota OERI staff and the e:mreDepamnem,should reoogmzeduan
important elementmaphntopmdzadequuemmrcu. ifth, Intergovernmental
P&’wnnelAa(!P ) assignments should be used to ensure that civil servant professionals

have opportunities to learn and to gain knowledge of the types of institutions with which
they work or to which their efforts are directed.

Protecting the Research Base
Undermndab , policy makers and practitioners want OERI and other research
progmnsof answers to probiems. Historically, this has resulted na
~sing share ofthe funds available for research and improvement being allocated to
basic and applxed research. This is akin to building ageducts without at* >nding to the
O] rue:rzc% apeaallﬁyo ﬁ:h‘m ) mfu':ded ke Ev::lmm
;éllg - c studiss non-ins.tutional grants

priority. And. eenters have been to divert increasing
amounts of their resources from research

Atonepomtunhe of NIE, it was policy that no iess than 30 percent of
research and lmprovemcm should be spent on basic research (as defined by the
Office of Management and Budget). We are now a long way from tha: goal. Currently, the

bulk of OERTs research and improvement dollars goes to suoport the research community’s

tructure: the university-based research centers, the regional educational laboratories,
and the ERIC dearinghouses. This base should be nurtured and protected. But new funds,
over and above the ba'e, should be scaght. Eventually OERI ought to be spending about 30
percent of its dullars on basic research. Eventually, field-initiated proposals ought to
command 20 percent of the agency’s funds.
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A number of changes in OERI practices and procedures should be made to increase
pz;g‘ecﬁm with wﬁich the agency’s limited resources are used. Such changes should
include:

o  Substantial revision of the peer review process to ensure the technical capacity
of the reviewers. The two-tier panel review process should be discontinued (it
hay not been employed lately).

o  The competition for national research centers should be staged so that no more
than one-third of the centers are competed at the same time.

o  The definitions of the missions of the nation.d research centers should be
general in nature and awards should be made on the basis of quality of the
proposed research rather than its fix with the research questions ideatified by
the OERI staff. One purpose of peer review is to establish the ability of the
:mpeu‘;ors for grants to define the problem and propose appropriate ways to

dress it.

o  Labs should not be. prohibited from undertaking research if such inquiry (e.g., the
evaluation of news practices) would contribute to their primary mission.

o Rather thar specifying particular amounts to be ~located to each ﬁro'ect or
center being, ~ompeted, OERI should identify ranges of funds a ¢ and make
awards based on the quality of the proposals. Indeed, it should be possible to
make more than one in each category of competition if the proposals
represent different strengths. (Attention might be drawn here to the procedures
used by NIH in funding “Program Projects® in broad areas of national priority.)

0  All centers need not receive 5 awards. Some awards might be for shorter
durations. As at NSF and assurances could he made that research on
particular topics would extend over long periods during which potential
competitors could challenge a given center {cf. the v‘g{ competitions are
congducted for the avthorit s to administer the Na.onal Assessment for
Educational Progress).

o  OERI an the Secretary should be clearer about national priorities and encourage
an on-goiag discussion and debate at.out those priorities. Long lists cf topics
have cburacterized the identification of priorities in recent years with the
consequence that virtually all topics seem to be of importance. This makes
the priority setting exercise meaningless and unworthy of participation.

More aver, it misleads the Cong&s and the public by sugg~sting hat some issues
are beine funded when in fact they receive little attention. For example neither
“right-wing” grioriﬁes nor the pressing needs of disadvantaged children have, in
fact, received much funding during the last severlaald%ears, csgzite impressions to
the contrary, The proposeﬁ National Board for Educational Research and
Impravement could become the vehicle through which the highly visible priority
setting suggested here could be implemented.
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o  OERI should make use of both grants and contracts as the mechanisms for
allocating funds and should respect the principles that differentiate these two
funding mechanisms.

Consideration of BasicR .

The severe problems of maintaining a well-funded and respected educational research
improvemcnt agency within the Dev=.tment of Education su(gg:sts the desirability of
basic organizational arrangements now in p px;?osal that is
recurren dxswssed is to emulate the National Institutes of Health model. This approach
ﬁh&e tate better linkage to and support from policy makers, educational practitioners

public.
in this direction, eunsiderauon should be given to establishing a National
Insmute f rban Education NII JE would address one of the major and most
intractable set of p roblems the nation. Its activities could encompass the new
Cenier for Research on Education of eDnsadvanuged. a field-initiated research grants
; the identification, through ch and evaluation at state and local

effective pnctiws, mdudmf involvmg interagency ration, the
development of training models, eo tively allocated support for state-level rescarch and
developme: * on urban education, an disemmauonacnwuu. The Director of NTUE would
report o the Assistant Secretary for Research and Improvement, whose office would provide
for necessary planning and consideration. It would have its own National Advisory Board.

{ondusion

I A T Ak e g

0l ut most c atorsan po! ers kncw that our
schools are not now and never have bezn as good nee? the nation
to meet the educational chancniu it sow fawc. much less rcpuin_l_g it for the even
greaterdemandnheﬁntuxcwm nng.isafedenlru&ons: ili 0 leave the federal
educational research and improvement capabili undcgmded and disorganized and
demoralized condition it is now in is to deprive the reform movement of the rudders needed
to guide the redirection and the new fuel needed to overcome both inertia and competition.
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Chairman OweNs. Thank you.

Dr. Arthur Wise.

Dr. Wise. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am
pleased to testify at this hearing on the Office of Educational Re-
search and Improvements proposed National Research and Devel-
opment Centers Competition.

In my opinion, the proposed topics represent a reasonable selec-
tion from the universe of educational problems and research possi-
bilities. OERI has engaged in a careful review. Research on the des-
ignated topics will make a useful contribution. Certainly, however,
there are other topics which merit attention as well.

I am not here to second-guess the process or the set of decisions
arrived at by OERIL In your letter to me, you asked whether the
proposed topics will mect the Nation’s educational research needs
for the 1990s and beyond. To that question I must answer an un-
equivocal no.

The amount of money being expended on educationa! R&D is ut-
terly inadequate. The centers that you are looking at currently rep-
resent a total investment of some $10 million. We currently spend
some $330 billion a year on American education. We spend on edu-
cational R&D the proverbial spit in the ocean. We spend an infini-
tesimal fraction of the operating budget of the schools, a signifi-
cantly infinitesimal fraction representing way less than one per-
cent.

For industry as a whole in America, we spend over four percent
across all industries. Many industries which rely upon a scientific
base spends 10 or 15 or 20 percent of their revenues on research.

We are not serious about educational research and development
in this country. At the same time as we are talking about this level
of investment, we have recently seen the education summit, an un-
precedented event with the governors coming together with the
president to discuss the very grave problems that American educa-
tion faces.

At the summit, the president and the governors agreed to set
goals in seven major areas. They regarded these problematic areas
as highly in need of new attention. They also call for a fundamen-
tal restructuring of America’s schools. Effort and money will be
necessary to bring about these changes. However, they alone will
not be enough. We need new knowledge, new techniques, new prod-
ucts, new alternatives, new ideas. ‘

Sad to say, the Federal investment and educational R&D has de-
clined by some 70 percent between the early 1970s and the late
1980s. Sound new knowledge and well-tested products are in ex-
tremely short supply.

Many of the new “solutions” being advanced today have no theo-
retical or empirical foundation. That means that people are begin-
ning to make change for the sake of making change without any
sound footing for knowing whether the changes that they are
making will, in fact, improve the quality of American education.
We are watching as the American educational system thrashes
about, wustes money, and, most imgortantly, wastes energy, human
energy, as people seek change for the sake of change.

Americas scheols are operating with a mission anc structure,
which date: from the early 1900s when we created a school system
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to help transform our economy from an agricultural one to an in-
dustrial one. The factory model of schooling has served us reason-
ably well, but it is time now for a change. We need a new educa-
tional system that will help transform our economy from an indus-
trial lone to a post-industrial one. We need more education for more
people.

The time is right to mobilize educational R&D to help care the
Nation’s educational ills and to restructure the Nation’s schools.
Congress should, in my opinicn, create the National institutes of
education, which would be five or seven mission-orientcu 11stitutes,
which would have clear and cogent targets and would therefore be
accountable.

The president and the governors anrounced seven areas where
they were concerned, but I would suggest that this committee
ought to hear testimony from at least the following: Ernest Boyer,
who has a fie-part encapsulation of educational problems; the Na-
tional Academy of Education, which is compiling a list of break-
through research opportunities in five areas; the National Gover-
nors Association, which produced = six-item agenda; the Business
Coalition for Educational Reform, which also has a six-problem
focus; the Congressional Democrats, which icdentified six goals, and
others.

This committee should develop a cogent configuration of educa-
tional problems that can be turred into institute missions. To this
end, I would suggest an investment, as has this committee in the
pact, of at least one percent of the total Federal investmeut in edu-
cation—that would be $220 million—which would still be a mere
fraction of the overall operating budget of American education.

Such a total would allow each institute to operate at at least $40
million a year. This kind of proposal, the creation of a set of insti-
tutes, the National Institutes of Education, would convey the idea
that we are serious about educational R&D, that we are serious
about using educational R&D to improve American education, and
that we are prepared to make an investment of serious proportion
in order to bring about that result.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Arthur Wise follows.]
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TESTIMONY OF ARTHUR E. WISE
BEFORE THE

HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION

October 2€, 1989

Arthur E. Wise is director of the RAND Center for the Study of the
Teaching Profession and Chair, Government and Professional Liaison
Committee of the American Educational Resezrch Association. The views
and conclusions expressed are those of the suthor and should not be
interpreted as representing thosa of The RAND Corporation or any of the
agencies sponsoring its research.
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Mr. Chairman and Members >f the Committee:

I am pleased to testify at this hearing on the Office of
Educational Research and Improvement's proposed National Research and
Development Centers Competition. In my opinion, the proposed topics
represent & reasonable selection from the universe of educationsl
probleps and research possibilities. OERI has engaged in a careful
review and research on the designated topics will make a useful
contribution. Certainly, there are other topics which merit attention
as well.

You ask, however, whether the proposed topics will meet the
nation's educatjonal rescarch needs for the 1990s and beyond. To that
question, I must answer no.

America's leaders are seeking non-incremental change in schools;
incremental change in the educational R&D structure will not do.

America's schools are operating with 8 mission and structure which
is 100 years old. At the turn of the century, the ":aptains of
industry” created schools that mirrored the best thinking of
contemporary industry. They created the factory school, which taught
the basic skills and the habits needed by industry pretty well. That
vision was driven by and facilitated the transformation of the economy
from agricultural to industrial.

Now our jeaders see¥ to transform the mission and st ure of
today's school: %o mirror the transformation of today's aomy from
industrial to postindustrial. How can more students be¢ orought to
higher levels of jintellectual functioning? How should schools be
structured to achiuve this result?

Nothing less than a restructuring of OERI and & significant
increase in the federal investment in educational R&D will do. The
educational R&D system must be restructured to help re.tructure American
education.

CALLING FOR 'NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF EDUCATION’

At last month's education summit, President Bush and the nation's
governors agreed to sot national goals in seven arcas: the readiness of
all children to start school; the performance of students on
international achisvement tests; the reiuction of dropout rates; the
functional literacy of adults; the level of training necessary to
guarantee a competitive workforce, the supply of qualified teachers and
up-to-date technology, und tne establishment of safe, drug-free schools.
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Addressing these concerns--which include some of the most
intractable problems in Awerican education--will require strengthened
effort on the part of educators and students. Solutions may slso mean
reallocating existing reso’ xrces or tapping new resources.

But affort and money alone will not be enough; if they were, tha
pachlems would not be so longstanding or so pervasive. New
alternatives--new knowledge and new product: -will also be necessary. A
major source of fresh ideas and techniques can be federally sponsored
research and development--provided that the federal educational-research
apparatus is ovarhaulad.

With the House Subcommittee on Select Education set to begin
hearings soon on the reauthorization of the Education Department's
Office of Educational Research and J.sprovement, the time is ripe to
mobilize research in seeking cures for the nation's educational ilis.
Taking the summit's proposals as its starting point for these hearings,
the Congress zhould move to replace rhe current research structure with
mission-oriented institutes, each directed at a major educational gosl
or problea.

Research and development is one of the clearest education
responsibilities of the faderal government. The reauthorization
hearings for the OERI typically involve abstract discussion of the
relative emphasis to be given to basic research, applied research,
develop..ent, imprevement, and dissemination. Or they concern the extent
to which the feaeral government should conduct its resmarch through
field-initiates proposals, pro .ammatic research, centers, laboratories,
contracts, nationally planned .- forms, and locally Initiated reforms.

The hearings sometimes focus on aress to be covered, such as
teaching or learning. Occasionally, they coasider the relative merits
of psychological, sociological, or economic ‘nquiry. But rarely do they
directly engage the nation's educational pr lems or goals.

The existing structure is not mission-oriented. The QERI is
currently organized by function: Its programs include the fund for the
improvement and reform of schools and teaching, the office of research,
and programs for the improvement of practice. The 0ffice of Research
ite 1f is  canized by arem: education and society, higher education
and adult rning, learning and instruction, and schools and school
professionais. This structure does nct create a corpelling set of
targets for research; as a result, the unterprise lacks accountability.

And over the last two decades, the federal government has been
systematically disinvesting in educational research. According to the
General Accounting Office, ths f_ sral investment declined by 70 percent
in resl terms between the early 1970s and the late 80s.
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4s the nation emb.rks on a restructuring of the education system,
it will discover that sound new knowledge and well-tested products are
in short supply. It will also find that many of the proposed
"solutions" to current problems have little theoretical or empirical
grounding. Is school-based management, for example, compatible with
externally imposed goals? What are the consequences for students of
introducing market incentives to schools and their staffs? Will more
measurement of skills create the intellectual capital needed to drive
the postindustrial economy?

If the nation's schools must change, our leaders should direct
those changes on the basis of estaolished knowledge and well-tested
alternatives. Otherwise, schools will change but will not improve. And
they will waste resources in poorly grounded efforts simply to do things
differently.

Incremental change in the educational-research structure will not
do if America's leaders are seeking non-in.remental change in schools.

Let us envision a new set of research institutes to be created by
the Congress and to be called, perhaps, the "national institutes of
education.”

As the allusion in this title suggests, one model for such a
reorganization of educational research -ight be the National Institutes
of Health. Ccngressional learings concerning the NIH deal less with
functions, ways of doing business, or disciplines than with diseases to
be cured or protlems to be solved: In recent years, the Congress has
establish ¥ new institutes, such as the National Cancer Institute, to
address ¢  ific diseases--that is, specific problems.

The NIH has grown in i{.portance as the Congress, researchers, and
other interested parties have in*eracted about health issues and
research breskthroughs. Each new institute increases the overal!
activity and impact of the NIH, and creates new sporsors, advocatss, and
constituents, including but extending well beyond members of the medical
and medizal-research communities.

Organized in an analogous fashion, the federal structure for
educational researchk could help crystallize thinking about the needs of
our schools.

The seven concerns identified by the summit's participants
represent one potential set of "missions" on which to found national
institutes of education. Several other groups and leaders have
suggested perspectives that, while differing in some particulars,
reflect a large area of consensus about the nation's education problems.
Exanples include the outlookc of fered recently by the National Academy
of Education, the newly f_.med Business Coalition for Education Reforam;
Ernest L. Boyer, president of the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancemert of Teaching; the nation's governors in their agenda for the
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summit ; and Congressional Democrats in their pruposed list of national
goals.

The imminent reauthorization discussion should focus on these
configurations of problems end goals, with a view toward establishing
five to seven mission-oriented institutes.

Right now, the nation spends approximately $330 billion & year on
education; the federal govarnment currently spends about $22 billion.
Some have suggested that a federal research budget on the order of 1
pe:.ent of that total--$220 million--might be a reasonable target; such
8 tigure would nearly triple the pre: nt level of research funding.

With a budget of this size, five institutes could be funded at $40
million each. In fact, there is already an institute within the
Education Department, but outside the OERI, functioning at approxinately
this level: the National Institute ow Disability and Rehabilitation
Research.

A few other features would round the system out. The institutes
should conaict programmatic research and development. But so that the
creativity « € the field is fully tapped, each institute should also set
aside 1S percent of its budget to be separately managed in a field-
initiated-studies program with a budget totaling about $33 million.
Research centers, operating at $1 million or $2 million a year, could be
dedicated to one institute or could serve several. Regional
laboratories could help their regions focus on the institute missions.

A "herdquarters" cou’d coordinate activities across the institutes.
IL might, for example, manage center and labor competitions.
Headquarters would also balance the ways of doing business, ensuring
that there would not be unnecessary duplication.

Not only the organization of the NIH but also those of the National
Science Foundation and the newly restructured National Center for
Education Statistics might suggest ways of holding the institutes to
their missions. And once the first institutes were launched, they ought
to be around for a long time. As new prcblems or opportunities emerge,
the Congress could consider creating ad’itional institutes.

The renamins and appropriate reorginizing of the OLRI es tie
"national instit..es of education” would <1gn1fy serious and sustained
federai sttentiun to the nation's gravest >ducational ills.

Thank you. I wold be pleased to answer questions.
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Chairman Owens. Thank you. Let me begin by asking you to
help us to place this discussion in the proper focus. I think if you
heard our opening statements, you know that all of us up here con-
sider ourselves to be experts on education, whether we have good
reason to believe it or not.

The first mistake we would like not to make, and ask for your
help in clarifying, is that we don’t want to lump the research cen-
ters, the labs and the educational research information clearing
houses all together.

Are the research centers special and does research have a special
place in this process that we have to consider differently from the
way we consider the function of the iabs, for example? You must
package it, and you must get it out and disseminate it. Are we not
already putting the labs in the kind of a bind that a research orga-
nization should not be put in?

My second concern is: are we making a mistake by working
within the current stagnate, status quo setup? Under the present
tudget, a certain number of centers are funded. OERI has proceed-
ed on the assumption that the budget will remain the same; there-
fore, the department must cut out a few centers here and add a few
there. That’s the set up that we Liave to work within.

Should we not talk about the kind of set up ~-hich would provide
the optimum approach to research and deveiopmeni? That gets
into Mr. Wise’s very useful st=tement reminding us that education
1s a $330 billion enterprise, and that in most industries, at least
one percent of the budget is set aside for research and development
and sometimes it goes r uch higher, as high as 15 percent.

I think that if we took one percent and asked the Fcderal Gov-
ernment to ucz it for research and develogment in the area of edu-
cation, *7e would not necessarily provide a rosearch and develop-
ment budget of $3 billion. Since f assume that private industry,
universities, and other people are doing some research and develop-
ment, why not have a goal of $1 billion as the Federal Govern-
ment's contribution?

Since we are not involved in education in any other ways, why
not have the Federal Goverrment ..ke the lion’s share of the
burden in terms of research and development in education. at least
for the public sector, and talk about a $1 billion budget? What do
we dare think of, or dream about, when we talk about this?

If we had more money and we moved toward a $1 biliion budget
in research and development, shculd we have more centers or
should we have the same number of centers with mnre money; or
should we have fever centers with much more money or should we
have, as Dr. Wise has proposed, institutes of education, which
moves in the direction of fewer centers with more money.

Should the funding cycles be as they are now? The law .loes not
specify any funding cycle. I'd like to see thkis addressed in the next
reatthorization of OERI. The funding cycles are generally five
yealrs‘; Should centers be evaluated after each fivsyear funding
cycle?

Is it possible to evaluate research center operations and .ome up
with some kind of criteria which indicates that they are doing the
best that can be done in their particular area of research, and then
decide that the next fizading cycle for that particular center ought
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to be 10 years? A 10-year funding period might meet some of the
needs of the Congress to carry out its oversight functions and ac-
countability and at the same time provide more leeway for re-
searchers.

Ca}’n you comment on all of these matters in two or three min-
utes?

{Laughter.]

Don’t ask me to restate the question.

Dr. WaLLacs. Let me try to respond to some of them. First and
foremost, I think what you have to understand—and I'm sure you
do—in the schools, and it’s certainly true in higher education insti-
tutions as well, it takes a minimum of three to five years to get
any organization up and get it functioning.

You also need to understand that a lot of these——

Chairman OweNSs. Is that a law or a theory or is that the way
things are and they might be improved?

Dr. WaLLACE That is a finding from research——

Chairman OweNSs. The way things are?

Dr. WALLACE. Yes, that’s true.

Chai.man OwgNs. You could probably do better t}.an v.ai?

Dr. WaLLACE. I don’t think so.

Chairman Owe:'s. It’s always going to take you three years to
get stzted?

Dr. ¥ _rAcE. A minimum of three ver ; because, as Mr. Smith
poinieu out in his opening statement, you are talking, at least in
torms of schools and also in terms of -ercentage, vou are talking
about social institutions.

Chairman OweNS. Then it’s always going to be this way?

Dr. WaLLACE. It’s goin ¥ -0 take you ‘ime to get the organizations
to begin to acquire new bena. ~rs and to move in a new direction.
In the research that I was engaged in at the University of Texas,
which was carried on over a period of 15 years, indicated that it
takes a minimum of 3 to 5 years to brirg about substaatial changes
in an educational institution, be it basic education or higher educa-
tion.

So with respect to the funding cycles, it seems to me that within
a five-year period, you can make some judgment as to whether a
research center is functional or not, keeping in mind that it takes
time to pull a wort force together, to get them focused, to get them
organized and to produce work.

If they have been judged to be effectiv . gi n the mission that
they were ascribed in the firct place, it makes v 1inent good sense
to me to give them 10 years of funding because it takes that long to
do the research, to translate it into interactions with schools and
make a difference in the schools. So with respe_t to timing, the
funding cycles of five years to get things up and running—ten
years makes a lot of sense to me.

One of your que: ns was the distinction between labs and cen-
ters. The original thesis some 25 years ago wh:n centers and labs
were established was that the centers would do the research and
the labs would transform that :esearch intv practice and help get
it into the field.

Well, practically speaking, that did not happen Practically
speaking, the labs and the centers took their own missions and
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while the U.S. Office of Education at that time tried to bring about
better collaboration, it did not occur. I don’t have any great hc pe
that that is going to occur.

It seems to me that when you are talking about the curren.
status of the centers, if the Federal Government is really serious, I
think what needs to happen is to identify centers, from my perspec-
tive, that are levels according to schooling and give them 10 to 15
years to go to work on a problem.

I don’t think any of the problems that have been laid out are in-
soluble. It takes time and it takes a concentrated work force to
produce effective results that can be translated us :fully for school
practitioners.

Chairman Owens. While you have the floor, Dr. Wallace, could
you just elaborate a little on—you said i.’s a tragedy that the de-
partment has not recognized the different levels of schooling: sec-
ondary, eler 1itary, et cetera. Both the Air Force and Navy do re-
search on aeronautics. Yet the reseacch is vastly different.

Are you saying tnat omitting reseurch on certain levels is equiva-
lent to trying to force the Air Force and Navy to accept one set . =
research on how to take off from American carriers versus taking
off from long runways, et cetera?

Dr. W/ wAce. I'm not sure that it’s analogrus, but wnat I am
sure of, Mr. Owens, is that if you’re going to do research on transi-
tion, which is one of the topics laid out for discussion here, the
transition betweer. eler. :ntary and middle school, the transition
between middle and secondary schools, that can’t happen unless its
focused at a schools site level.

If you're going "o talk about bringing about more effective i.:ner-
city education, you’ve got to talk about inner city education in the
elementary schools, the middle schools and the secondary schools
because they are all very different. My quarrel with the current
proposal is that it does not make those differentiations.

Chairman OweNns. Dr. In"?

Dr. Imic. Mr. Ovrens, I would agree with Dr. Wallace’s state-
ments in terms of the time that it fakes to develop an institutional
cap- ~ity. I think that the present funding situation, the way that
we do allocate money probably creates more problems that it pre-
tentiously solves.

1 think that w« need to look at a longer commitment to the cen-
ters, that once they are up and running, that an evaluativn is done.
Then, based on that, a far longer commitment to thosc .dividual
centers, in fact, does need 1o be made.

I know that all three of us would join with you in texms of that
advocacy of a billion dollars for Federal research. That would cer-
tainly be a goal that we would be willing to cooperate with you in
terms of mecting.

In terms of the connections between the labs and centers, I think
that that, as Dr. Wallace noted, has been a problem since the in-
ception of the concept back in the fifties. The connections were de-
scribed in the original legislation. In some cases they have workxed,
and in other cases they have not wurked as well.

It is hoped that in a new competition in which the center compe-
tition would precede th- laboratory competition, that some of those
connections might well be described an: could be encouraged.
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I think that as we looX at new configurations, certainly the kinds
of configurations that Dr. Wise has proposed, that the possibility of
thinking through new siructures or new networks or relationships
fl.)ef;ween institute, centers and laboratories is a possibility for the

uture.

Chairman O. Ens. Dr. Imig, you said you wouid cooperate with
us in terms of maling a case for a larger research and develop-
ment budgei which ..oves toward a $1 billion goal.

Would you comment on wheth:r or not the funding process is
corrupted and distorted when we attempt to do it within the pa-
rameters of the current $100 million OERI budget? Do we put pres-
sures on the process which make it impossible to carry out re-
search and development for education for an entire natjon?

Dr. Imic. Well, first of all, I think that the threshold figure that
we need to look at is probably a larger figure than just the Federal
allocation. One of the thi:igs that we would suggest needs to be
done—and I think that the new assistant secretary is proposing or
will propose to you—is the fact that we need *o once sgain map the
entire R&D network in this country.

It extends far beyond Federal investment. States are doing an in-
creasing amount.

Chairman Owens. We talked before about one percent which
would be $3 billion. I suggested a 30al of at lesst $1 billion. Is that
unreasonable?

D'r. ImiG. No, that is not unreasonable. as I said, I think we
would work with you. My suggestion is, I am not convinced that
the present system is corrupted because of the limited amounts of
dollars. I think that we have not looked sufficiently at all the
sources of R&D and that Ly combining those even with $1 billion,
we can get far more bang for the L.ck, if you will, than ve have
been able to do to date.

Chairman Owens. Dr. Wise?

Dr. Wise. 1 would respectfully disagree with my colleague, Dr.
Imig here, with respect to the implication that therc is a lot of
R&D going on outside the Federal establishment—maybe he didn’t
quite say that. I think that there really is quite a small amount of
educational R&™ goirg on outside the Federal sponsorship.

There is 2 little bit suppo.ted by private foundations but not
very much. Some school system nme work taat is appropriate
for their needs. Qverall, the inves....at in inteliectual inquiry and
n product development is a joke when you consider the magnitrde
of the eaterprise.

I mean, we are so far from anything realistic and valuable.

Chairinan OWEMS. Are you saying that tne present educational
research and dissemination operatinn is phony?

Dr. Wise. I wouldn’t say it’s a phony operation. It is merely inad-
equate, grossly inadequate to the needs of American education as I
have heard them recently described by America’s leaders.

Chairman OweNs. Can we get anythiug good out of a Process
that is so distorted and vuderfunded?

Dr. Wise. Yes. I would say that much quality work is going on
withiz the framework of the $100 million.

Chrinan OweNs. They've still getting good products?
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Dr. Wisk. I think we are getting good products but nowhere near
in sufficient quantity.

I think, tu try to answer one of the questions Jhat you raiced, Mr.
Chairman, the question of scale is important. I think that the exist-
ing centers are not adequately funded; that is, I think anything
less than $1 million is inadequate, but I frankiy think that centers
should be operating at a significantly higher level, perhaps $1.5 to
$2 million.

That is because to operate a center requires a certain set of over-
head functions. So that, in fact, the amount of money that is actu-
ally going to research in a $1 million center is quite a bit less than
$1 million, maybe even a half a million dollars in many instances.

So you need a certain overhead——

Chairman OweNs. Are you saying that a half a million dollars
may be going into overhead?

Dr. Wice. I wouldn’t be surprised, if you took a look at that.

N gdhgirman Owens. 1alf of a center budget could be going to over-
ead?

Dr. Wist. Yes, sir. I'm sure that varies from place to place, but
given the expectations that the department has, there are certain
inevitable overhead functions necessary for directors. public infor-
mation specialists, meetings, conferences, relationships and dis-
semination activities. So when you strip it away, the amount of
money that .5 actually going to research per se is even less than it
first appears.

So I say we would be better off with a smaller number of centers
well-funded than with a larger number of centers poorly funded. So
in response to your speculative question, I would say that as we
would increase the budget, we ought to certainly think about in-
creasing the magnitude of each center L it also increasing the
number of enters.

dJust to clarify one of the poinis that I was trying to make, I envi-
sion an R&D system in the future which would consist, perhaps, of
five or seven institutes operating at the Federal level, and that
they would work thre© ™1 a network of research centers across the
country as well as lat  ross the country, as well as other entities
acress the covntry, as . 1 as individual researchers and investiga-
01 .

So it’s a reconfiguration of the Federal entity that I am talking
about. I know vhat Assistant Secretary Cross does mean to take a
look at the whole system. I think that’s ultimately important for us
to design and shape the programs that we will be operating in the
Federal Government over the next 10 to 20 years.

Our sights are set very low right now, especially in relation to
the demands that I hear being expressed by the president and the
governors and ~iher leading policy-makers. They are saying that
American education is in trouble. If that’s the case, and I'm in-
clined to agree mostly with that assessment, then we ought to be
investing in intellectual inquiry and product development so that
we don’t leave every school system on its own to have to try to
invent the wheel.

Surcly, this is a proper Federa] role and a Federal role which has
been well-carried cut at times in the past but which, at the present
time, fzlls fa1 short of the demands for information that we have.
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Chairman OWENs. Just one last question to all three gentlemen.
Do any of you know anything about :duca‘ional research and dis-
semination being done by the Department of Defense? Do you ever
come across any results or ir there any interaction with the people
who are doing this research and dissemination?.

Dr. WaLLACE. Yes. I know that a learning research and develop-
ment center at the University of Pittshurgh is primarily funded
from sources other than the U.S. OERL. A lot of their rese~rch
comes from the Office of Naval Research and so forth. They are
doing a great deal of research in human learning that is funded by
other branches of the Jederal Government.

Chairman Owens. Does the civilian sector have access to this re-
search? Have you sev any situations where it's been applied to
some of our problen. s?

Dr. WaLLACE. Specifically, again at the Iearning Research and
Development Center at the University of Pittsburgh, there is a
great deal going on with respect to trying to find out how we can
teach youngsters more effectively that comes out of that basic
learning research.

Chairman OwWENs. Any other commer ts?

Dr. ImiG. I think that there are also Jefense Department monies
invested in the Center for Technology that is in Florida and that
learning how ‘o use applications of technology for learnin, and for
education is another spinoff of using dollars elsewhere in the fed-
eral Government.

Dr. Wisk. I think that there is a lot of work supported by the de-
fense Department that does find its way into American educational
practice, but I suspect that not enough. That is to say I don’t think
there are systematic efforts, to my knowledge, to mine the kind of
v rk that goes on, particularly in the areas of training and ad-
vanced training of individuals.

I dor’t think there’s enough—there’s no way to help make that
translation that I know of. I think it’s an important question and
an important area to pursue.

Chairman OweNs. Maybe we need a center or lab just for that

purpose.

Mr. Bartlett.

Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr. Wise, I'm trying to
understand what you're saying. You're a researcher for RAND Cor-
poratior. or funded by RAND Corporation?

Dr. Wise. I am an employee of the RAND Corporation. I am not
here, h- wever, ref;resenting the RAND Corporation today.

Mr. BarTLETT. 1 understand. You're an education researcher?

Dr. Wise. Yes, sir.

Mr. BARTLETT. I just want to know when you said something a
little while ago whether you were saying somethins, from research
that you've done or research that someone else has done or wheth-
er you just have an opinion about the size oi che offensive line of
the Dallas Cowboys, as I do, too. I don’t kn.w that my opinion is
based on any resear~h.

You said that one half inillion dollars of each million dollars in
these centers is spent for overhead and the other half maybe being
spent for research.

Dr. Wise. Yes, sir.
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Mr. BARTLETT. Is that based on a quantitative analysis?

Dr. WisE. It is based on hearsay.

Mr. BARTETT. [s it based on any analysis?

Dr. Wise. Well, I happen to be also—just to te crystal clear
here—I am chairman of the Government Liaison Committee of the
Armerican Educational Research Association.

Mr. BARTLE. T. What is that?

Dr. Wise. Well, it’s the ascociation of most of the pecple who do
this work in this country. [¢’s 18,000 members who are the educs.-
tional researchers I am chairman ot their Government Liaison
Committee. In that capacity, I hear from sur members.

Mr. BarrLETT. Have you looked at any of their budgets?

Dr. Wisk. I have not made a careful study of their budgets.

Mr. BARTLETT. 50 you kuow of anyone who Las made any study
as to the percentage that goes into research and the percentage
that goes into overheac? That’s a pretty startling charge, and I'm
just trying to find out if there has ever been any res :arch done or
any study to that charge. Has anybody ever sort of looked at the
budgets?

D.. Wise. It would be a simple matter to examine the budgets.

Mr. BartLETT. It would be. I will stipulate that if we had more
money, we would do more things. I think that is inh_reutly true.
The issue is, how should we conduct good, positive outcomes in re-
search given the amount of money we have available. A secondary
issue 1s, how much money.

My next question of Dr. Imig and Dr. Wise is, do either of you
know of any—there seems to be a disagreement between you as to
how much research is done outside the Federal Government on re-
search for educatior.

Do either of you have any analytical data or—kas anyone done
any qrantifiable data as to how much educational research is done
by RAND Corporat:on, for example, or IBM or states or local gov-
ernments or school districts?

Dr. Wise. Assistant Secretary Cross has recently said that he
plans to try to take a look at that. There has been no recent look.

M BARTLETT. There is no look. You think ic’s not very much,
and you think it's a whole lot.

Dr. Im1G. Yes.

Mr. BARTLETT. Let me f-~us on the centers and the competition.
It seems ¢ m , Dr. Wall' —I want to paraphrase what I think
you said, but then I want you to elaborate based on my para-
phrase—it seems to me that what you're saying is that you would
advocate the organization of the .esearch centers along an organi-
zatior ii line as opposed to 2 functional line.

One of the things that does seem to psrvade the center competi-
tion is that the competition seenis to be based cn outcomes, the out-
comes of student learnings, writing in literacy or learning to teach.

Your advocacy, then, would reverse that outcome approach and
reinstate the old organizational approach or by function. So you
would study research based on where the education is performed as
opposed to based on what the education is doing.

I probably didn’t get that right, hut I'm trying to understand
what you’re saying.
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Dr. WaLLACcE. In the best of all possible worlds, in my judgement,
if one were to study the teaching of writing, for example, that
would be best done at three different levels, such that tk y could
concentrate on writing in the elementary school, writing in the
middle school, writing in the secondary r zhocl.

If you were to take, virtually, any or.: of the topics that are pro-
sosed for investigation, and if there were a strong focus on levels of
schooling, I'm convinced that the results would be n.ore productive.

Mr. BARTLETT. So in your op’nion, are you advocating that strati-
fication of research be done in vach one of these areas, or are you
advocating that we stratify our research by area a-* have one
center that studies learning to teach and mather .ucs teaching
ard student learning and writing in literacy all for the e.ementary
schools?

Dr. WALLACE. In the best possible world, I would advocate that.
What I'm really advocating is, don’t abandon the schooi level cen-
ters that you already have.

Mr. BarriErr. OERI is advocating in the Register that instead
they would study writing in literacy or student learning—--

Dr. WALLACE. Across all levels.

Mr. BarTLETT. I don’t detect that they would have the research
centers—you may know more about it than I do—I don’t detect
fhatl they are requiring that it not be stratified based on grade
evel.

Dr. WaLLAace. Well, ihey're saying that everyone will pay atten
tion to that, but history dictates that when you’re dealing with a
small amount of mon2y going to an institution, and few research-
ers invoived, you're not going to get that span of attention. Given
the limited amount »f funds that are available, I think it would be
a serious mistake to abort the study relative to elementary, middle
and secondary schools.

Mr. BArTLETT. The two centers in question, Johns Hopkins and
Wisconsin, are centers based on the organizational—cf one elemen-
tary and one secondary.

Dr. WALLACE. Yes.

Mr. Ba~ ETr. One has been in business since 1965; the other one
since 19C:, as I read the literature. What have you learned from
either or both of these centers at Pittsburgh that you've put into
effect at Pittsburgh? Can you give us some examples?

Dr. WaLLAce. Yes. Very specifically from the Johns Hopkiu.
Center, the whole notion of student cooperative learning, which
has emerged from a body of research in that institution, we have
i lemented in our secondary as well as in our middle schools and
¢ now implementing that at the elementary level as well.

Ne've dune a lot of research with the Wisconsin Center with
cegard to teaching of critical thinking to students. We've discov-
ered what some of the impediments are to developing the critical
thinking ability in students. We've discovered what we need to do
v;lith and for teachers and what administrators need to do to foster
that.

Mr. BarTLETT. This was your research or Wisconsin?

Dr. WaLLAcke. This was Wisconsin’s research and done in collabo-
ration in part with the Pit ~gh public schools. So we ave a
much better focus on that. A.ou, the Wisconsin Center—a.. again,
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there’s only one fulltime researcher working on this—is dealing
with the issues of inner-city youth and dealing with the issues of
drop-out prevention, pregnancy reduction and so forth.

While that’s still in its infancy, we have been heavily involved
with that process through a grant from the NEEKC Foundation,
taking a hard look at what it is that we need to do with and for
youngsters in the middle schools and in the secondary schools to
one, get them to come to school, to get them to be engaged in the
iearning process while they’re in school, to keep them in scheol,
and to minimize the likelihcod that they will drop out of school.

Mr. EARTLETT. Very good. One last and brief question to both Dr.
Imig ancd Dr. Wallace: If you were setting the competition for the
centers, would you compete it as OER seems to have done in tke
sense of setting out the goals—you can disagree on what ought to
be researched—and provide for an open competi.ion regardless of
who are the current centers or would you give a bias towards the
current centers?

Dr. WaLLace. Well, let me speak to that first having lived in
R&D institutions and having worked closely with them over the
years. I want to underscore the fact that it takes a lo.g time to get
a research and development institution up and running, to get a
work force together.

I have to say, and I hope I don’t offend any of my colleagues at
the table or who are sitting in the audience, it takes a long time to
get university people to work together.

Mr. BARTLETT. Somet:mes never.

Dr. V. aupace. Having worked in that environment, it can
happen, but it takes time to do it. p

M?r BARTLETT. So you would give a bias towards the existing cen-
ters?

Dr. WALLACE. Absolutely. They’'ve now got productive work
forces. Don’t disband then and create others 2nd sturt the process
gll over again because it will take you a mininium of three years to

o it.

Mr. BartLETT. Dr. Imig?

Dr. Imic. I think that competition at any time is healthy. I think
that Dr. Wallace is absolutely correct that you have an institution-
al capacity that already exists. I think it would be fair to speculate
that regardless of the tepics or themes, the current centers 1o have
an advantage, even in the best of competitions.

I think that tl.ere needs to be thoughtful considerat on of what
the institutional capacity is and the kind of institutionalization
that does, in fact, need to occur. I agree with Dick that it takes a
lo! of tim: to get faculty members in universities to work together.
It takes an equal amount of time to work across the boundaries be-
tween universities and schools.

So that’s just one part of this that needs to be considered.

Mr. BARTLETT. So you are saying that an existing center has a
built-in advantage?

Dr. IMiG. It has already 1 natural advantage.

Mr. BARTLETT. Would you add to it and bias the competition in
favor of the existing grantees?

Dr. Imic. I would not.

Q
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Mr. BarTLETT. Do you think th. . ™ , ,ave a bias in this for
incumbents or has a bias against it cr © you think it’s pretty fair?

Dr. ImiG. I think thet OERI has demunstrated neutsality in the
process. I believe there’s an integrity there that will be played out
over the coming months.

Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you. I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. WaLrLace. May I make one final comment with regard to
what was just said? I don’t mean to disparage other individual re-
searchers in universities cround the country. There is a lot of lob-
bying that typically takes place from individual researchers who
warlllt a part of the pot, so to speak, that is very limited to begin
with.

It's a very simple thing—I shouldn’t say simple—it’s an easier
thing to work as an individual researcher. It’s much more difficult
to work as an in-titution focused on a problem. The payo™—and
I'll talk in this respect —the payoff to local schools in terms of re-
ceiving products and research findin ; that are useful is much
greater from a center where yon have many people working tcgeth-
e~ ‘ocused op an issue than with literally thousands of people en-
g.ged in individual investigations.

Mr. BarTLETT. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman OwgNs. We have a vote. There are three more mem-
be:-s who have questions. I will ask you gentlemen to be patient
wtile we recess for 10 minutes.

[Recessed for a vote.]

Chairman OweNS. The subcommittee will come to order, please. I
think Mr. Payne was next in line. He’s returning, buc he’s a little
late. So why don’t we begin with you, Mr. Smith?

Mr. SmitH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a couple of brief
questions for the panel and then a more general one, if I can. Dr.
Imig, as I read the Learning to Teach provision specifically, it
seemed to me that it was generally responsive to the kind of thir.k-
ing that the Holmes’ g:oup has been doi: ~ and that your organiza-
tion with that group has been doing over t.e last several years.

Is that a fair connection? There’s not 100 percent ov.rlay, but
there seems to be many of the same things.

Dr. Imig. I think there are elements in that, Mr. Smi.i, that
indeed are drawn from both of those groups. The researcher who
perhaps has done the most work on this to date has been David
Berliner, in which he is lonking at novice-to-exvert teaching and
how do you learn, if you will, a series of *-ces, how do you stage
teaching over a period of time and degrees .. expertise or so forth.
I think there’s a lot of those elements *' it are factored into this
definition.

Gocdland’s work certainly says this is an imperative topic. We
know teaching is very problematic in the schools. So, hopefully,
this, in fact, will contribute to a better understanding of teaching
and therefore to learning in schools.

Mr. SmitH. Thank you. For all three of you: I think one of the
concerns—I know that each of you has, I believe, and really the
education research community has -« a whole, is the concern that
nducational researchers and centers, not specifically the centers
discussed here today, but in general, are seen as the sort of educa-
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tional equivalent of Chinese warlords in the 1890s disputing hotly
over little other than power and territory.

I'm not going to ask you to associate yourself with that state-
ment, but simply to ask you whether or not you have heard such
things in general from time to time about educational research, be-
cause I think it gets to the—if we don’t talk about why people don’t
géust the product and the people, we'll never get to how to do it

tter.

I put it in a colorful way, but do we still hear those concerns
about research and centers?

Dr. Wise. Speaking as one who is not eligible to be part of a
ceater and not a member of a university community, but who is
otherwise an educational researchers, I would say that I trust most
of my colleagues. I do not see rampant cases of bias prejudice in
research results.

What I do see, of course, is a iot of competition isr very scarce
resources which does not always bring out the best in pcople and
where we have to struggle with - ympeting virtues. s ume of the vir-
tues that you’ve heard expresse. oy this panel have to do with the
importance of scale, the imporuince of continuit and it’'s very
hard to balance those against letting newcomers into . ¢ picture or
balancing the amount of research which is programmatic, as it
might go on in a center, versus the amount that goes on with indi-
viduals.

I might say a word on behalf of the individual researcher be-
cause, I think, that too is imporiant. There is virtually no Federal
money going to individua! scholars now. That means that the vast
majority of scholars in the country are not eligible to compete for
Federal researci' funds at the present time.

While unbalanced, you can say that programmatic or center-type
work has a gieater impact, it is certainly the case, however, that
individual scholars from time tc time have a great deal to offer. It’s
kind of sal * ' see a system in which we seem to have chosen one
approach rather than have a balanced approach.

Dr. WaLLACE. If I can respond to that, I can speak first ind fore-
most from the perspective of laboratorics that I know a little better
than the broad centers. The laboratories that are still in existence
from the ones that were criginally founded are those who signifi-
cantly diversified their funding sources and became less and less
dependent upon the Federal Government. Therefore, I don’t believe
that theirs is the sort of in-fighting, if you will, among the laborato-
ries.

With regard to the centers, again, those that have been in exist-
ence a long time have significantly diversified their sources of
funding. You can take the Learning Research and Devclopment
Center at the University of Pittsburgh as an example. It depends
on OERI for a very, very small percentage of its budget.

It has basically acquired funding from multiple sources, private
sources as well as other governmental resources. I don't sense, with
one exception, where a center was defunded in recent time dealing
with teacher education. I really don’t sense the sort of notion of the
Chinese warlords that you mentioned, Mr. Smith.

-
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Mr. Smith. Weli, maybe I'm five years too late. I didn’t expect
any of you to. I guess my fina’ question really builds on that con-
cern, if the articulation of it. is not as substantive as it is rhetorical.

It has to do with how successful we have been as a society as
translating research gains into classroom practice. My own belief
or assumption—and I will happy to be disabused of it, although it
will take more than anything anyone can say today in the limited
tirie we have—is that the yield is in single percentags .oints in
terms of changing the volume of good work that is done, let’s
assume for the time being, that then is brought home to school
communities ingrounded in a way that allows the performance of
schools as communities, and teachers as professionals, for children
to dramatically change for the better.

I'm not trying to say it’s anybody’s fault because that isn’t the
point. If, in fact, that is a problem—ana I've never heard anybody
say that dissemination isn't a problem. We're good at the physical
part of it. I've got reports in my office going back to 1968 on what
we ou%ht to be doing in schools. They are right where they are
when I received them, on the shelf, and I suspect that is where
many of them stay.

What do we have to do to include schools in research, not only in
the process of research but how, specifically, would you change ¢he
way schools operate so that they have the flexibility to adopt and
adapt to the suggestions of curricular, organizational, psychological
levcls of study research?

Right now, 1:v assertion is that schools are straight-jacketed
whei research, in many cases good research, is saying you have to
behave differently. There's no basis for the schools to aspire oper-
ationally to do the things that they know, as teachers and profes-
sionals, t ey ought to be doing.

Dr. We.LAcE. May J respord to that, if I may, Mr. Smith?
There’s many a slip twixt th2 cup and the lip. One o the major
problems in translating research findings into behavior in the
clgﬁsroom is something call 1 training or staff development, if you
will.

It is insufficient for a resear h center to provide findings and
expect that school districts are going to pick up those findings and
translate them without training both principals and teachers ir
how to use those findings or how to change their behavior.

In many cases, it -equires a change in organizational functioning
and how people relat. to one another, how decision~ are made at
the local school level. kyually important, there is a good body of
research un what we need to do to change teacher behavior to get a
new teaching repertoire.

We know that it takes a lot of practice. We know it takes a lot «f
training. Often' 'mes, what happens is research findings are pro-
duced and they are not the funds to train peopie to implement
them. That’s where things fall down.

Mr. Smrth. If I could for a second, let me pursue that because I
would never deny that training or organizational and staff develop-
ment is a problem, not only in schools but everywhere. If teachers
don’t have time to go to the bathroom, and that’s a structural prob-
lem a3 well as a real biological one from time to time, how in the
world are we going to train them?

-
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My oint is, 1+ asked you whether the flexibility at the local level
exists so that you can do wha! you know needs to be done. I suspect
the answer is no. In the end, if it invalidates the utility of 90 per-
cent of the research that’s done, why in the world shouldn’t we
figure out how to create the receptivity amongst the professicnals
in the schools to maximize the value of the research?

Dr. Wacrrace. First and foremost, I think there’s a lot of research
that indicates if you are going to change institutions, you do it b
changing individuals first and foremost. The research of Gene Hall
and his colleagues at the University of Texas on bringing about
change in schouis is very clear in that regard.

Change in an individual’s behavior takes time. There is a specific
process that one can go through to resolve tne self-concerns and
then ultimately get people to behave in a way differently than they
have before.

There’s also some evaluation, not yet researched, dealing v ith
side-based decision-making that is really ‘1 i*s infancy. There’s a
great need for more research on school o1ganization as it relates to
decentralized decision-making. When and if you can get schools to
the point where they can function as autoilomous, yet responsible
units, in making Accisions about how they are to function as a
school, you increase the likelihood of the kinds of issues that you’ve
just cited being addressed and resolved.

I mean, you can put it under the label of teacher empowermernt,
teacher involvement in decision-making, teacher training. I could
cite you specific examples in .r district where we've done all of
that and provided teachers of the time to do the kinds of things
that you've talked about.

Dr. Imic. I think that Dick Wallace’s enormous credit to the
Pittsburgh school system has implemented inany of the kinds of
things that you would advocate or that b~ has just described. T
think for any of us who have looked at the Shinley high school ex-
periment thet he has . : into place, indeed teachers do have the
time to reflect on research and to learn from researcheis ways that
they can transform classrooms and teaching and the 'earning for
youngsters.

I think that he presents a model that indeed we want to find
ways to replicate in » . - other systems.

Mr. Smrta. Dr. Imy, [ accept that, but know what we're doing.
We're talking about the successes. That’s why you're all here;
you’re good at what you do. Our system is failing one out of every
two students either through drop-out or below-grade-level gradua-
t{:m rates. It is a scandal. It will destroy the country. We know
that.

I prefer to focus on the vast majority of school settings in which
teachers are powerless, in which children, therefore, are powerless
and not learning. My points simply is, again, why wouldn’t we, &s a
strategy tnrough OERI, suggest that research and research money
be g’xpended in schools and with teachers as opposed to at universi-
tiex?

Dr. Wisk. I just took something away from my good friend, David
Itnig, which is a book. It’s ¢ 'led the “Knowledge Base for Begin-
ning Teachers,” and it happens to have been compiled by his orga-
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rization. Perhaps he’s too shy to bring it to your attention. I'm
going to do so in bis behalf.

I think that researc': often has impact in places where we don't
think to look. Therefore, we need to think also carefully about how
we want to bring about the utilization of research in our schools.

For example, most teachers in America are trained at institu.
tions that belong to the organization and that David is the execu-
tive director of. A place for trying to get research-based knowledge
into the educational system most efficiently is through the pro-
grams in our colleges of education.

This book, which I had nothing to do with, represents a compila-
tion of educational research that is judged by some or the leading
people in the field to he the knowledge base that a beginning teach-
er should have.

Since we're going . have a very substantial turnover of teachers
in America over the next few years, certainly we’ll be hiring in
excess of a million teachers by the mid to late 1990, and they will
all be going through his programs, an awful lot of our attention
should be focused on making sure that the schools of education in
America are up to speed with regard with what is represented in
this document.

I'm not saying that to say that we shouldn’t be spending money
in schools, but I am saying that ctanging our schools is a complex
process. Some of it has to be done directly and some of it has to be
done indirectly.

One of the overlooked places tkese days, one of the strategic op-

o:tunities that presents itself to America is the fact that we are
going to be restaffing our schools over the next decade; teachers,
administrators and so on.

30 to focus our attention there and to try to get the research
knowledge into the schools of education, it’s there job after all to
train hth%e teachers and administrators in the first place. End of
speech.

Mr. Smrrh. I appreciate it. We have to move on because Mr.
Payne is back andp I know »z has some questions. I would appreci-
ate hearing from any of you or all of you, yet again, about the
things we're talking about but we’re not really getting at, which is
that if, in fact, we have been dramatically unsuccessful in creating
working environments in schocis, where teachers, as professionals
in their work setting with their administrative: supporters, can uti-
lize and learn from and impiement the valus of research, there’s
a}rlx enormous .mount of good. unused research out there. We know
that.

I think the data on organizucional development is pretty clear.
We may want to iedo it for schools; that’s fine. I think we know
the fundamental lesson. A lot of other organizations are acting on
il. We're trying to. Scheol people are trying to.

I think one of the things as we talk about researclh has to be
what are we doing to create the capacity to listen, to articipate, to
learn from and to work with the results of researcg beczuse the
yield is r. I wouldn’t begrudge for a minute your comment
about colleges and teacners because you're dead right.

Why is it we always shy away from talking about the 16,000
school districts in this country, which is where children learn and
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teachers teach eve:y day? They live there. Somehow those class-
rooras are still stuiisticully mmpervious to much of wh-t we've
tearaed. I don’t think that’s their fault. I think it’s the fault of an
outdated structure, an outdated way of thinking about schools.

Until you can help us and together we can create the capacity
for schools to innovate around tested concepts and do so without
risk of retribution from superiors in the administrative side anl
regulatory side, I don't see why we should have great hope for
future research.

Dr. Warrace. If I may, just a couple of comments. I think one of
the major proble;ns in education which is not true in industry
where typically money has been set aside for staff training, for
middle-management training, for worker training, whatever. That
has not been the norm in pubilic schools.

If you were to look across the Nation, you will not find very
many school districts putting aside one percent of their budget or
continuing development, professional development of their staff.
That must happer: if we're going to translate the kind of research
findings in to change teacher behaviors.

f think there’s hope. There’s a lot going on. The American Feder-
ation of Teachers, for example, has a program where they are
training teachers in local school districts to be interpreters of re-
search to their peers. That's a very helpful sign.

Organizational development that you spoke about, there has
been some research done at the University of Oregon bringing that
into the schools, organizational development in schools. we
know more now than we did 10 or 20 years ago about what has to
happen to make schools more effective problem-solving institutions.

What we have got to do is to get the 16,000 school districts across
this nation and the boards that goverp them to recognize that if
they are going to have effective institutions, they must put aside
one percent of their budget, as we would hope the Federal Govern-
ment would do, to engage in what I call program development and
swaff develepn.ont if we're going to get the research used.

Mr. SmitH. I would agree, and we have to move on. I would
simply say that I'm still hoping at some point you ll also agree that
those school boards and the people who manage schools und teach
in schools need a little more flexibility to d~ the job that sits in
front of them everyday.

It’s the one thing, when I talk to teachers, they literally don’t
have time to go to the bathroom in many schools. How in the world
can they think about better reading if their time is shot from the
minute they walk in at 7:45 in the morning or 7:30 until they leave
exhausted 8 hours later?

Finally, if Kennedy had planned a research center in the Peace
Corps, it wouldn’t have gotten off the g1.'\nd in six months. Thank
God, let’s remember, folks, Roosevelt didt © worry about research
when he was doing the New Deal. Theie a.e some who wished he
hud Font it to a research center.

The fact of the matter is it s okay. I know there’s an inherent
tension beiween researchers and t'. work place. Let’s not be too
afraid of letting peouple just try things becaue ve need that action.

Chairman OwgNs. Was that a comment or a question?

Mr. SmiTH. That was a comment.
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Dr. Warrack. If I could just in closing, Mr. Chairman, to Mr.
Smith, what you were saying a little bit earlier was really the
thrust of my testimony in terms of getting research centers o work
effectively with levels of schooling.

Chairman Owgns. Mr. Payne.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you. I just have cne question. I was looking at
the introduction of this legislatior which was enacted 16 years aszo
and I think the goal as stated he.c is that the Congress declares it
to be the policy of the United States to provile to every individnal
an equal opportunity to receive an education of high quality re-
gardless of race, color, religion, sex, age, handicap, national origin
or social class.

Now, even if the research that has been coming out came up
with answers to the problem, could any of the three of you tell me
how an inner-city school in Chicago or Newark would be able to
benefit from the research when there is an uneven playing field?

VFor e.tample, in our state, and I don’ know about other states,
dollars from the state comes based on attendance. Well, if you are
in an area where you have low mctivation, lack of parental in-
volvemert, and physical problems getting to school, you are penai-
ized because you have the problem. Therefore, you exacerbate an
already serious situation by virtue of the fact that the attendance
is the basis by which the dollars come forth.

It is sort of a self-flfilling propb~cy thai, therefore those districts
with special problems are the one. that will have less money. Even
if you bad the answer here on paper, you would not then have the
same Success in the inner-city district which has less dollars to im-
piement.

In our state, education funding is based on property tax. It goes
back to the 1600s when the sheriff used to come around and collect
a certain number of eggs and apples by virtue of how much you
had. Well, the counties that have higher i zome and municipalities
that have higher income simply put more money into education.

So the whole way that American education is baseC will continue
to have a disparaging effect between different groups and will con-
tinue to allow those wiic are privileged to continue to go ahead,
while those who are not privileged continue to fall farther behind.

The question s, How then do we intend to be & competitive socie-
ty educationa..y and to continue the standard of living that we
have in this country?

Dr. Wisk. It is a hard question certainly. The quality of education
which ary youngster receives is a function of the resources that
are put behina h's or her edncation and how those resources are
put te use.

In your state, there is a systematic discrimin: .ior that occurs in
the allocation of public resources to education so that the ckildren

'ho live in fhe cities of New Jersey receive a less-than-adequate
education. Tuerc’s been about 20 years of litigation on that point.
It is now once again before the Supreme Court of New Jersey.

That is only part of the problem. Money and adequacy of re-
sources are key. The relevant questica for this committee, certain-
ly, is where do you look to for ideas about how to do things better.

While it is proper, I think, to allow experimentation on the part
of school districts and not tv wait always on research, what is criti-
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cal is for us to have a capacity to access these experiments as they
go on.

We really do not have a good way of charting on a sysiematic
basis what is going on in American education so that we can learn
from these natural experiments that occur and can then share that
information more broadly. It is all trial under tire, trial and error.

R ally what the purpose of educational R&D should be, well, it
really has two purposes. One, the research purpose is to study what
is and try to understand what the problems are. The other side of
the coin is to design solutions which are different from the ones
which we have in place.

So research and development kind of looks hackwards and ‘or-
wards. Actually one looks backwards and one looks forwards in
terms of how we do things. So that we do not force everyone to
kind of reinvent the wheel, I think it is critical to have this capac-
ity to allow school districts to profit from each others experience.
We have that to only a very limited degree now.

Mr. PaynNE. Thank you. I have no ~ther questions.

Chairmaen OwENS. Than‘l;li'lou very much, gentlemen. We appre-
ciate your testimony. We will take into consideration all that you
have 3aid .3 well as your written testimory. If you have any fur-
ther remarks you would like to submiv to the committee, we will
keep the record open for 10 days. Thank you again.

Our pext panel is Dr. James Keefe, Director of Research, Nation-
al Association of Secondery School Principals; Dr. Edward Keller,
thi Deputy Director of the National Association of Elementary
Schwol Principals; Dr. Arnold Webb, the Senior Researcher-Direc-
tor of tle Cooperative School Improvement Research for Better
Schools, testified on benalf of the Council for educational Develop-
ment and Researcii; and Dr. Ramor Santiago, Professor for the De-
partment of Linguistics at Georgetcwn University.

Gentlemen, your written :estimony will be ente.ed into the
record in its entirety. We urge you to take about five to seven min-
utes to highlight your testimony and eiaborate further on o y
questions and points curing the discussion.

We will begin with Dr. Keefe.

STATEMENTS OF DR. JAMES KEEFE, DIRECTOR, GOYERNMENT
RELATIONS, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SECONDARY SCHOCL
PRINCIPALS, RESTOI", VA; DR. EDWARD KE'.LEKk, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EL] ENTARY SCHOOL
PRINCIPALS, ALEXANDRIA, VA; DR. ARNu .3 WEBB, SENIOR
RESEARCHER-DIRECTOR, COOPERATIVE SCHOOL IMPROVE-
MENT, RESEARCH FOR BETTEK SCHOOLS, PHILADELPHIA, PA,
TESTIFYING CN BEHALF OF THE COUNCIL FOR EPUCATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ANMND RESEARCH, WAS" NGTON, DC; AND DR,
RAMON SANTIAGO, PROFESSOR, DEPARTMENT OF LINGUIS-
TICS, GEORGETCWN UNIVERSITY, WASHINGTON, DC
Dr. KeerE. Thank you, Mi. Chairman, and members of the sub-

commitice, my colleagues. My name is James W. Keefe. I am the

director of research for the National Association of Secondary

School Principals. I a: also a member of the National Advisory
Penel for the 2Jationa. Center on Effective Secondary Schools at
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»lt)}ée University of Wisconsin, Madison, which others have spoken to
fore.

Just so you know what my biases are, I am a former secondary
school teacher and principal and a former professor of the schocl
management and curriculum instruction in educational research. I
hr e had ~ lot of experience in school restructuring projects and
2. quite interested in how those are carried out by levels of school-

ing.

I am grateful for the opportunity to represent the views of
N*SSP, the secondary principals association, on the proposed
OL 21 research and dev~lopment center competition. You may be
interested to know that current NASSP membership includes more
than 42,000 senior high and middle level principals, assistant prin-
cipals, professors and other educators and that we speak as con-
sumers of rvuch of this research.

Although I do research personally, most of our members do not.
We h- e a no or very limited self-interest agenda here present. We
are here to speak for the consumers of this research.

We at NASSP support the education department’s attempt to
identify pervasive themes and overlapping mirsions in this 1990
center compet tion. Surely ¢ critical need today exists to provide a
clear vizion of purpose and a collaboration of effort to improve both
American education and adult productivi:y, I might say.

Because we feel strongly about the need for a big picture, an in-
tegrated look at these efforts, we are shocked that the propnsed list
of new centers does not include any for elementary, middle ard
secondary education.

Let’s put that in context. American schools are generally success-
ful, generally. They are caring and well-meaning places, but they
are not very helpful in some cases or very supportive for some stu-
aents.

The conventional approach to school reform has been to add
more requirements or more programs. We sre programmed to
death. When we want to do something, we ac something. The fact
is that most American schools do not have an ' systematic model ot
schooling that they operate from.

They are blown by the winds of change from every direction.
When new content is mandated or a special need is perreived, a
program is added, usually as a distinct activity un; elated tu the on-
going curriculum.

Recent educational research is building a solid conceptual base
for change in this more conventional approach. The emerging
agenda of school restructuring Gemands that v:hat we know about
effective schooling be systematically disseminated and impiec.aent-
ed and studied at the various levels of schooling. It has to get into
the schudis, a point made very well by members of the subcommit-
tee.

Omitting the elementary, middle and secondary missions from
the OERI list, in our point of view, is a profound mistake and one
that will hamper | actitioners in their offorts to improve teaching
and learning.

The NASSP viould like to urge the subcommittee to influence
the OERI to reinstate these ccnters and to provide them with ade-
quate funding.
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Our rational for this position is quite straightforward. School ad-
ministrators and teachers, &5 they try to pursue restructuring, will
ontinue to need. research about the big picture, an integrated view
of research that takes into account the organizational context of
their own schools.

Practical guidance will be needed on all kinds of systematic
changes: new approaches to scheduling; diagnosis of student devel-
opr.ient and style, learning style; tiie use of the cooperative small
groups that we heard about in earlier testimony; provision for
interactive and high-tech learning environments, just to cite a few.

Specifically, we believe that several reasons argue for adding re-
search centers to the present list based on levels of education. I
wnuld like to briefly cite those reasons. First of all, students devel-
op and learn in different stages. Teaching and curriculum differ
dramatica..y depending on the developmental and social role differ-
ences of students.

None of the present centers, the centers as presently ~onceived,
focus on how students age and stage of socialization affects their
eauration. The announcement in the Federal Register indicates
that all of the centers would address this under the pervasive
themes, a concept which is very sound in itself.

Considering the previous efforts of centers with brcad missions,
keeping in mind the history of this kind of approach, it seems un-
likely ‘hat the centers will address these very points. People lose
track when they do not have a specific fecus.

Curiously, the emphas's in the education department’s proposal
on families and -~specially adult education, seems to recognize the
unique needs o: young children and of older learners. The current
list clearly neglects the similar 1.2eds of students at other levels of
maturity.

We have no quarrei wi.h exploring the education of young chil-
dren or the education of adults. What is valuable for them is also
valuable for elementary, middle and junior high school students.
We feel i.use students d¢ ~nd equal representation in center mis-
sions and funding.

The second reason that we would like to advance is that schools
function as gestalts. They function as operating <rganizations.
Much research shows how the organizational and cuitural features
of schools effect curriculum, instruction and especially how stu-
dents are motivated to learn.

Indeed, one of the most consistent findings of research on school
change—and that is a lot of what we have been talking about
today, the whole issue of how you change schools—is that innova-
tion must be grounded in a spetific organizational setting.

The pervasive theme on middle grades and high school would
tend to suggest a concern for organizational issues, bi't it does not
begin to adequately emphasize the magnitude of the problems or
their organizational solutions.

The Aescription of the cerfer on student learning, 7 think, is es-
pecially vulnerable to this kind of ci:ticism. It conveys & strong im-
pression that higher crder thinking occuis in an organizationai
vacuum and is determined primarily by the way ir which teachers
present content.

o -
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In fact, researchars and practitioners are only beginning to un-
derstand how instruction can be delivered and thirking encouraged
for students at all levels in all content areas.

A third reason we would like to advance is that most vesearch
tops demand a larger unifying focus. It is easy to get lost walking
among the trees and to forget you are in a forest. Research that
addresses issues such as the relationship of family to schooling or
the learning of specific subjects or something like testing, all of
those can and should be conducted within centers organized accord-
ing to level. Perhaps they should be conducted in specific centers
also, but the implications of these things have real live uses in real
live schools.

If these topics are considered top national priorities, then the
missions of the school level centers could we written to mandate
the appropriate emphasis ard, I might say at the same time, regu-
lar communication with existing practitioner audiences.

Let me just alert you to the fact of the existing secondary center
newsletter, which I will leave here for the committee’s reference.
It’s %e good illustration of how effective this kind of communication
can be,

The recent isste, the one I am leaving :# - which was mailed to
numerous practitioners aleng with professors and others, explored
peer pressure on achievement in articles such as “Skirting the
Brain-Nerd Connection: How Bright Students Save Face Among
Peers.” That is a serious p. oblem in schnols.

These articles reporteg the practical research that is going on
right now in the secondary center project on families, peers and
schools, a cross-cutting kird of topic that is already present in that
center.

Finally, research builds on re.earch. Nobody starts in the
vacuum. No one staric or very few people start with original ideas.
Successful centers already exist on the pertinent levels of school-
ing. During the past four years, two rurrent national centers have
stixldieid related aspecis of middle level, elementary and high
schocls.

Each center has demonstrated that research missions organized
by levels can produce very higk quality work that contr:butes both
to theory and practice. The secondary center, for example—let me
cite just one or two examples in ea~h case of the kind of work that
is presently going on that should be continued.

The secondary center was the first to launch systematic research
on the question of student and teacher engagement, which is the
first of the new pervasive themes. It’s project on higher order
thinking in the high school curriculum and on tracking practices
have suggesied new ways of understanding instructional practice.

Work on_assessment has assessment has generated new criteria
for the validity of achievement tests and also procedures for test-
ing. The secordary certer project on students at risk, a term we
hear a lot about tcday, has clarified key principals for achieving
success with the 2 students and is now conce:..rating on the link-
age issue of how schools can coordinate efforts with other commu-
nity agencies.

imilarly, the elementary-middle ccnter has pioneered what I
would call integraizd research, research ihat deals with the whole
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picture on such important topics ac how teachers and students ~re
scheduled and grouped for instruciion ir: elementary and middle
grades on the issues of tracking, on the nature of curricular and
instructional practice by grade levels and, also terribl important.
how parents are involved in their children’s schools ana education.

We, at NASSP, strongly recommend that the -ork of the exis
ing elementary, middle and secon.~vy centers be used as a frame
or framework to initiate a2 national recompetition to represent
these levels of schooling.

Stopping the work of these centers, even for a period of t:me, will
surely retard practitioner’s access to needed inferzaation.

I would just like to remind the members of the subcommittes of
something \..ey are already aware, in 1985, some 16 centers were
funded for research. Between 1987 and 1989, some 7 more centers
or minicenters were funded. Only 12 centers are proposed in the
current cocrpetition.

The proven value of research and develc,ment for different
levels of schooling, I think, demands that the competition be ex-
panded to reinclude both the missions and appropriate bud,cts for
elementary, middle ard secondary education.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Dr. James Keefe follows:]
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~.r. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

My name is James W. Keefe. I am the director of research f'r the
National Association of Secondary School Principals. I am also a member
of the National Advisory Panel to the existin¢ National Center on
Effective Secondary Schools at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. I am
a former secondary .chool teacher ard principal, and professor of school
management, curriculum and instruction, and educational research. My
research intarests are the principalship, the improvement of teaching and

learning, and the restructuring of schools.

I am grateful for the opportunity to represent the views of the National
Association of Secondary School incipals (NASSP) on the proposed OERI

National Research and Development Cer*ers Competition. NASSP membership
includes more than 42,000 middle, junior, and senior high school

principals, assistant principals, professors, and other educators.

We at NASSP support the Education Department's attempt to identify
pervasive themes and overlapping missions for the 1990 centers
competition. A critical need exists today to provide a clear vision of
purposes and a co'’-~horation of effort to improve American education and
adult productivity. Because we feel strongly about the need for an
integrated ook at these efforts, however, we are shocked that the
proposed 1ist of new c2nters Jdoes not include any for elementary, middle,

and secondary education.

American schools are generally successful. They are caring and

well-meaning places. But they are not always he'pful and supportive for
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all students. There is nothing wrong with the way American schools
operate that a little long overdue modernizing would not fix. Everything
in American schooling that is dysfunctional today was perfectly
comprehensible and justifiable 100 years ago. American schools are
victims of their own best intentions. They strive mightily, but they

need some systematic updating.

The conventional approach to reform in schools has beer to add more
requirements or more programs. We are weighed down by an incremental
approach to change. Rather than make deep and integrative changes, we

tend to 2dd more programs. We are "programmed" to death.

Recent educational research is building a solid conceptual base for
change in this conventional approach. To change vocabulary, however, is
much easier than to change practice. Contemporary terms like mastery
tearning, effective instruction, and site-based meaagemenil can be used to
cloak conventional practice as easily as team ccaching and small-group

instruction were employed a decade aco.

Most American sche ck a systematic model of schooling. When new
contert is mandate special need is perceived, a program is added --
usually as a distinc ..tivity unrelated to the ongoing curriculum.
Teaching and learning take place as they always have, 1n isolation behind
the classroom door. Yet, much of what research tells us argues for
collaborative planniny of instruction, flexible arrangements of time and
resources, systematic diagnosis of student capabilities, styles and

needs, and a personalized approach to t2aching and learning. American

schools must be sstematically reoraziized to support instructiona)
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improvement, and Americar. classrooms must become less rigid.

The emerging ayenda for school restructuring demands that what we know
about effective schooling be systematically implemanted and studied at
tho pertinent levels of schooling. Omitting the elementary-middle and
secondary missions from the OERI 1ist of propased Research and
Development Centers {is a prufound mistake, one tnat will hamper
practitioners in their efforts to improve teaching and learning. The
NASSP urges the Subcommittee to persuade the Department of Education to

veinstate these centers and to provide them with adequate funding.

School administrators and teachers, as they pursue the goal of

restructuring, will continue to need integrated research that takes into

account the organizational context of <chools. Practical guidance will
be needed for schuvls to attempt such systematic changes in organization,

curriculum, and instruction as:

e Continual diagnosis of student development, style, attitudes, and
skills;

o Ongoing advisement for all students;

e Collaborative teacher planning of instruction;

e Provision of interactive learning envircnments with enrichment and
remediation as needed;

o New approaches to school scheduling;

o Mastery-based instruction in a.1 basfic skills;

o Cooperative small-group arrangements for cinceptual learning and

socialization;

o New approaches to assessment of student progress, teacher

performance, and program quality.
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We believe that the following reacons argue for inclusion of additional

centers based on the levels of education (elementary, middle, high

school).

1.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Students develop and learn in ..fferent stages. The challenges of

teaching and the issues of curricelum differ dramatically depending
on the developmental and social role differences associated with
students of diffr.ent ages. None of the centers as presen.ly
conc~ived invites focused resecrch on how students’ age and stage of
socialization affects the kind of education that can be most
effective. The announcement indicates that all of the centers would
ad4ress this under "“pe-vasive themes," but, based on previous efforts
to focus the work of centers with broad missions, it see. unlikely

that this problem will be addressed in a powerful way.

Curiously, the empnasis on famili s and especially adult
education seems to recognize unique needs of young children and of
older students. But the current 1ist clearly neglects .. needs of
students at other levels of maturity 1n relation to particular inds
of organizational settings. We have no quarrel with exploring the
learning needs of young children or adults. What fs valuable for
them is also important for elementary, middle and senior high school
studeits. One should not rule out the other; one should not h-
propo.e¢ at the expense of the other. Elementary, middle and

secondary misstons demand equa’ representation.

Schools function as gestalts. Much research shows how thr

organizational and cultural features of schools affect curriculum,
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| instruction, and esp~cially student motivation tv learn. More
productive student outcomes will not be achieved by studying

i curriculum or instruction alone. One of the most consistent findings
i‘ of research on school change is that innovation itself must be

grounded in the specific organizational culture for which it is

suggests a concern for organizational issues, but it does not
adequately emphasize the magnitude of the probiems or the solutions

that require attention to special organizational forms.

|

‘ intended. The pervasive theme on middle grades and high school
The importance of research focused on organizational context is
further underscored by the recent interest of leading policymakers,
practitioners and researchers in th- fundamental restructuring of
educational systems and organizations. Unforturately, the proposed
1ist of centers minimizes the opportunity for integrated research on
the organizational properties of schooling. The description of the
Ceater on Student Learning seems especially vulnerable to this
criticism. It conveys a strorg impression that higher order thinking
occurs in an organizational vacuum and is determined almost
exclusively by the technical presentation of content. On the other
hand, research and development by levels of schooling allows
researchers and practitioners to understand how instruction can be

delivered and thinking encouraged by students at that level in all

content areas.

3. Most research topics demand a larger unifying focus. kesearch

agendas that address issues such as the relatiunsnip of family to

schoolinn, the tearning of cpecific subjects, testing, or writing can

-
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ard should be conducted within centers organized according to level.
If these topics are considered top national priorities, the missions
of school-level centers could be written to provide the appropriate
emphasis. Much of the OERI research agenda would have more payoff
for practice if it were pursued within school-level centers that make
it their business to communicate regularly with the existing

practitioner audiences.

The existing secondary center Newsletter is a good illustraticn
of how ef“ective this kind of research-cum-communicatign can be. A
recent issue of the Newsletter (mailed to numerous practitioners)
explored a particular aspect of student engagement in school that has
significant practical implications for school improvement. Peer
pressure on achievement was discussed in articles such as, “"Skirting
the Brain-Nerd Connection: How Bright Students Save Face Among
Peers," and "Breaking the Brain-Nerd Connection.” These articles
reported practical research from the secondary center project on

families, peers and schools.

4. Research builds on research. Successful centers already exist for

the pertinent levels of schooling. During the past four years, two
current national centers ha.e :tudied elementary, middle, and high
schools  Each center has demonstrated that when research missions
are organized by levels, high quality work can be conducted that

contributes both to theory and practice.

The secondary center was the first to lauwnch 3 Sy3iematic

research effort on the question of student and teacher engagement,

6
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one of the new pervasive themes. Its research on non-instructional
influences on adolescents’ engagement and achievement has produced
important new findings about students' experiences in families and
communities. Projects on higher order thinking in the high school
curriculum and on stratification of learning opportunities because of
tracking practices have suggested new ways of understanding
instructional discourse that transcend the conventional “thinking
skil1s” approach. Work on assessment has generated new criteria for
the validity of achievement tasks, and has codified innovative
assessment procedures that heretofore had not been synthesized. The
secondary center project on programs for sti:dents at-risk has
clarified key principles for building trust among school
practitioners and inner city youth of diverse cultural backgrounds.
This project is now concentrating explicitly on schools building

coordinated efforts with other community agencies.

The elementary-middle center has pioneered research on such
important integrated topics as variations in how teachers and
students are scheduled and grouped for instruction in elementary and
middle grades, the needs of students with different social
backgrounds and differing abilities, the nature of curricular and
instructional practices by grade levels, and how parents are involved

in their children's schools and education.

Stopping the work of the elementary, middle, and secondary
centers even for a period of time will retard practitioner's access

to needed information. Centers need to produce work that has ready

application to the r-al world of the school. Associations like NASSP
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understand the importance of information brokering -- translating the
work of scholars and researchers into practical forms and language
acceptable to practitioners. It is perhaps the most important
function of Associations aii similar agencies. It should also be a
primary function of the Research and Development Centers,
particularly those that serve specific Tevels of schooling.

Effective schools research, for example, was not widely accepted in
middle and secondary schools until the findings were revalidated for

these organizational Tevels.

We strongly recommend that the work of the existing
elementary-middle and secondary centers be used to frame a national
re-competition to represent these levels of schooling. In 1985, some
sixteen centers were funded for research on a broad range of
important educational missfons. An additional seven centers were
funded between 1987 and 1989. Only 12 centers are proposed in the
current competition. The proven value of research and development
for different tevels of schooling demands that the competition be
expanded to include the already very successful elementary, middle

and secondary center missions.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee for your
attention to this important issue. I am confident that the countless
teachers and administrators who will directly benefit from your
intervention join me in expressing appreciation for your leadership.

I am pleased to answer any question the Committee might have.

ERIC
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Chairman Owens. Thank you.

Dr. Edward Keller.

Dr. KeLLer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you will note from
our written testimony, NASSP is focused on and strongly recom-
mends the continuation of the center for research on elementary
and middle schools.

Many of the current issues in education reform and restructur-
ing focus on the complex interrelationships of parents, students,
professional staff, curricula and resources that determine the suc-
cess or failure of teaching and learning.

As a matter of fact, the need for continuing an expanded re-
search directed at the school site was supported recently, Monday,
October 23rd, in a Senate hearing on the quality of education infor-
mation before the Government Information and Regulation Sub-
committee of the Governmental Affairs Committee.

Christopher Cross, the newly appointed assistant secretary for
OERI, referred to the education compact between President Bush
and the governors calling attention to seven areas where perform-
ance goals are likely to be set. Among these are reducing the drop-
out rate, improving academic achievement of disadvantaged stu-
dents, and establishing orderly, safe, drug-free climates for learn-
ing.

Patrician Graham, also at that hearing, listed six major issues
for research. Two of these are decentralized management of schools
and integration of social services at the school site. These areas for
research, identified and articulated by Drs. Cross and Graham, ad-
mirably fit the mission of the Center for Research in Elementary
and Middle Schools.

Another issue critically important to huilding principals is the
impact of reform-directed legislation on the schools. As one exam-
ple, the Pennsylvania Association of Elementary and Secondary
School Principals, recently compiled a list of 34 such reform initia-
tives. Research on the impact of these and other laws would be of
great assistance to principals and other policy-makers.

These issues that I have just stated, along with all the issues that
you have heard “his morning, indicate to us the substantial need
for consideration of the continuation of the Center for Research
and Elementary S'chools. We hope you will do all you can to restore
that center to the competition.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Edward Keller follows:]
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The National Association of Elementary School Princip.ls, representing over
26,000 elementary and middle school principals in our nation, strongly supports
the inclusion of a Center for Pesearch on Elementary and Middle Schools as a
key component of the overall research mission of the Office of Educational

Research and Improvement.

Our commitment to the importance of this Centar i{s demonstrated inm our efforts
to disseminate the Center's products. Thrvough publications and conferences,
NAESP has enabled thousands of elementary and middle school principals to
become acquainted with important Center research findings that would enhance
their school site leadership roles (see page 4). We intend to continue that

disasmination proceaa.

The school site {s the significant location for conducting research and, mest
eapacially, for putting resaarch into practica. Leading thoae efforts are the
nation'a elemantary and middle school principals. Harmonizing disparate research
findinga into effective, comprehensive programa haa been and always will be an

{mpor%ant inatructional leadarahip proficiency of principala.

Research, too, must be attantive to thesa interrelationahipa: rhe interplay of
curriculum, instructional mathodologies, students varying learning styles and
iovolu of achiavement, staff attributes, parent and community expectations, and

local, state and federal policica and regulationa.

The current liat of centers to be funded by the Offica of Educational Research
and Improvament excludea from consideration a cantar whoaa basic misaion is to
focua ita attention to the very important holistic viaw of what a school is all

about.,
-1~
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The context and culture of a school cannot be understood by multi-studies
of diverse subject matter areas. A Center for Research on Elementary and Middle

schools {s essential to deal with instructional methods which cross specific
matter disciplines. It is essential for examining school effects and teacher

effects on a variety of student and staff organizational issues.

The Gestalt theory that “the whole [s greater than the sum of its parts”" is as
applicable to a school as it {s to an individual. And a research center that
can focud on the school as "greater than rhe sum of its parts" is critical.
Thers s a plethora of research funded by the federal government and others on
specific parts, but the only opportunit; to focue on how thoee parte interact
effectively for children is the continuation of a Center for Reesarch on

Elementary and Middle Schoole.

As the Committee well knowe, very sericue attention ie nmow being paid to

an education reform component labeled aa reetructuring. It anticipstee the
granting of coneiderable autonomy as well ae accountability to a school eite to
improve student learning. NAESP applauda thie effort. Call it restructuring,
echool eite management, or empowverment, thia movement has caught the imagination

of the public, the professional and the politician with equal tervor.

Momentusz is growing at all levels - local, state and federal - for echool
diatricte to move forvard vigorouely in implementing some restructuring of

their schools.

Whet & serioue mistake, then, at a time when reeearch on effective reatructuring
practicee will be in grexst demand, to eliminate the one center than can offer

timely and valuable aseietance to this national improvement effort.

2~
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The National Association of Elementary School Principals therefore vigorcusly
urges the Committee to insist that the Center for Research on Elementary and
Middle Schools be restored to the list of proposed research and development

centers,

-3
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THE PRINCIPAL

Becker, Henry J. The lmpact of Computers on Children's Learning.
Nov '88; 64

Epstein, Joyce L. What Principals Should Know About Parent
Involvement. Jan '87; 6

Holliffeld, John H. A Special Report on diddle Schools.
Mar '88; 26

Karweit, Nancy A Research Study: Effcctive Prepr.mary Programs
and Practices. May '88; 19

CONFERENCES

NAESP Scholars Seminar - July 20-23, 1986

NAESP Scholars Seminar - July 20-22, 1987

Office of Educational Research and
Improvement

Center for Research on Elementary and
Middle Schools

Henty Jay Becker ~ '86;

Joyce Epstein - '86; '87

Gary Gottfredson - '86; '87

John Hollifield - '86; '87

Edward McDill -~ '86

Janee McPartland - '86; '87

Robert E. Slavin - '86; '87

Robert Stevens ~ '87

Great Lakes Middle School Conference
July 6, 7 & 8, 1988

Joyce Epstein

-l
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Chairman Owens. Thank you.

Dr. Arnold Webb.

Dr. Wess. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Arnold Webb.
I am director of the Cooperative School Improvement Program at
Research for Better Schools in Philalelphia. Research for Better
Schools is one of the regional educational laboratories suppe ted by
the United States Department of Education.

Today, though, I am here on behalf of all the regional education-
al laboratories, the educational research centers and their trade as-
sociation, the Council for Educational Development and Research.

The council has two concerns: one is omissions in the list of re-
search center topics proposed by the Department of Education; the
other is the scope of some of the center topics listed in the Septem-
ber 12, 1989, Federal Register.

You may ask why an individual from a regional laboratory is so
concerned about t{opics proposed for educational research centers.
The reason is simply this; that the work of the labs and the centers
is interrelated and interdependent.

Regional educational laboratories helg school people to under-
stand and use research information. We help teachers and adminis-
trators analyze the pros and cons of educational options, insta!l im-
proved instructions and management practices, and new ideas.

To do our work, however, we draw heavily upon research con-
ducted at these centers. We provide the delivery system and the re-
gional centers. The centers provide much of the content.

Although the regional educational lahoratories, through their
day-to-day invoivement with school systems, have a unique perspec-
tive on the kinds of research needed to improve our schools, they
must rely upon the centers to enhance their content base.

We know, too, that there are too few Federal research dollars to
do everything that needs doing. For that reason, the council com-
mends this subcomraittee for your recent report recommending
that funding for the National research and development function
be expanded to one percent of the total local state and Federal edu-
cation spending, would that it could happen.

Until your recommendation becomes reality, however, we will do
the best we can. It is our understanding that of the $18 million a

ropriated for national education research centers, approximately
310 will be available for the 12 center missions proposed by the De-
partment of Education. Since it is virtually impossible to operate a
credible research center program on less than $1 million per year,
the administration and the Congress face a difficult dilemma. That
is the proposed list, and it is about $2 million short.

It is imperative that we spend the few dollars we have investigat-
ing areas of highest national priority. Both the Congress and the

ublic must be convinced that topics around which centers will be
ormed are worthy of Federal investment. Center missions much
engender trust that the administration is identifying issues impor-
tant to policy-makers at the National, state, local and classroom
levels, and that research on these issues will guide educrational im-
provement.

Lack of time does not permit me to address every issu2, but let
me address some of the major concerns that we have. first, the
council adds its voice to that of a large number of policy-makers

oy
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and school people who are deeply concerned about the elimination
of centers to study the effectr, of elementary, middle and high
school organization on student learning.

Second, the council urges that the study of cultvral diversity be
added to the proposed list of research center missions. The adminis-
tration argues that these missions croes cut the work of all the pro-
posed research centers. We disagree and say that such a cross cut-

ing approach will leave the jJob in disarray if not completely
undone.

Specifically, we strongly reccmmend that missions to study the
effects of school o ization on student learnirf at the elementa-
ry, middle and high school levels should be added to the list of
topics for research centers.

l%'lus' omission is puzzling for several reasons. First and foremost,
the most prominent challenge in school improvement today is how
to restructure schools and put more decision-making power into the
hands of teachers. That may be the kind of educational perestroika
that Mr. Bartlett referred to earlier today.

It is interesting that across the educational spectrum, the one
thing that everybody seems to agree on is the fact that schools
need to be restructured; that we need to take another look at how
we educate youngsters. What we are really talking about is institu-
tional and that we need to look at our precepts and all of
the things that go into educating kids; examine them, assess them
and assess the extent to which they are working Sur us.

Evaluating this new kind of school management can only be
done at the school and district level. This is exactly where the
centfr studying the effects of school organization conduct their
work.

_The second omission, the research coming from these centers is
giving school people techniques for creating learning environments
where children achieve. The issues the centers have tackled are the
nuts and bolts of schooling, ability grouping, tracking, class size,
grade span, retention, promotion policies, grading and reward prac-
tices, student drop-out, staff development, decision-making, and the
like. These are vital issues for school improvement and appasently
will not be studied by other centers on the proposed list

Third, one of the most important emerging issues, areas of re-
scarch in this country, is how middle schools can address the
unique problems of young adolescents. You may recall that this
was documented as recently as June of this year by the Carnegie
Council on Adolescent Development in its widely hailed report,
“Turning Points: Preparing Youth for the 21st Century.” .

This report notes a volatile mismatch between the organization
and curriculum of middle grade s¢’ »ols on the one hand, and the
intellectual and emotional needs of young adolescents on the other.

“Turning Points” offers a number of recommendations for trans-
fox;n;irtlg middle grade education. Did you know that much of the
onginal research behind the report comes from the current Center
for Research on Elementary and Middle Schools?

There is more to be done in applying the research to make
middle schools the best they can be. Let's not waste this invest-
ment of Federal dollars. Let's keep this mission on the National re-
search agenda.
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A second area that I wanted to address was the need for a mis-
gion to address the impact of cultural diversity on schools and
learning. Those of us who work in schools know that a child’s cul-
tural background exerts a tremendous _.1fluence on learning. How
could this mission be omitted from the list?

Understanding and using cultural backgrounds to enhance learn-
ing among members of our growing ethnic groups, especially Afri-
can-Americans and Hispanics, should be the major concern of one
of our national research centers. We need this center to examine
cultural effects and, when appropriate, the contribution of lan:
guage to learning.

Studies of demographics show us some remarkable trends that
are taking place in our country. For example, by the year 2020, 25
percent of the population of the United States will be of Hispanic
origin.

This has enormous social, political and educational impact for us.
They are areas that we ought to be looking at now, that we ought
to be concerned with, that we ought to be studying and that we
ouiht to be spending time on.

t this moment, school districts from Maine to California are
struggling to provide effective education in schools attended by
multiple mixes of 1 age minority and limited English-~~oficient
children; Hispanic, Vietnamese, Cambodian, Korean, Cuban, Hai-
tian and so on. School people need the information that a center
dedicated to research on cultural diversity will provide.

Briefly, there were a number of center missions that need more
refinement and targeting; for example, the Center on Post-Second-
ary Learning and Teaching Assessment and the Educational Poli-
cies and Student Learning Center.

The pustsecondary center’s mission statement virtually ignores
the most pressing national issues facing postsecondary education.
For example, there is nothing to indicate tkat any attention will be
given to the long-term implications of forcing students to pay for
college with loans instead of grants. Nor does their appear to be an
intent to study why minority males are enrolling in higher educa-
tion frograms in greatly diminished numbers, and those that do
enroll, have a disgroportionately high drop-out rate.

We need to find some answers. I spent—a personal note—I spent
five years as professor and dean of education at CCNY, the City
College of New Ycrk. One of the things that we did in that school
of education was we Erovided a sizable percentage of teachers for
the New York City school system.

The problem that we had to deal with constantly was the ques-
tion of dropouts and retention. The kinds of programs we had to
set uE;lealt with what we could do to keep young people in school
who had to leave for a whole variety of reasons. Those most par-
ticularly affected were young, black males, some of whom start
school; most of whom did not finish. A center that dealt with edu-
cational policies, a center that dealt with postsecondary learning
should be dealing with some of these issues.

The mission statement proposed for educational policies and stu-
dent lea: aing centers is really a potpourri of issues that do not con-
ceptually tie together. These are more appropriate to the mission
of the assessment centers.

s
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There_are serious omissions in the proposed work of the policy
- center. Take, for example, the growing number of state court deci-
: sions on school finance. Cases in Texas, Kentucky, West Virginia
and elsewhere are proof of an urgent need to study school finance.

The changing role of state-level policy-makers also needs exami-
nations. What are the implications of control by state government
rather than by state level education professionals? What, for exam-
ple, are the implications in New Jersey of the state takeover of an
entire school district for a five-year pericl. These are the kinds of
issues that need to be isolated and studied in such a center.

In summary, designating research priorities for a limited number
of naiional research and development centers is an arduous and
complex task. It requires establishing a delicate balance between
applied and basic research, between short and long term interests,
and between the needs of a variety of constituencies. It is not an
easy task for anyone.

However, when well-managed and given the time to do their
work, these centers can provide a great deal of useful information
to educational practitioners. When thoughtfully and well-conceived,
they provide a source of hope that we can, indeed, make schools
better places to learn and work.

. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Arnold Webb follows:]
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Good moming, Mr. Chairman and members of the

Committee.

My name is Amold Webb. Iam director of the Cooperative
School Improvement Program «t Recearch for Beiter Schools
in Philadelphia. Research for Rettes Schools is one of the
regional educational laboratories su ported by the U.S.
Department of Education.

Today, though, T am here on behalf of all the regional
educational laboratories, a number of the nation's finest
educational research centers, and their trade association, the
Council for Educational Development and Research. The
Council has two concerns. One is omissions in the Iist of
research center topics proposed by the Department of
Education. The other ic the scope of some of the center topics
listed in the September 12, 1989 Federal Register.

Because of the seriousness of these matters, I request that my
testimony, along with its two attachments, be submitted for the

record.
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You may ask, Mr. Chairman, why an individual from a
regional laboratory is so concerned about topics proposed for

educational research centers. The reason is this.

Every day, the regional educational laboratories help school
people use researct infurmation. We help teachers and
administrators analyze the pros aad cons of educational
options, install improved instructional and management
practices, and test new ideas. To do our work, we draw heavily
upon research conducted at these centers. Not a day goes by
without our being painfully aware of the kinds of questions that

beg for answers.

in otic: words, the regional educational laboratories have a
unique perspective of the kinds of research that is needed to

improve our schools.

But while I speak for the laboratories, I also speak for our
member centers, some of whom are here to help me answer

specific questions you may have.

We know that there are too few federal research dollars to do
everything that needs doing. For that reason, the Council
commends this subcommittee for your recent report
recommending that funding for the national research and

development function be expanded to one percent of total local,
b
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state, and federal education spending. Until your
recommendation becomes reality, however, we will do the best

w¢ can.

It is our understanding that of the $18 million appropriated for
national educational research centers, approximately $10
million will be available for the 12 center missions proposed by
the Department of Education. Since it is virtually impossible to
operate a credible research center program on less than $1
million per year, the A Jministration and the Congress face a
difficult dilemma. That is, given the proposed list, we are
about $2 million short.

It is imperative that we spend the few dollars we have
investigating areas of highest national priority. Both the
Congress and the public must be convinced that the topics
around which centers will be formed are worthy of federal
investment. Center missions must engender trust that the
Administration is identifying issues important to policymakers
at the national, state, local, and classroom levels, and that

research on these issues will guide educational improvement.
Two Center Missions Must Be Added.

Lack of time does not permit me to address every issue in the
Council’s draft response to the Department of Education on this
matter. We have atteched our draft comments to this statement.
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But allow me to address here our major concemns. First, the
Council adds its voice to that of a large number of
policymakers and school people who are deeply concerned
about the climination of centers to study the effects of
elementary, middle, and high school organization on student
leaming. Second, the Council urges that the study of cultural
diversity be added to the proposed list of research center

missions.

The Administration argues that these missions "cross-cut” the
work of all of the proposed research centers. We disagree, and
say that such a cross cutting approach will leave the job in

disarray, if not completely undone.

Moreover, these mission areas should be added even if the
Department of Education does not increase funding for the
research centers. The Council's draft comments to the
Department of Education contain some recommendations on

how to do this creatively with other sources of federal funds.

Missions to study the effects of school organization
on student learning at the elementary, middle, and
high school levels should be added to the list of topics

for research centers.

I have attached to our testimony a sample of letters written to
the Department of Education. The letters object to the
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exclusion of the elementary, middle, and high school research

missions from the proposed list.

This omission is puzzling for four reasons. First, the research
coming from these centers has given school people techniques
for creating learning environments where children achieve.
The issues the centers have tackled are the nuts and bolts of
schooling -- ability-grouping, tracking, class size, grade span,
retention and promotion policies, grading and reward
practices, student dropout, staff development, school decision-
making processes, and elementary, middle, and high school
organization, These are vital issues for school improvement

and will not be studied by other centers on the proposed list.

Second, these centers are acknowledged to be among the most
successful of the Department of Education research centers.
Their research is practical. The findings help schools and
districts plan improvements, make knowledgeable decisions,
and organize schools and classrooms. Thanks to the work of
these research centers, schools and districts are producing

documented instances of improved student achievement.

Third, and extremely puzzling, the most prominent challenge
in school improvement today is how to restructure schools and
put more decision-making power into the hands of teachers,
principals, and parents. This is a school organization issue.

Evaluating this new kind of school managemer:t can only be
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done at the school and district level. And this is exactly where
the centers studying the effects of school organization conduct
their work.

They are where the action is. I can testify to the fact that the
current Center for Research on Elementary and Middle

Schools is giving me tools that work.

Fourth, and again extremely puzzling, cne of the most
important emerging areas of research in this country is how
middle schools can address the unique problems of young
adolescents. You may recall that this was documented as
recently as June of this year by the Carnegie Council on
Adolescent Development in its widely hailed report, Turning

Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st Century.

This report notes a volatile mismatch between the organization
and curriculum of middle grade schools on one hand, and the
intellectual and emotional needs of young adolescents on the
other. Itis at this age and grade level, the report tells us, that
we begin to see substance abuse, teenage pregnancy, sexually
transmitted diseases, social alienation, diminished learning, and
absenteeism. It should surprise no one that the number of

young people dropping out of school begins to rise at this age.

Turning Points offers a number of recommendations for

transforming middle grade education. But do you know that

1iy




114

much of the original research behind the report comes from the
current Center for Research on Elewnentary and Middle
Schools?

Ladies and gentlemen, we are getting a significant return on
our small investment for research on this topic. Why stop a
wonderful and useful generator of ideas for our nation's

schools?

There is more to be done in applying the research to make
middle schools the best they can be. Let us not waste this
investment of federal dollars. Let us keep this mission on the

national research center agenda.

In short, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, the
missions of the centers that study the effects of elementary,
middle, and high school organization on student leaming
should be reinstated as a critical mission for the nation's

federally funded educational research centers.

A mission to address the impact of cultural diversity

on schools and learning should be added.

Those of us who work in schools know that a child's cultural
background exerts a tremendous influence on learning. How

could this mission be omitted from the list?
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Understanding and using cultural backgrounds to enhance
learning among members of our growing ethnic groups,
especially African-Americans and Hispanics, should be the
major concern of one of our national research centers. We
need this center to examine cultural effects and, when

appropriate, the contribution of language to leaming.”

For example, from 1982 to the year 2020, the number of
children speaking a primary language other than English is
expected to increase from just under two million to almost six
million. At this moment, school districts from Maine to
California are struggling to rrovide effective education in
schools attended by multiple mixes of language minority and
limited English proficient children -- Hispanic, Vietnamese,
Cambodian, Korean, Cuban, Haitian and so on.

School people need the information that a center dedicated to
research on cultural diversity will provide.

A number of center missions need more refinement
and targeting.

The Council suggests that some center missions are
inadequately targeted. The most serious problems occur in
mission statements for the Center on Post-Secondary Learning

11y
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and Teaching Assessment and the Educational Policies and

Student Learning Center.

The post-secondary mission must focus on critical
policy issues not addressed by other federal
programs.

The post-secondary center's mission statement virtually
ignores the most pressing national issues facing post-secondary

education,

This congressional committee is very familiar with these
problems. For example, there is nothing to indicate that any
attention will be given to the long-term implications of forcing
students to pay for college with loans instead of grants. Nor
does there appear an intent to study why minority males are not
succeeding in higher ¢ducation programs and what we can do to

help them,

An explosive juxtaposition of issues emerges when one
examines the role of for-profit proprietary schools and the
numbers of minority students enrolled at these institutions. Are
these institutions providing a service that no one else will
provide, as they claim, or is personal debt making their

students' lives evun harder than it was before?
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The issues that the Department of Education proposes for this
center are more appropriately addressed by The Fund for the
Improvement of Postsecondary Education. This is an already
existing pro - ram funded in Fiscal Year 1990 at $11.9 million.
Assigning them to the post-secondary center duplicates the
work of this well-established and relatively well-funded federal
program. More than that, though, it leaves too many other
problem areas untouched. These areas affect not only the lives
of our young people, but also the use of billions of taxpayer

dollars.

Refine the mission of the Education Policies and

Student Learning Center.

The mission statement proposed for the Education Policies and
Student Leaming Center consists of a mish-mash of issues that
do not conceptually tie together. For example, some of the
issues concem evaluation and assessment. These are more
appropriate in the mission of the Assessment Center. Other
topics belong in the mission of centers wat study the effects of
school organization, such as the centers mentioned before for
their marvelous work in elementary, middle and high schools.
This is yet another reason why these centers' missions truly
need to be reinstated.

There are serious omissions in the proposed work of this policy

center as well. Take, for example, the growing numbers of
O
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state court decisions on school finance. Cases in Texas,
Kentucky, Wes: Virginia and elsewhere are proof of an urgent
need to study school finance. Specifically, researchers need to
reopen the examination of state policies that seek equitable
financing for rural and urban education. Unlike 25 years ago
when many states last faced this issue, today we are living with
fiscal austerity.

Thare is ro escaping the hard financial choices that have to be
made in this new era. The distribution of tax dollars away
from wealthier communities is one choice that will not make it
easy for some state legislators and gove.ncrs to get up some
momings and go to work. In a number of states, we are about
to see large state experiments in school policy. We need
researchers to keep on top of these experiments and report

their findings back to us.

Related to this is the cha..ging role of state level policymakers.
This, too, needs examination. What are the impli.ations and
effects of control by state governments rather than state-level
education prefzssionals? How do we reconcile the eroding
power of local education policymakers while, at the same time,
advocate for community and parent control?

To members of the Council, these are issues crying ont for
investigation. We beg that this center's mission be rethought
and refocused.
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Summary
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Designating research priorities for a limited number of

national research and development centers is an arduous and
S complex task. It requires finding a delicate balance between
applied and basic research, between short and long term
interests, and between the needs of a variety of constituencies.
It is not an easy task for anyone, including the professionals at
the Department of Education.

Given such a framework, we have tried to make suggestions
that will inspire a new trust in the federal educational research

and development effort. Not that we are claiming that each

research dollar must immediately translate into improved
learning. No one expects that every dollar put into health
research at the National Institutes of Health will make us
healthier right away. The federal educational research
program is no different. Our experience, though, leaves no
question in our minds that there is a critical place for mission

driven, educational research centers at the federal level.

When well-managed and given the time to do their work, these
centers can provide a great deal of useful information to
educational practitioners. When thoughtfully and well-
conceived, they provide a source of hope that we can, indeed,
make schools better places to learn and work.
Thank you.
o ~
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DRAFT

Council for Educational Development and Research

Comments on
Proposed Research and Development Competition

by the

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
U.S. Department of Education

October 26, 1989

Introduction

The designation of educational research priorities for a limited
number of national R&D centers is an arduous and complex task. It
requires a delicate balance between applied and basic research,
between short and long-term interests, between the needs of a
variets of constituencies, between various potential
conceptualizations of primary and secondary issues (and their inter-
relationships), and between the multitude of promising areas that
deserve support by few available dollars. While we appreciate the
intricacy of the problem, the serious process OERI employed to arrive
at its current list of missions, and the compromises such a list
necessarily entails, we believe the proposed configuration suffers
from serious shortcomings.

w'}n



121

Primary among these shortcomings is the omission of several mission
areas critical to the improvement of schools and the solution of
pressing social problems. These significant omissions include
research centers that focus on: 1) the organizational context at
specific levels of schooling -- elementary, middle, and high school;
and (2) cultural diversity. While OERI acknowledges the importance
of these areas, and cites them as themes that should “crosscut” all
mission areas. there is & serious fallacy to such an approach. In the
past, areas that all were to pursue have turned out to be areas that
have been poorly pursued, lacking in priority «nd sustained
direction.

A second shortcoming involves the mismatch between current public
policy needs and the formulation of two center missions --
Postsecondary Learning and Teaching Assessment, and Educational
Policies and Student Learning. The third shortcoming is that the
topics in the Center for Science Teaching and Learning seem too
limited.

These problems can be rectified by: (1) re-establishing missions to
study the effects of school organization on student learning at the
elementary, middle, and high school levels; (2) adding a mission to
study cultural diversity, especially the problems of language
minority and limited English proficient stedents, and (3) revising the
resecarch work to be carried out by the proposed postsecondary,
policy and science centers to better refiect current needs.

We suggest that these additional mission areas need to be
incorporated cven if current levels of OERI funding do not change.
However, we suggest some appropriate funding altemnatives to
augment the existing OER1 base and to provide full funding for a
collective system of national education research and development
centers.
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Recommendation No. 1:  Assure sufficient, long-term
funding for each research center.

It is of utmost importance that centers be funded sufficiently to
support a critical mass of rescarchers for a sustained period of
inquiry. Experience suggests one million dollars annually as a
minimum, although short-term savings may be possible for new
institutions that will require fewer resources for their start up year.
- Sustained, long-term funding is a second necessity. The complexity
: of existing problems in each of the articulated mission areas and the
- - requirements of valid research and development suggest five years
as a minimum commitment.

Recommendation No. 2;  Re-establish centers to study the
effects of school organization on student jearning at the
elementary, middle, and high school levels.

This is the most grievous mistake in the list of proposed missions for
two seasons. First, recent work in these mission areas has produced
some of the most valuable contributions to understanding how to
improve schools and how to develop practical approaches actually
used to make American schools better. Second, the important issues
of school organization from which this research has emerged are not
addressed by the newly proposed OERI centers.

The specific study of elementary, middle, and high school
organization and its effects has attracted some of the top research
talent of this nation and has produced exemplary research and
development results that must be continued. Investigators in these
areas have produced in the past four years documented
improvement in student learning through models they have
developed for restructuring schools, effective reading and writing
practices, cooperalive learning practices, parent involvement
practices, and effective models of instruction and organization in
middle schools. They have identified key non-instructional
influences on students’ engagement snd achievement and established
major principles for implementing effective school/community
programs for inne--city youth.

)
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The issues being investigated by these centers that will be addressed
peripherally, if at all, by the proposed center missions include:

School Restructuring and Effectiveness -- the
fundamental restructuring of educational systems and
organizations is a school organization and context issue. For
example, evaluations of the impact of site-based management
and practices of parent involvement can be conducted only at
) the school and district levels, which is where centers studying
.he effects of school organization conduct their work.

School and Teacksr Effects -- these contextual and
organizational issues includs the effects of tracking and ability
grouping, class size, grade spam, retention, promotion policies,
grading, reward practices, staffing practices (including
departmentalization and interdisciplinary teaming), staff
development, school decision-making processes, and other
aspects of elementary, middle, and high school organization.

Instructional Methods that Apply im Many Curriculum
Areas -- these school organization and classroom practices for
§ effective instruction include cooperative learning, mastery
: learning, individualized instruction, computer use in
instruction, active learning and active teaching, direct
instruction, and the effective uses of homework.

Other Issues-- these school context and organization issues
include classroom management, school rules, discipline
practices, reducing student grade retentions and dropout,
effective dropout retrieval and recovery, and the role of the
principal at each school level.

In summary, the focus of missions on the organizational context of
clementary, middle, and high schools and organizational change in
those schools has produced effective programs that schools are
currently using to improve student leaming and development. It has
also produced key theoretical and practical principles which will lead
to further improvement. These results are due directly to conducting
research on important issues of the effectiveness of school context
and school organization.
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These are critical issues for school improvement that need to be
addressed at each level of schooling -- elementary, middle, and high
school -- by rescarch centers that are concentrating on these levels
and the developmental needs of the students they serve.

Recommendation No. 3: A mission should be added for a
center on cultural diversity, especially to address the
problems of language minority and limited English
pro’icient students.

In 1982, Hispanics comprised 9.3 percent of the American population
of 0-17 year-old children. By 2020, Hispanics will comprise 25.3
percent of this population. Also, from 1982 to 2020, the number of
children speaking a primary language other than English is expected
to increase from just under two million to almost six million. At this
nioment, school districts from Maine to California are struggling with
the need to provide effective education in schools attended by
multiple mixes of language minority and limited English proficient
children -- Hispanic, Vietnamese, Cambodian, Korean, Cuban, Haitian,
and so on. All too often, these children are disadvantaged not only
by language but by cultural and socioeconomic characteristics.

These children represent a growing population that presents
immense problems in American education. A national research
center is needed to address these problems.

Recommendation No. 4: The research issues addressed by
the Postseconaary Learning and Teaching Assessment
Center, the Education Policies and Student Learning Center
and the Center on Science Teaching and Learning should be
revised to reflect current public policy needs for research
information.

T ke Postsecondary Learning and Teaching Assessment Center. The
issues proposed for study by this Center do not reflect the major
concems of policymakers and practitioners in higher education. In
fact, the issues are much more appropriate for study -- and have
been studied extensively with good results -- at the
elementary/secondary school levels. The concerns that are
paramount at the national level and on which policymakers want
research guidance are the following:
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(a) What are the short and long-term cffects of the increasing
reliance students have on loans rather than grants to finance
their higher education? How will the careers of graduates and
the quality of their lives be affected by early indebredness?

What is the relationship between the increasing refiance on
loans and the steadily declining enrollment of minority males
in higher education?

(b) What should be the role of for-profit proprietary
institutions in higher education? This is the fastest growing
sector of higher education, but little is known about these
institutions in terms of the types of students they attract, their
recruiting methods, the quality of their services, the profits
they make, and the role of federal and state aid in their growth
and program offerings.

The Education Policies and Student Learning Center. The research
issues proposed for this center need to be rethought in terms of
conducting policy studies as opposed to specific evaluation and
assessment stadies that are more appropriate for other research
centers. The evaluation of effscts of site-based management and
parent involvement practices, for example, needs to be conducted at
the school and district level by the centers that focus on the effects
of school organization -- the centers whose missions need to be
reinstated.  Further, studying the impact of raising standards would
seem more appropriate as a research issue for the Assessment,
Evaluation, and Testing Center.

Issues suited to a policy center would include the study of school
finance, especially state policies that seek equitable financing for
rural and urban education; and the study of the changing role of
policymakers -- the relationships and effects of more control by state
governments rather than state-level education professionals, and the
eroding power of local education policymakers at the same time that
community and parent control is being advocated.
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% The Center om Science Teacking and Learning. In addition to the

issues identified for examination in this center, there should be

2 topics that address the knowledge, skills, behaviors, preparation and

ongoing development and support of teachers. The center should

- examine: (1) what science content teachers at each grade level need
to know and how they can best learn it; (2) how teachers develop

¥ pedagogical content knowledge and skill in science; (3) how teachers

<. can be helped to shift their paradigms from science as a set of factual

information to science as a way of thinking about tue world. Further,

there is a need for the study of how the context in which teachers

teach -- their schools, districts, states, etc. -- can better serve their

needs.

Recommendation No. 5: Funding alternatives need to be
examined and adopted to provide full funding for an
effective system of national education research and
development centers.

It is imperative that the above recommendations be incorporated

: into the proposed OERI configuration of R & D centers in order to
build the most effective system possible at the current time. It is
also imperative that funding mechanisms be adapted to accomplish
this. These include:

(a) The Science Teaching and Learning Center and the
Mathematics Teaching and Learning Center would more
appropriately be funded from the Secretary’s discretionary
funds provided in the federal math and science program. To
the extent that other U.S. Departments express an interest in
these topics, these Departments could contribute to the funding
of these research topics. Most recently the Department of
Energy declared their interest in pursuing 2 math and science
school initiative. It would also be appropriate that the well-
funded National Science Foundation contribute funds to these
centers.

(b) The Adult Literacy Center would more appropriately be
funded from the discretionary funds provided in the federal
adult education program.
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(c) The Postsecondary Learning and Teaching Assessment
Center appears to overlap with the purpose of FIPSE, and’ thus
should be funded by FIPSE.

Summary

We strongly recommend that centers that study school organization
and context at the elementary, middle, and high school levels be
reinstated as OERI missions; that a center to study cultural diversity
be added as a mission; that the issues to be addressed by the
Postsecondary Learning and Teaching Assessment and the Education
Policies and Student Learning centers be rethought and revised; and
that funding alternatives be pursued to support fully an effective
system of national research and development centers.
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RESEARCH AND INFORMATION SERVICES FOR FDUCATION . RISE
725 CALEY ROAD  KING OF PRUSSIA, PA. 15406 215-265-8056

se otvmneret,

October 10, 1989

555 New Jersey Avenus, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldbery:
I am writing in response to the Departnent of Education's request

agencies like RIS.E. Ow aggressive dissemination of your research outcomes works)

I wge OERI to reconsider the exclhimion of R & D centers dedicated to research on

higl I am greatly concermed that this
exclmion wowd dispermit the continuation of the highly wseful work of the Center for
Ressarch on Elementary and Middle Schools at The Johns Hopkins University, My reason for

When we work with local schoal people, we emphasize the importance of school-based
change. While we recognize that new tools and new instructional strateyies for teachers are
critical, we have also found that schoal-based I cruclal.
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Centars that conduct research on how to improve each majr level of achooling should
the upcoming R & D competition. The other proposed centers will not likely

Nnes mesearch even though they may touch on them in some

hools are complex social arganizations, sometimes seemingly
to positive educational change, it is clear that elementary schools differ from
and middle schoals, and both differ significantly from senior high schools. Their
are different, their needs are different and we need more and better R & D tuned to

Thank you for the opporturity to comment and thank you for considering this opinion in
your preparation of final categories of centers to be funded,
Sincerely yours,

T

Richard R. Brickley
Director
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Octwodec 4, 1989

Dv, Ohris Cross

U.§. uwo-“
455 New Jursey Avensg, N. W.
Washingwa, DC 20208-557}
Deat Lx. Cross:

This brisl noss 80 you reless 10 the Education Department snd the Offics of Educanonal Research and

1 have been the Director of Reseerch in the Delaware Depargnent of Public [nstruction for over 20 years and
mmmmm&-mc«umummmmuuymmw

muumuu—mmmu valusble
assimance that Mowwumwm
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activibes and projects of the Center that are &
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WﬂME,Ms.Smecu
Research snd Evaluaton Division

WEW:dne
CC: Dr. Milion Goldberg
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Public Schools of Robeson County
Post Office Drawer 2909
Lumberton. North Carolina 28359
(919) 738-4841

0c ~ber 6, 1989

Sfice of he Superintendent

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U, S. Depertment of Educetion
OERI, Office of Reseerch

555 New Jereey Avenue N. W.
Waehington D, C. 20208-5573

Deer Dr, Goldberg:

Thie lettar {3 in reeponee to your solicitation of written pudlic
comments on & proposed ressarch and development Centere competition.

The U. S. Department of Educetion hee made 3 earioue omiseion by

leaving Centers thet specielize in
and high echool izprovement out of
netionvide eystea of Education R &

Centere that conduct ressarch

teeserch on elementary, middle,
ite propoeed reeearch egenda for the
D Centers.

on how to improve esach major level

of schooling should be {ncluded {n the upcoaing nationel competition.
These centere addrese vital fesuse that othervise will not be eddreeceed--
{eeuee of echool organization end restructuring. echool and teacher
effectes {natructional methode wvhich apply in many curriculum areae, and
other iseuee.

1 etrongly urge thet theee productive linee of research be
continued. This cen best be done by {ncluefon of center missions that
focue directly on elementary, middie, and high schools.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and thank you for con-
eidering thie comment i{n yout preparation of tinal missfon etatementas.

Sincetely.

Cathey A. Maples, Supervisor
K-6 Communicetion Skille and
Second Languages

pc: CREMS

In Quest of Excellence

O
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
333 MARKET STREET

MARRISSURG, PA 171260333
October S, 1989

Dr, Milton Goldberg

U.S, Department of Educacion
OERI, ‘ffice uf Research
$55 New Jersey Avenue N.W.
Vashington, D,C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

This letter {s {n response to your salicitation of written public
comp NtS on 8 proposed research and development centers competition.

I beliere ths U.S. Depsrtment of Education {s making s serious omission
by leaving Centers that specialize {n research on clementary., middle, and high
school {mpr vemert out of iis proposed research asgends for the nationwide
system of bducation R & D Centers. Subject discipline oriented centers are
not 3ikely to attend the general curriculum and instruction {ssues of
education.

Centers that conduct research on how to improve each major level of
schooling should be included in the upcoming national compe.ition. These
centers address vital {ssues that otherwvise wvill not be (4dressed--issues of
school organization and restructuring, School and teacher effects.
instructionsl methods which apply {n many curriculum aress., snd other {ssues.

I strongly urge that these productive lines of research be continued.
This can best be done by inclusion of center missions that focus directly on
elementary, middle, and high schools.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. and thank you for considering
this comment in your preparation of final mission statements.

Sincerely,
Dr. Irvin T. Edgar
Director

Bureau of Curriculum and Instruction
Telephone: (717) 787-8913

bcc: Center for Research on
Elementary & Middle
Schools
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SPENCER COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

110 Main Street. Taylorswille, KY 40071
(502) 477-2948

Dr Billy H Stout, Superintendent

ctober 5, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldoerg

U.S. Department of Education
OERI, Office of Research

555 New Jersey Avenue N.W.
Washington, [.C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg.

This letter 1s 1n response to your solicitation of written public ~omments
on a proposed research and development centers competition.

I feel the U.S Department of Education has rad a serious omission oy leaving
Centers that specialize in research on elementary, middle, and high school
fprovement out of its proposed research adenda for the nationwide system of
Education R & D Centers

Centers like the Center For Research On Elementary & Middie Schools located
at Johns Hopkins University, that conduct research on how to improve each
major level of schooling s:iould be included in the upcomiig national
competition. These centers saddress vital issues that otherwise 211l pot be
addressed. . ..issues of school organization and restructuring... school and
teacher effects... instructional methods which apply in many ~curriculum
areas....and other issves.

For the positive benef!t of our elementary, middle and high school students
throughout the United Scates, I urge you to include Centers that has extensive
research skills at these levels. The productive lines of research m’st be
continued if education 1s to improve.

Your consideration of this comment is appreciated
Sincerely,

V.Y o Bt

Billy H. Stout
Superintendent

Our Schools Our Children  Our Future

Equat Educationat and Employmaent Institution

| 137
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CITIZENS’ ol
EDUCATIONAL

' RESOURCE

’ CENTER

- Beaman Svuet, Rovte 140, West Soyteion, Massachueens 01583 Tel (508) 5356058

October 2, 1989

Congrassman Joseph D. Barly
. 34 Mechanic Street
Worcester, MA 01608

Dear Mr. Early:

It has come to my ettention that the Education Depart-
ment, specifically the O.E.R.I., proposes to not renew the
funding of the Center for Research on Elementary and Middle
Schools located at Johns Bopkins University.

. As librarian at CERC I have purchased many of the excel-
lent research reports published (et a nominal cost) by this
Centeér. Their research on middle school organization, track-
ing and ability grouping has been especially popular with
local superintendents and administrators.

The information published by CREMS is valuable to educa-
tors, parents and interested citizens. I urge continued
funding of this Center.

Sincerely yours,

?,a.... A RQbwtettc
an L. Abdella
Librarian

O
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CARROLL COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
55 Noh Court Srest
WESTMINSTER, MARYLAND 21157 TELEPHONE.
o 376208
«
R. EDWARD SHILLING o 5160

October 6, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.S. Department of Education
OERI, Office Research

555 New Jersey Avenue N.W.
Washington D.C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

This letter is in response to your solicitation of written
public comments on a proposed research and development centers
competition.

The U.S.Department of Education has made a serious omission
by not including centers that spccialize in research on school
improvement. Centers that conduct research on hov to improve
each lavel of schooling are vital to those of us who are in
positions wvhere those critical decisions are being made.

Please allow these vital, productive research centers to
continue. Include missions that focus specifically on the

. operation of schools in your research grant competition.

Sincerely yours, ~ .
FYICI S 02(/ \)\"\k )

Dorothy D. mlo

Director of Elementary Schools

DDM/jal
cc: Center for Research on Elementary and Middle Schools
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LOWER DAUPHIN SCHOOL DISTRICT

291 CAST MAN STREET OR GEORGL D Sauins
HUMMELITOWN, PENKSYLYANIA 11936 Oestrxct Supormmadent
TELEPHONE 3463721
ARCA CODE (T2T)

Qctober 6, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg
U. S. Depariment of Education
OER]. Office of Research

555 New Jersey Avenue N. W,
washington. DC 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

tfour request for wntten public comments on proposed research and
development centers competiion is umely but disturbing. I canno:
believe the U. S. Department of Education could ever consider the
awarding of research grants or the support of Basic Education
organizaton patterns research not being the pnmary Goal of a
nationwide system of Education R & D G

Since the late fifties. and into the sixties. seventies and eighues. we
have poured money into proposed scholarly examination and wntung o
new curriculum. Your hsting of proposed centsrs reads lke the
selection o( a favonte study area from each of the past years. The
P ts. student cuiture. student maturation.
school orgamntions. restru:turing of administrative and supervision
patterns. teacher cffects. tnchmg strategies. student and staff
performance. building i staff devel and a host ¢’ other
concerns borders on non-rational thinbng. lo(lca.l incohesiveness and/or
failure to understand the real issues of our Basic Education schools.

{ am even more disturbed that one of the outstanding institutions.
*John Hopkins University®, cannot continue their research on levels of
schools -- elementary. middle and high. This is a central issue. We
don't need more or selective treatment of the proposed centers as
published in the September 12th issue of the Federal Register. The
ways and means of delivery 1s the most persuasive 1ssue faang us
today. Quabty control cznnot be exercised by writing more content.
Quality control must monitor the process and find the ways and means
to prevent falure dunng the school orocess. The measurement of
faifure results ar the end of a course only ccnfirms what we have
known for years.
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Dr. Milton Goldberg
October 6, 1989
Page -2~

Heads out of the sand and into observation of classroom Strategies.
teacher and st dent behavior during the process of learning has eternat
value.

Flease reconsider your proposed listing to inilude research on how to
1mprove each major level of schooling .

Sincerely,,

T4 wbuige D. Seucrs
Sgperintendent

GDS/kr
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- CEDAR GROVE PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Administrative Office

528 Pompton Avenve

: Cedar Grove, New Jersey 07009

John L. DeCemare Telephone
Supenniendent of Schools 1) 29-15%0

October 9, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.S. Dept. of Education

OER’I Office of Resesrch

555 New Jersey Ave., NW
Washington, D. C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldbers:

I am vuriting t . letter to express my avid support for the Center
for Research in tlementary and Middle Schools of the Johns Hopkins
University. Two yesrs ago, our school district planned a new
middle achool. The research and the help that we received from
CREMS was of tremendous wvalue not only in developing our school
but i{mn providing information for parents and commnity. We are
nov in the process of re-orgsnizing our elementary schools. Once
again ve sre looking to CREMS for research snd information. Based
on this personal experience I must recommend continued suppe—t
of CREMS as I have found no other research orgsnizaticn who co
£111 the need provided by them.

Sincerely, .
Ao L Tl

Jo%n L. DeCesare
Superintendent of Schools

JLDeC:xd

cc: Jsmca McPartland
Center Code Director
LREMS
The Johns Hopkins University
3505 N. Charles Street
Baltimore, MD 1218
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Sharon P Robinson, Director

ml INSTRUCTICi & PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATIOM « 1201 16th St. NW ., Washington O C 20036-3290 * (202) 822-7350

KEITH GEIGER, Presdent DON CAMERON ‘Lzecutive Drrocter
ROBENT CHASE. Vice Presigont
L

October 11, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldterg

U.S. Deapartment oi Education
OFRI, uffice of Resuarch
555 New Jersey Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20001

Dear Milt:

I am writing about the proposed research and development centers
competition.

Until a few months ago, I would have agreed with the Department's
decision to not have centers that specialized in research on the
separate school levels. 1 have changed my thinking because of a
survey that we have completed to prepare for th: annual conference
of schools associated with our Project. As you may recall, faculty
in these schools have been heavy users of research for the last
four years and are, therefore, among the wost sophisticated
practitioners in regard to such issues as access, quzlity, and
usefulness.

wWhen asked how they wished to be organized for the forthcoming
confereice, overwhelmingly these faculties chose to associate
thenselves with the levels they teach rather than by disciplines,
instructional issues, or demographic considerations. Teachers and
otherc at the school level see themselve;s as teachers of young
children, or adolescents, or young adults. To organize the
country's research efforts and disregard this culture would, I
bslieve, be a serious mistake, particularly, when we are only
beginning to dirinisk the chasm between the two communities.

I urge the Department to reconsider the definition of the missions
of the centers and restore the previous focus on elementary,
, and high schools.

bee: James McPantiund

MASTERY IN LEARNING PRCJZCT »  Robert M. McClure, Director
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FAX 799-5063
October 6, 1989
SOARD OF SCHOOL TRUSTRLES
Dr. Das Newburn Presaders
M. Aark Schofleld, Va e Presaens
Mry. Jan Biggersal¥ Cierk
Or. Milton Goldbe;g et
U.S. O.partment of Education Me. Martle §. Kravicr, Eag. Member
OERI, Office of Research ogmw..wun;
555 New Jersey Avenue N.Y. Dr. Beian Cram, Mpereendent

Washington 0,C. 20208-5573
Dear Dr. Goldberg:

This letter is in response to your solicitation of written public corments on
3 proposed research and development centers competition.

The U. S. Department of Education has made a serious omission by leaving
Centers that specialize in research on elementary, middle, and high school
improvement out of 1ts proposed research agenda for the nationwide systua of
Education R & D Centers.

Centers that conduct research on how to improve each major leve! of schoc1ing
should be included in the upcoming national competition. These centers
address vital issues that ot! rwise will not be addressed -- issues of school
organization and restructuring, school and teacher effects, instructional
methods which apply in many curriculum areas, and other issues.

I strongly urge that these productive lines of research be continued. This
can best be done by inclusion of center missions that focus directly on
elementary, middle, and high schools.

Thank you for the opportunity tu comment, and thank you for considering this
co in your pre fon of final mission statements.

es L. Pughsley, £d.D.
AssocCiate Sureryntendent
Special Services

JLP: §n
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CAESAR ROD NEY SCHOOL DISTRICT

DISTRICT OFFICE
Old North Road, $ox 188, Camden.wyoming , Delaware 19934

October &, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.S. Department of Education
OERI, Office of Research
555 New Jersey Avenue N. W.
Washington, D.C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

This letter . in response to your solicitation of written public comments
on a proposc¢d research and development centers competition.

The U.S. Department of Educaticn has made a serious omission by leaving
Centers that specialize in research on elementary, middle, and high school
improvement out of its proposed research” agenda for the nationwide system
of Education R & D Centers.

Centers that conduct research on how to improve each major level of schooling
should be included in the upcoming national competition. These centers address
vital issues that otherwise will not be addressed -~ issues of school organiza-
.ion and restructuring, school and teacher effects, instructional methods which
apply in many curriculum areas, and other issues.

I strongly urge that these productive lines of research be continued. This
can be done by inclusion of center missions that focus directly on eleuwentary,
middle, and high schools.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and thank you <>r considering this
comment in your preparation of final mission statement.

Sincerely,

Az
d;‘Z:chel. Ed.D.

Supervisor of Elementary Education

JK:ns
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CARROLL COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
8 Norh Count Sweet
WESTMINSTER, MARYLANO 21157 TELEPHONE.
(201) e 100
. E SHILLING
R. EDWARD 1 October 4, 1589 001) $75-338

dr. Milton Goldberg

U. S. Department of Education
OERI, Office of Resgearch

555 Nevw Jersey Aven.ie N. W.
Washington, D, C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

It is my understanding that the U. S. Department
of Education has omitted from‘its proposed education
research and development centers all centers that
currently specialiie in research on elementary, middle,
and high school improvements.

It is my fesling that this in indeed a very
unfortunate omission and I ask for your review of that
de.ision. Our school system’s relationship with the
Center for Research on Elementary & Middle Schools at
Johnm Hopkins University has been most productive and
beneficial. I strongly urge that these productive
lines of research be continued by including center
nissions that focus directly on elementary, middle and
high schools.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide my input
and consideration of this comment in your preparation.
of final mission statements.

Sincerely,
T LA
Brian L. Lockard

Assistant Superintendent
of Instruction

BLL:ec

¢cc ~ Hr. James McPartland
Mr. Edward McDpill
Ms. Joyce Epstein
Mr. Robert Slavin
Mr. Gary Gottfredson

14
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2501 N, OAKWOOD AVENUE * MUNCIE, IN 47304
— Prepare-Now*-Anticipate-thefut

C——MuncicCommunityQ%chools ‘

- October 10, 1989

Or. Milton Goldberg

U.S. Department of Education
OERI Office of Research

5535 New Jersey Averue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20208-5573

Dear Or. Goldberg,

tt 15 not often that I feel strongly erough about & pudblic research servica to

write a letter of support for 1ts funding. However, the Johns Hopkins Center

for Research on Elementary and Mid” - “chools - with 1ts emphasis on decision-
B making and processes at these 1 .» « has won my heart,

The UER] centars projected in the September 12 Federal Register list three
areas on adult education and another on family and community; but nowhere do 1
see the very important functions and issues of elementary, middle and high
schools themseives - grouping, retention, promotion, tesming, decisior. maling,
teaching methods, discipline, dropouts, or tha role of the principat as
instructional leader, to list a few. The Effective Schools movement is
pointing the way towarJ improvement 1n such areas. Where 1$ the research
center to support these concerns?

8y the way, I would very much like to receive the Research Briefs from your
office. Thank you.

Sincerely,
/
ﬁ/‘dﬂa zﬂ’“'h‘“

(Or.) Helen Marsh, Director
Research and University Relations

KM/ )
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Pulnski County Schoal Troard

OR. JAKES A BURNE, OIvISI0% BUPERINTENOENT
Pulneki, Wirginia

Dr. Milton Goldber,
U. S. Departmient of Educauon

OERl, Offict of Research
555 New Jersey Avenue N. W,
Washingrn D.C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldherg:

Th:s jetter is in response to your soiicitznca of wniten public comments on a proposed research
and ccvelopment Senters compeution.

The U. S. Depantmer: of Educanon has made a senous omission by leaving Centers that spscial-

12¢ in rescarch on clementary, nuddle. and high school iniprevement out of its proposed research
agenda for the nanonwide system of Educauon R & D Centers.

Ceniers that condisct research on how to 1mprove each ma,or level of schooling sho.. e
inciuded in the ypcoming nadonal compeuton 7 hese centers address vital $3ues this Othcrvise
wiil not be addressed -- 1ssues of school organization and r2suructuring, school and teacher
effects, instructional methods which apply in many custiculam areas, and other issues.

1 swongly urge ¢t these productive lines of research be continued. Thiscan’ s done by
weclusion of center missions that focus disectly on elementary, middle, and hig  hoo's.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. and thank you for considering this comment in your
preparaton of final mission statements.

Sincerely,

Doris S, Dawson,
Supervisor, Personnel/Middle Schools

}-4(‘)
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The Umvcrsny of Georgia

College of Education
Deparrment of Elemensary
October 6, 1989
3.8Milton Goldbe Ed
. S. Department ucation
OERYI, Office of Research

555 New Jerses Avenue, N. W,
Washington, DC  20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

This letter is in response to your solicitation of written public comments on a
proposed research and development centers competition.

‘The U. S. Department of Education he- made a serious omiss’ on by leaving Centers
that specialize in research on elementary, middle, and high school improvement out of its
proposed research agenda for the nationwide system of Education R & D Centers.

Centers that conduct rescarch on how to improve each major level of schooling
should be included in the upcoming national competition. These centers address vital issues
that otherwise will not be addressed ~ issues of school organization and restructuring,
school and teacher effects, instructional methods which apply in many curriculum areas, and
other issues.

I strongly urge that these productive lines of research by continued. This can best
be dons by inclusion of center missions that focus directly on elementary, middle, and high
schools.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and thank you for considering this
comment in your preparation of final mission staternents.

Sincerely,

!
@bu.«, ’/Zo\%x,\_
Denise Muth Glynn

Associate Professor
Middle School Education

DMG/sb

427 Adechold Hall « Athens, Georgia 30602 « (404) 3424244
An Equal Opportumity /AL *mative Action Institution
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Mestport Public Schools
856 Main Road
Wistport, Massachusetts 02790

PATRICK A SOCCORSO LEON J LAXH
SIAL 88 ML R
SPLONTINOENT OF JOLOLS ane

October 6, 1989

Dr. Wilton Goldberg

U.S. Uepartment of Educaticn
OER1, Office of Research
555 New Jersey Avenue. N.W.
Washington, 0.C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr, Goldbderg:

The listing of proposed OER] centers has recently come to my attenticn. ¥hile
1 agree that subject matter centers will provide practitioners with needed ard
relevant material, those of us 1n the field also realize the need for research
in subjécts that cut across the fieids. Pressing critical issues that face
educational leaders toddy include grouping and tracking practices. community
involvenent projects and restructuring efforts and the ~tform of teaching. As
forces begin to mobilize for the fnclusion of new content such as health educa-
tion, technology education, and computer education. practitioners also need
research on interdisciplinary efforts and techniques.

Cur school system. 1ike many others who are facing shrinking resources. is con-
sidering & restructuring of the K-12 program due to the possibility of school
closings, He are ve v much concerned with building levs]l fssues, and as schools
begin to adjust and change relative to new and pressing demands for reform, that
need will increase.

1 strongly urge the inclusion of research centers which provide research on
across-the-board concerns as well as instructional level issues. The Center for
Resesrch on Elementary and Kiddle Schools is one example of a research center

that provides pecple such as ayself with not only relevant but highly useful in.
formation. As an exs ple, the Center's last fssue on the “Success for All“ project
has pecome & centerpiece for the currictlum workshop efforts 1 am presently
facilitating in Reading, English, Science and Math. Other school districts surely
need this type of a resource and | hope that you will give considerstion to undere
writing broad-based educational research efforts.

Sincerely,
:
Margot sJardé’
Director of Curriculum #nd Instruction

pc: Center for Resesrch on Elementary and Middle Schools

tra

15y
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QIR0E SO,
5 'Lz Monroe County Community School Corporation
Q [
E4 4
‘% g’ Sinford E y - $00°S Roosevek St - B IN, 4740015398 - ($12)-332-6303
“n Q

oo octoer 9. 1983

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.S. Czpartment of Education
CERI, Cifice of Research

555 New Jers2y Avanuée, N.W
washiagton, D € 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Soldberg

1 am writing t> exprass concerns regarding %he
proposed cernter missions that were recenzly released by
OERI My majc:r concirn 1S that none of the centzrs will
specialize 1n re,earch on elementary, middle, and hagh
school improvement.

As a practicing pritcipal 1 an :lementary 3checl
in Mid-Ameilca it 1s crucial for ‘e to have current
research available on a var:ety >f .ssues so that wise
decis.ons car be made a: the b.ild.ag level to einsure
school 1mproveszent.

Taank you for listening to my ca:nceins and hope that
cencaaerstica will b2 given to funding centers which will
specificzlly deal with 2lemertary., middle, and "iga
“cheol concerns

3incerely,

/
’ﬁ 7«/ Ualo A
Betsy’ §. Walsh, Ed.S.
Prircipal

BSW ‘hr
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The education community’s independent dally news service

Vol. 22, No. 196 Thursdsy, October 12, 1989
ENERCY DEPARTMENT TO PLOT COURSE ~——— In This Issue ———

FOR MATH, SCIENCE IMPROVEMENTS

Brand Nominsted

The Energy Depsrtuent is plsnning to For Voc Ed Post . . . . . . Page 2
drasv on the tslented people st its

disposal snd the money in its coffers House Clears H.R. 2990,

to help rsise science snd matheaatics Education Funding Bill . . Page 3

literscy ustionwide by the yesr 2007,
Indian Ed Punding Bill

Fresh from s three-dsy conference with Avsits Bush Signature . , . Page 4

mors than 200 representstives of gov~

ernwent, educstion and privste groups, Parents Worry About Access

Energy announced it w’ll take the lesd To School Board Heetings . Page S

in instituting nstional programs to

capture student interest in math snd Short~-Term Trade School

science snd bolster curriculs. Borrowing “"Alarming" . . . Psge 6
o J

Zaergy spok Chris Sankey said

yesterdsy the meeting in San Francisco earlier :his week generated a number
of promising idess for ispruvement, iacluding internships for inner-city
students snd s national science csap for children.

"The numerous suggestions provided over the past seversl dsys will help me
finalize ay plsn for sction to improve the acientific literacy of the Americsn
people 80 that we can lead the world jnto the 2lst century,” Znergy Secretary
James Wstkins ssid in s ststement. Wstkins expects working educators, - cien~
tists snd private industry to develop s comprehensive plan by the end of the
yesr.

Action By Next School Yesr Sankey sald sose prcjezts could be in place by
the beginning of the 1990 school yesr. "This has the potential to be an

extresely aabitious progrsm over the next few years," she said. ™But 2 lot of
vork needs to be done over the nevt several months to determine precise goals."

Eniergy intends to work closely with the Education Department to develop the
plan snd is tsking the lesd only becsuse of the resources st its disposal,
Sankey said. Besides the more than 136,000 scientists sffilisted with Energy.
the depsrtaent has lsborstories opersting in every ztate, she noted. The
depsrtment "is cosmitted to using its network of lsbs to create s model educa-
tionsl progrsm to revitslize math snd science educstion,” she said.

"We plan to work hand in hand with the Education De)artsent to meet the

(more)
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Page 2 EDUCATION DAILY October 12, 1989

EMERGY DEPARTMENT TO PLOT COURSE FOR MATH, SCIENCE (Cont.)

adsinistrative requirements for education, and [ED sees]) this prograz as an
exciting opportunity to get some help in their aission,” Sankey added.

Charles Kolb, TD's deputy undersecretary for planning, budget and evaluation,
attended the conference but was unavailable for comment yesterday.

Rep. George Brown, D-Calif., who also attended, said Energy involved too few
elementary & | secondary teachers. "They are the ones who will make the
difference in the long run,” he said.

"But I believe this program can be successful because of the resources [Energy)
has available. It will not solve all the probleas,” Brown said, "but 1" {5 a
process of change that should filter down to the local level.”

Because detaila of the plan haven't been determined, the costs are unknown.
Sankey estimated that expenses could rsnge from 2 few thousand dollsrs for
granta to individuals to amillions of dollars for teacher training programss.
Energy has resources to fund scme of the projects snd will ask Congress for
more, Sankey said.

"But private sector cooperation is essential. We see some of the funding
coming through institutions and corporations as well,"” Sankey said. Brown
added that he will suppoct additional funding fn the House.

"Today's students are the scientists and enjineers of tomorrow,” Watkins said.
"Only by developing their skills in math and science will this nation keep its
position on the cutting edge of world technology in the next ceatury.”
—David Schusacher

BETSY BRAND NOMINATED TO BE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

President Bush said yesterday he will nominate foraer Senate aide Besty Brand
to be the Education Departaent’s assistant secretary for vocational and adult
education.

If confirmed by the Senate, Brand would fill the spot left vacant since former
assistant secretary Bonnie Guiton left in Hsy (ED, May 9).

Brand, an aide to Vice President Dan Quayle when he served in the Serate, has
sexved as acting director of adult education at ED since earlier this year.
Before that appointsent, she was a ainority staff member of the Senste labor
and Human Resources Committee, the panel that will consider her nomination once
it reaches the Senate.

Brand also has served as staff director of the Senate Employment and Produc-
tivity Subcommittee, as an aide to the House Postsecondar) Education Subcom~
aittee and as & staffer for Rep. E. Thomas Coleman, R-Mo.

Brand graduated from Dickinson College in Carlisle, Pa., in 1976.
Her nomination has been rumcred for saveral months. "We wanted someone {a that
position who had some experience with vocational education,” said a spokeswoman

for the Jaerican Vocatirnal Association. "She has that experience.”
—David Bausann

O
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54013, V. 7th, .conve Topeha. Konsos 1606
943-273-3600

Octo. w12, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldbarg

U.S, Department of Educetion

OERI, Offfce of Ficearch .
555 New Jarsey ‘.vernue N V.

Vashington D.C. 20208-5573

Desr Dr. Goldberg:

This letter i3 in reeponse to your request for written public
s rn 2 proposed resesrch and dmvalopcent centers competi-

tion.

‘ur sssociation offars training and advice > bzacrds of educe-
tion who are daeling with current educstionsl issues In ocrder to
provids them with the best possible information, we need to heve
access to good data about critical issuers such 83 school organiza-
tion, restructuring schools, the effect« of verions teacher behev-
iors on student learning, etc.

The U.S. Departsent of Education should include in fts pro-
posed resaarch egends centers which specislize in conducting re-
seerch at ell levels of schooling. Ve are, or course, particuler-
ly interested in seeing good research st the ~lementery and secon-
dery level. As you prepsre your final mission statements, plesse
consider including centers which will do resesrch in elementery
and sacondary schools. This focus is necessary tc continue the
flow of guon research informatfo. back to the field so school
bosrds can encoursge their staffs to use the data to isprc~e in-
struction.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for considecing
this comsent as you make recosmendations for a natlonwide systea
of Kducation R & D centars.

Sincecely,

GG

Paul R. Getto
Asst Director of
Educstion Secrvices

PRG* Jmo
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| S BONTS ASSOOATON ]

The Dodge Buiding « 119 WosheGton Avenue Albony New York 12210 - (518) 465-3474 - FAX (518) 465-3481

October 13, 1989
Dr. Milton Goldberg
U.S. Department of Educetion
OZkl, Office of Reseerch
555 Bew Jersey Avenue B.¥W.
Weshington, D.C. 20208-5573

Deer Dr. Goldbers:

Thie letzer i in revponse to your eolicitation of written public
comments 08 ¢ Proposed raseerch and develop centere petition.

The Nev York Stete School Boarde Ataocietion kas in the pee’
benefited from accese to smateriels ges:reted by centere euch ee the
Ceater for Reeesrch om Elementery of Middle Schoole at the Johne
Mopkins University. In light of thie, I feel obliged to exprese our
serious concern regerding the omieeion of centere thet specialize in
research on elementery, middle, snd high echool improvement from the
Department of Bducaifon’e propoeed teseerch agenda for the netionwide
eystem of Education ” D Centere.

The research coming out of the Center at Johne Hopkins has been
i eluable in the development of A 1ation position papere and
reports. A msjor portion of our misesion fe to help keep our membere
tnformed Jf the currunt stetus of fssues in educetion.

Centers that conduct reseerch on each major level of schooling
adireee vital fesues that othervise would not be addressed, such 3s
echool orgsnization snd restructuring, end tnstructional methods which
spply in many ctrriculus areas et these levels.

1 urge thet these productive lines of research be continued
through centers that focus directly on elementary, middle, and high
fchoole.

Thenk you for the oppe ty to comment and for considering
this comment in your prepare. of final missfon statements.

Jeffrey M. Boven E4.C.
Administrater of Research
Services
NEB/KX
cc: Johns Bopkina University Staff:
James McPsrtland, Center Co-Director
Edward McDill, Center Co-Director
Joyce Epstein, Middie School Program Director
Robert Slavin, Elementary School Prograa Director
cary Gottfredson, School IEprovement Program Director

O
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State of Alabamas
Department of Education
Gordon Persons Building

S0 North Ripley Street
Morigomery, AL 36130-3901

oague “Promoting Exelience
Stats Supenintendent of Education n Alabema’s Schoois”

Oceober 11, 1989

Dr. Miltoa Goldberg C
U. S. Departament of Education OP
OER1, Office Of Resesrch

555 New Jersey Avenve N. W.

Washington, D.C. 20208-557)

Desr Dr. Goldberg:

The Federal Register, September 12, Part 1V, page 17776 lists resesrch
centers to be funded for the next five yesrs. Missing from the list sre
Centers which specislize {n resesrch on elementary, middle snd high school
{mprovement.

Such feurdts should be {ncluded in the upcoming national competition. As
State Facilitstor in the Nationsl Diffusion Network 1 am more snd more
frequentiy ssked to provide help with {ssues affecting the improvement of eech
major level of schooling~-cooperstive lesrning, wmastery lesrning, reducing
- chool dropouts, for exeaple. These {ssuee need to be eddressed st each level
of schooling—ciementary, middle, and high achool--snd I urge that these
productive lines of research be continued.

Thank you for the opportunity to Comsent, snd thank you for comsidering
this ~~mment {n your prepsrstion of finel mission statements.

Sincerely,

1bau.1u w b Spat

Maureen C. Cassidy, Coorainstor
Alebama Facilitstor Project
Division Of Professional Services
Room 5069, Gordon Persons Building
Telephone: 203/242-9834

Mcc/abs
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sl Widioord Folly Sl Hotom
Focal Dboncos Tuam

1801 Ctondsc SFoonas
ot Wdors, SV 01000
(s08) se9.1557

Cory

eprnt—

October 11, 1989

U.S. Department of Education
OERI, Offict of Research

555 Nee Jerdey Avenue N.U.
Washington 0.C.,  2020%-5573

Deax Doctox Goldberg:

In sreiponse Lo your Aequest fox comment {rom the educational communily on
proposed Reseanch and Development Centers, 1 would ask that gou Seriously consdder
the addition of Centers that focus on elementany, middle, and high school wumprovement.

In addition Lo the other Centers that you have dedignated, there continues Lo
be a vital need fox Centers whose research focuses on each majox Level of schooling.
Pleate give senious consideration Lo this xecommendation and include ¢ "enter of
middions that focuses dixectly on elementary, wmiddle, and high school reseanch.

Thank gou §ox providing me this opportunity Lo cowmenl on gour §inal wession

Sancerely,
Mary Kurtz

Supervcsor of Inmstruction

BK/da

Q 1
ERIC
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COMMUNITY UNIT SCHOOL DISTRICT
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CARPENTERSVILLE MIDDLE SCHOOL

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

October 10, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U. S. Department of Education
OERI, Office of Research

555 New Jersey Avenue N.W.
Washinyton, D. C.

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

This letter 1s 1n response to y.ur solicitation of written public
corments on a proposed research and development centers competition.

The Y. S. Department of Education has made a serious omission by
leaving Centers that specialize in research on elementary, middle, and
high school improvement off its proposed research agenda for the nation-
wide system of Education R&D Centers. It 1s vital that issues such as
school restructuring, instructional methods in areas not included on
your list, dropout retrieval and recovery. and the role of the principal
at each level be :he subject of intense and veil-developed research.

I urge you to include Centers focusing dirertly on elementary,,
middle, and high schools oa your age “a.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment and for considering
such comments. M
Sincerely,
el ’
//‘c.b/ Ol S
Leigh Gilbert
Principal

LG/ef

c€c: Center for Research on Elementary & Middle Schools
The John Hopkins University

100 GLEVELAND AVENUE. CARPENTERSVILLE. ILLINC/S 60110 :312) 426-1380
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Clyde R Slar
S tandent . ;
e Weatherly Elementary & Middle Schools
Sandre ::::: S Sixth Street and Evergreen Avenue
Gudance Counseior Weatherly, Pennsylvania 18255

Phone (717) 427-8687

ERI

Eementary
Miagte

October 12, 1489

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.S. Department of Education
OERI, Office of Research

555 New Jersey Avenue N.W.
washington, D.C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

This letter is in response to your solicitation of written
public comments o:. a proposed research and devclopment cen-
ters competition.

The U.S. Department of Education has made a serious omission
by leaving Centers that specialize in research in elementary,
middle, and high school improvement out of its proposed re-
search agenda for the nationwide system of Education R & D
centers. Centers that conduct research on how to improve each
major level of schooling should be inzluded in the upcoming
national competition. These centers address vital issues that
otherwise will not be addressed - issues of school organiza-
tions and restructuring school and teacher effects, instruc-
tional methods which apply in many curriculum areas, and other
issues.

I strongly urge that these productive lines of research be
continued. This can best be done by inclusion of center
missions that focus directly on elementary, middle, and high
schools.

Thankh you for the opportunity to corment, .nd thank you for
considering this comment in your preparation of final mission
statements.

Sincerely,

Kudlick, Principal
Elementary-Middle School

L€c: The John Hopkins University
Center for Pesearch on Elem.
and Middle Schools
1~ ~
o 157
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Dublin Middle School
PO Rox 1067
Dubhn, VA 24084
(703) 674-4663

October 9, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U. S. Department of Education
OERI, Office of Research

555 New Jersey Avenue M.W.
wWashington, D.C. 2zucu8-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

I am concemned that one of the most helpful and most often used
sources of research information may be at risk when current OERT funding
ends in November, 1990. As a middle school principal, the importance to
me of research centers that concentrate specifically on elementary,
middle and high schools and the develogmental needs of the students they
serve cannot be overstated.

Present centers have provided specific research that has been a
critical canponent of staff development in my school. Among the topics
have been:

1. Sstaffing and interdisciplinary teaming

2. Direct teaching and cooperative learning

3. Effects of tracking and ability grouping

4. Effects of grading and recognition practices

5. School and classroom management practices

6. Role of the nrincipal

7. Effective programs for dropout prevention and/or retrieval

I see no camparable resources available in the centors proposed after
November, 1990.

Research that focuses directly on improving elemertary, middle ard
secondary schools should be continued. Centers with such specialized
research address vital issues necessary to the restructuring and effec-
tiveness of schools in the long tem.

Thank you for the opportuiity to ccrment on the proposed research

ard develogment centers campetition. Centers that specialize in research
at all school levels should be provided by this campetition.

7‘4&“&& YIMW

Paul L. Phillips
Principal

L 164 -
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VALLIVUE West Canyon
School District 139 Elementary School
Route 6, 8ox 130
“Vallivue Schools - Caldwell, 1D 83605
Unlocking the Future” (208) 459-6938
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EARNIE LEWIS, Principat WANDA ALLINGTON, Secretary

October 11, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U. S. Depsrtment of Education
QERI, Office of Research

555 New Jersey Avenue N, W.
Washington, D. C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Coldberg:

It has been brought to ay attention that funding
for the present educational research centers expires in
1990. Also, I understand ihat at this timwe no fntent is
being made to fund centcis 2. T studying elementary, aiddle
or high schools. As an eleme tary principal wh has been
a beneficiary of the latest research work from these centers
this 1s a terrible mistake.

in the past three years our scnool has been one
piloting the Cooperative Learning research work from CREMS
at Johns Hopkins University for the Department of Education
in Idaho. The resulta in this have been monumental in two
moat foportant areas which are academic gains and social
barrier breakdowns. Our school is now a target site for
continuous visftationa from educators throughout the Northwest.

¥, writing to you i3 of course not to toot our horn
about our school but to indicate how vital the rescarch is
that's being done by school research centers, 1I've been in
education for eighteen years and the last five have been the
most prouising due to current and valuable work dcye in these
centers.

Thank you for your reconsideration of a work that
must continue tf we want to sce education continue on the
upward spiral it has recently begun to take.

Sincerely,
2. "
LE P 4{(u <”
Earnie Lewis, Pfincipal
WEST CANYON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

EL/w
cci CREMS
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ANTHONY C, HOUGKTON {305} 235 1412 7N, JOSEPH A PEANANOST
SUPEAINTEINODENT
DADE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

PRINCISAL
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HOWARD DRIVE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
7760 S.W. 136th STREET
MIAMI, FLORIDA 33166

October 11, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.S. Department of Education
OERI, 0Nffice of Research

555 New Jersey Avenue N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

1 am recommending that the OERI include research on the
various school levels - elementary, middle and senior
high schools. By doing so, those issues that are of
concern to each level could be addressed. For axample,
1 am particularly interested in school-based manzgement,
cooperative learning, critical thinking, and the role of
the clementary school in drop-out prevention. 1 appre-
ciate the opportunity to express my concerns, and 1 hope
they will be of some use in your deliberations.

Sincerely,

Anthony C. Houghton
Principal

ACH:¢1b
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Community School Cistrict 1

%0 MONTGOMERY STREET NEW YORK, NY 10002

“(@12) 5770208

FRANCINE B. GOLJBTEN, Commuy Supsrsendent - JACK GERAGHTY

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

of Operadons
ALAN LAZAAUS, €4.0

Oweckor of Specad
JACCUEUNE PEEK-DAVS, £¢.0
Orecior of Planng and
Ingtncaonyl Programs

October 10 1989
Dr. Mitton Goldberg
U.S. Department of Education
OERI, Office of Research
555 New Jersey Avenue N.W,
Washington D.C 20208-5573

Dear Or. Goldberg.

This letteris in response to your soticitation of wntten public comments on a proposed
research and development centers competitior

The U.S. Department of Education has tnaue an error by omitting a center, such as
CREMS, which studies elementary, middie. and secondary educat.on.

CREMS research has been invaluable in helping my schoo! distnct make important
educational decisions based on the fatest research. We are involved in restnsctunng
our mic4dle schools and need the access to research on wital issues th~*  ect our
decisions.

1 strongly urge that these productive tines of research be continuea  This can best be
done Ty inclusion of center missions that focus directly on elementary, middlo and
high schoo!s. '

Thank you for the opoartunty 1o comment, and thank you for vonsidering this comment
in your preparation of finai 1ssi10n statements

e
Judith Fein

Community Schoo! Distnct One
New York City

incerely,

163
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| , PALMERTON AREA
o3 e SCHOOL DISTRICT

Oer arengent

- P O. Box 3%
Palmerton, Pennsylvamea 18071

October 10, 1989

Or. Milton Goldberg

U.5. Department of Education
OER1. Oftice of Research

535 New Jersev ivenue A.W.
Washington D.C. 20208-3371

Oear Dr. Goldberg"

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment On the proposed research and development
centers Competit:ion.

t would strongly encourage the U.S. Department of Education to include Tenters
that specialize 1n research 0n pre~school. elementarv. Junioe and senicr high. and
m1ddle schools. These Research Cente ¢ 3hould be i1ncluded in the upcoming
national compatition. ! read. uiilize and ihare their resezrch with mv
adainistrative team and (aculty members. We depend on this rescarch to keep us
current and 4ssist us when miking decisions.

Centers that focus ou the (1eld and grassroot education wi'l benef:it us 31},
Thank vou'
Sincerely.

W Tyt

Ronald Minalko
Supetintendent

’M/e 51

cc:  James McPirtland
File

Pormer 10n Ara s Sha0t DKLt 5 OV B9E97 1UAITY PSut #10n AALHILTOA SAT wili A0t 107 Mindis 04 e LALLM 1 4Co LHNP MIT4"0 & g 3es 2 3
D20 A TS Xhnitagt PIOYAMS o EMPUY AL B ACICES 03100y 10D Tie VI Titie (X AR Sec1ansts For Atrmatonregedng .+ SAN 0«
010 1aCHAGY TREI 4@ AL 40 SAE VLRI04 Dy POALK IPPIE PI LAY OF §ravonCe PrIKrCwrs (ORI TRaSOIVY Kot 000 Paime) oo drte + ~ -
$hott R D 2000 28I Poimecton P 10011 1ha T 1 i X 68 S0(100 30, (O G1na'or tev e Poimarton Aras KX O ste (¢
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SAN ANTONIO YOUTH LITERACY
700 N.ST MARY'S, $7¢ 9nn

CASE avmar s = ol €

Gctober 11, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.S. Department of Education
OERI, Office of Research

555 New Jersey Avenue N.W.
Washington D.C. 20208~5573

Dear Dr'. Goldbelry:
This letter is in response to your sovlicitation of wiitten public

comments on a proposed competition for reseseatch and
development centers.

I am very councerthed about the omission that excludes Centers
spectalizing in research on elementary, middle, and high school
improvement in this reseaich ayenca. The issues of school
organization and restructuring, school and teacher effects,
instiuctional methods, and other issues need to be addiressed in
addition to the oth«r proposeéu centers.

I strongly urge that you consider the inclusion of center
missions that focus directly on elementary, mrddle, and high
sch:  s.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Leslie Tramer
Executive Director

Q ' 1 ‘ET
ERIC Y

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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0““05 Co% . .
g iz Monroe County Community School Corporation
Q Ic]

Y [

;9; 5 Tr-Norta Middie School = 3901 Kmser Pike - Moomegien, [N, 43401-0:98 « (312)-3)6-2442
%) <
"Scuoox"&

Cctober 13, 1969

U. S. Dept, of Education
OERl, Office of Research
555 New Jerswy Ave. N.W.
washington, D. C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldbery:

I am expressing my concern that R & D Centers vhich do research on elementary,
high school, and especially middle school improvement have not been included in the
vpcoming national competition. 7To ignore the work of such centersz wuld be a major
omjssion

Pom ing entirely on specific discipline areas will not address all fssues that
affect the three levels of schools. I believe a broader focus is beneficial if
school improvement fs our purpose.

I hope you vill include the moce inclusive centers that focus on each school in
the level competition.

Thank you for your consideravion.
Sincerely,
Dol al w¢£

Michael Walsh,
Principal

Mid
cc: Center for Research on Elem. & Middle Schools
Johns topkirs University

3505 N Charles St.
Baitirore, Md. 21218

ERIC
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Scituate High School
606 Chief Justroe Cushang Highway
Scituate. Massachusetts 02066
Telephone (617) 5453300
Prudence K. Goodele
Or. Allen Aleon Assistws Principe’
Acipel
Jarmes A. Kerrigan
Assistant Privcipel
Dc. Mliton Golaberg
U.S. Department of Eaucatlon
OERI, Otffice of Research
S65 New Jersey Avenue. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 202298-5573 October 3. 1989

Dear Dr. Golaberg:

This la a response to your sollclitation of written public comments on
a proposed research and wevelopment centers comptition.,

In reviewing the OERI Proposec Centers 1 was favorably impresseac by
the inclusion of a center focused nn Math Teachling and Learring. put 1
was struck by what 1 feel is a serlous omission. 1 feel that there ls
a serious and lamedlate nes for quality research on elementary.
middie ang high school lmprovement.

As a practioner with responsibliiities across ¢. des I have founa the
resuits published In the CREMS Reports to be especlally useful in our
own evaluatlon of curriculut, and school reorganization.

In the Scltuate <MA, Publlc Schools., rcreorganization of grade
structures, varlatlon of school governance structures., learning ana
teaching atyles. 1wues of placement anad leveling of classes ana
curricujun redesign are of immealate concern to us. The results of
research fcom centers focusec On these :3sues in the councrete are
importan’ regources to us,

1 nope that centec missicas wvhich directly focus on pracsical researcn
in elementary. miadle anda high schools wiil be inclugea on ire final
1ist of OERI Centers.

1 appreciate the cpportunity to express my opinion and trust that you

will ,ive aue conslaeration to the neeas of the practioner foc quality
research in these areas,

Sincerely.

9{6(4534/ éﬁ é’}d ’44%

[/ James £. Cavanaugh. £a.D?
Chalrperson/ Matnematics $ - 12

cc:CREMS

O
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PUERO SCHOOK OfS' MO &
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13 Wesl 11 Street PO Bea 3i3 Pushio Colerade 21002 (303) $43-7100

ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENOENT FOM INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES
Julin A Kenve, D

October 12, 1989

Dr. Milton Goidberg
U.S.Department of Education
DERI, Office of Research
555 New Jersey Avenue N.W.
Wasl.ngton, D.C.

Dear Dr. Goldberg,

I am wnting this latter in response to your so! sitation of public
comment= on the proposed Research and Developmen’. Centers compettion

Having worked with and used the se~icas of Regional Labs and
Centers around the country that are wwing research and considering the
current needs of school districts such as ours, ! feel that leaving an area
such as elementary, middle and high . ool improvement out of the U.S.
Depariment of Education proposed research agenda for the nationwide
system of Education R & D Certers is a serious omission. We are currently
invoived in seriou. rastructring of o.r middle schools and high schools
and very much neeo o o ~afit from the efforts of researchers that are
involved in how to improve each of thesa major levels of schooling

In trying to restructure our high school organizational team, in
looking at an extended, expanded, teaming concept in the mudd'e school, in
assossing how o improve the instructional methodology, quite candidly,
we need help

I would ask that you give serionss consideration o including these
areas of rcsearch in the proposed research agenda.
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1 appreciate the opportunty to respond on the proposed research
development center competition and wuuld be more than willing to go + o
depth about what we're trying to do as a district and how sprcialized
research :n elementary, middle and high school improvement is a senous
need for our district. Just let me know.

Sincersly,

@%/@M

Judith A Kerrins, Ph.D

JAK/jek

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.S. Department of Educstion
OER!, Office of Research

555 New Jersey Avenue N W
Washington, D 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg.

This letter i3 in response to your sohicitation of written public comments
on g proposed research and development centers competition.

I believe that the US Department of Education has made 8 serious
omission by leaving centers that specisiize in research in elementary,
middle, and high school irar _vemen out of 1t5 proposed research ogenda
for the nationwide system of Education R and D Centers.

I feel thet centers that conduct resesrch on the major levels of schooling
should be included in the upcoming national competition, 8s they provide
information 1n vitel areas pertinent to all students These areas include
school climate and restructuring, instructional methodology, and
cross-curticular techmques ond st: Lcegtes, as wel /s many other issues.

1 strongly urge that these productive lines of research be continued. This
can best be accomplished by 'clusicn of centers that focus directly on
elementary, middie, and hgh schoois

Thank you for the ooportunity ta commeunt, end for your consideration re.
the final mission statemnenis

Sincerely,

%M‘(l—(/ —wa( A e

Sandee Rindone

Staff Development Facihitator and Tescher
Sweetwaoter Umor. High Schaol District
Chula Vista, Californio
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Jottrey $ Cribor

Gréfin R Burton
Vvice Chormon-Dole

Jon A Caroea. M O
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M Joan P Copelond
Matooca

Wikom H Goodwyn ¥
Semudd

SUPERINTENODENT
€ £ (Gen®) Dove €GO

CHESTERFIELD COUNTY »JBLIC SCHOOLS
LHESTERFIELD, NIRGININ 23832 ¢  (804) 748-1434

October 12, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U. S. Department of Educatien
OERI, Office of Research

5§55 New Jersey Avenue, N. W.
Washington, 0. C. 20208-5573

Cear Dr. Goldberg:

This letter is in response to your request for written public
comments on a proposed research and development centers
competition.

The Y. S. Departmant of Education has made e serious omission
by leaving Centers that spacialize in rescarch on elementery,
middle, and high school {mprovement out of {ts proposed
-esearch agenda for the nationwide systsm of Education R
8 D Centers. These centers conduct meaningful research
on how to improve each major level of schooling. They should
be included in the upcoming national competition. These
centers address vital issues that otherwise will not be
addressed -- issues of school organization and restructuring,
school and teacher effects, {nstructional methods which
apply in specific curriculum areds, and other issues.

1 strongly urge that such productive research centers be
continued. This can best be done by including center missicns
that focus directly on elemer *ary, middle, and high schools.

Thank you for the opportunicy to comment. Please consider
this cosment in your preparation of final mission statements.

Sincerely,

O tar M{—Ka»,a/

2 Taylor-Keyser
. wctional Specialist
Alternative Education

/be
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dﬁoecq@ - . .
o )‘5 Monroe County c.nmunity School Corporation
(=]

[ 5

;(2 6,;; Srostrew £00 iy « M5 W Coolldgr Drive + Dioommpeen, IN, 630014514 + (8)2)-332-5713
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e, Milten Goldterg

1.0« Derartment of ducation
.,71, Lffice of Research

585 llnw fergey Avenwe 3.,
~Yasmrgten D, 3. 20209-5573%

Jar ur. S~ldberg,

Trig latter 18 1k responne to your sclici »*:on of written publ:c
comaents on a prr ssed researck avd developrent centsvs ccapetiticn,

The 11,3, Derartmant of -ducation has made a serious cmissicnu b
leaving “enters that specialize in res-~arch on e ementary, m:ddle,
and ni2h school improve~rnt out ¢f its proposed research ag=ria
fer tr= pationwide <.stem cf ducatinn R & D fenters.

Centers that conduct reicarch on how to improve sach majar level of
szhooling ~hon'4 h~ :acladed in the nwpedo .ne patioral competition.
Thex  reptars ~ddre s vit2l isSues that ¢ therwife will not be
addreas2d -- iscues of gchool organizatirn and restructuring, schesl
anl *:acher 2ffects, inctructional methons +his* apply in =any
curric=lue areas, and other issues.

I strongls urge that thes> productive lines of vesea:th be contiruad,
This car bsst b2 done b, 1nclusion of center missicns that “-cus
directl; om elamentar,, middle, a°9 2igh scheols.

Thank yeu f£or the spprrtunity tc ccmment, ~nd thank 7ou fer corsidr.n.
this comment in ycur preparation of final missior statosents.

larmest Pegards,

EE§ (AﬁalkB

Doug Waltz, Irincipel

ERIC

Sonad,
~
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& SCOTTSDALE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

SCOTTIONS PURLK $0/00LS 11130 East Cholle Street
L Scottsdals, AZ 85259
ANASAZ} ELRMENTARY SCHOOL (602) 451-5120

October 11, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.S. Department of Education
OERI, Office of Research

555 New Jersey Avenue N.W.
Washington D.C. 2020%.5573

Dear Ds. Goldberg.

This letter is 0 response to your solicitation of wrnitten public comments on a proposed
rese@arch and development centers vompetivon.

in my opion, The U.S. Department of Education has made a serio's omission by leaving
Centers that specialize in research on e.ementay, middle, and nigh schoc mprovement out of
its proposed research agenda for the nationwide system of Education R & D Centers

Centers that conduct rasearch on how to improve each major level of schooling such as the one |
attended at Johns Hopkins University should be included in the upcoming natior.al compettion
rhese centers address vital issues that otherwise will not be addressed -- 1ssues of school
organization and rectructuring, school and teacher etfects, instructional methods which apply i
many curriculum areas, and othar issues.

1 respectiully urge that these productive lines of research be continued. This can best be done by
inclusion of center missions that focus directly on elementary, middia, and high schools

Thank you for the oppertunity to comment, and thank you for considering this comment in your
preparation of final mission statements.

Respectiuliy,

s,

Ken Moore, Principal

SCOTTSDALE SCHOOLS: Educating Tomorrow's Leadars Today
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(212) 305 1977

October 11, 1989

Lr. Milton Goldberg

U.S. Department of Education
OERI, Office ~f Rescarch
555 New Jerscy Avenue N.W.
Washington D.C. 20208-5573

Dex Dr. Goldberg:

Thislenerisinmponscwywmmmoumntmgmdingdnpmposedfwxs of
research and development centers to be fuaded as part of a nationwide systets of Education
R & D Centers.

TbeU.S.Depmmemofﬁdlmdonhasmldeaseﬁousomissionbynotimludingin
the list Centers that specialize in research on elementary, middle and high schools.

Centers that conduct research on how to improve each major level of schooling should
be included in the upcoming national competition. These certers address vital issues that
odmwiscwillnotbcaddxcsed—-issmofschoolorgmiuﬁmmdmuucmring.schoolmd
teacher effects, instuctional methods and school discipline. These issucs cut across muny
curiculum areas.

I strongly urge that these <rucial lines of research be continued. This ca best be done
by including centers that focus directly on clementary, middle, and high schools.

I thank you for considenng this comment in your greparation of final mission
statements.

Sincerely,

Denise Kandel, Fh.D
Professor of Public Health
in Psychiatry and
Member, Natioral Advisory Council
National Distribute on Drug Abuse

DK:jj /

be: J. McPartland (/

[ Y
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NEW BEDFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
NEW BEDFORD, MASSACHUSETTS 02740

g CONSTANTINE T NANOPOUALOS, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS

Assatant Supetmuendents
LUCLLE R CARON
")) Specul Servces
WILUAM E CHAPMAN
. Pertonnel Serves
stevene N e JOSEPH'S SILVA MR
Busness Elementary Eduraton

October 10, 1989

DR. MILTON GOLDBERG

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OERI, Office of Research

555 New Jersey Avenue, R.W.
Washington, D.C. 20208~5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

This letter is in response to your solicitation of written public
comments on a proposed research and development centers competi-
tion.

The U.S. Department of Bducation has made a sericus omission by
leaving Centers that specialize in research on elementary,
middle, and high school improvement out of its proposed research
agenda for the nationwide system of Bducation R & D Centers.

Centers that conduct research on how to improve each major level
of schooling should be included in the upcoming national com-
petitior. These centers address vital issues that otherwise
will not be addr 4 -- i of hool organization and re-
structuring, scacol and teachor effects, instructional methods
which applv in many curriculum Sreas, and other issues.

I strongly urge that these productive lines of research be con-
tinued. This can best be done by inclusion of center missions
that focus directly on elementary, middle, and high schools.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and tnankh you for con-
sidering this comment in your preparation of final mission state-
ments.

Sincerely,

‘?‘7 BBDPQRD PU;BLIj S(:HOOAk
oophe w&u;
:ég;ph s. silva, Jr.

ssistant Superintendent
Elementary Education

J8S,Jr. /tbp
&3, NEW BEDFORD HIGH SCHOOL — EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION

ERIC 175
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Dean of Education
3084 Hatwy Center

O

RIC

- Auburn Uni. rsity

Aubum University. Aldboma 36840-5218

October €, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.S. Department of Educaticn
OERI, Office of Research
555 New Jersey Ave.ue N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20208-°573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

This letter is in response to your solicitation of written public comments on
a proposed research and development centers competition.

The U.S. Department of Education has made a serfous cmission by leaving Centers
that specialize in research on elementary, middle, and high scnool improvement
out of {ts proposed research agenda for the nationwide system of Education

R & D Centers.

Centers that conduct research on how to jmnrove each major level of schooling
should be inclded in the upcoming national competition. These centers address
vital issues that otherwise will not be addressed —- issues of school
organization and restructuring, school and teacher effects, instruct:onal methods
which apply in many curriculum areas, and other issues.

I strongly urge that these productive lines of research be continued. This can
best be done by incl:sion of center missions that focus directly on elementary,
middle, and high achools.

Thank you for the cpportunity to ccoment, and thank you for considering this
compent in your preparation of final mission sta‘ements.

Sincerely,

W(&Mr—‘

Mark E. Meadows
Acting Dean

MEM:1rb

bce:  James McPartland
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. Weyna Q. Sanrteed, Superintendent (1011224 2260

october 10, 1989

Or. Milton Colddirg

U.5. Department of Education
OERI. Office of Research
555 New Jersey Avenue N W
¥Washington D.C  20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

Thank you f{or seeking written pud'‘c coments regarding the proposed
research and devalopment centers.

1 personally bel'eve the U S Departmen: of Education has ,ade a
serious omission DY leaving Centers that specialize in i1as arch on
elementary. middle. and high school improvement out of its proposed
research agends for the nationw: ‘e system of Education R € D Centers.

Centers thet conduct research how to irprove esach major level of
schooling provide vitsl ir matijon to State Depart-ents of
Education, post-secondary instivutions and schools The nters
address vital issues that otherwise will not be addresses wes
of school orgenizttion and restrucruring. school 4nd teache. efi..cs.
instructional rethods whicn apply ia many curriculur aresas. and other
{ssues

I strongly urge Yyour recons:deration of the inclusion of enters
which focus directly on elerentary. middle., and high schools.

Again. ! thanx you {or ;- + * me with an opportunity to corment
I{ 1 say be of any sssi«<tar », please feel {ree tc contact me at the
Department of Publ Instruction, Elementary Lducatio~ +.9 East
Boulevard =~ 9th * >or, Bismarck, ND 58575, teleprone nurbher
I01-224-2295.

Since a1y,

NP IE TR N
Patrizia Herbel, Director J

tlementary Education

[ 2 4
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FORT WAYNE COMMUNITY SCHOOLS

ADMINISTRATIVE CENTER + 1230 SOUTH CLINTON STRVET « FORT WAYNE. INDIANA 46802
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. October 10, 1989

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.S8. Department of Education
OERI, Office of Research
555 New Jersey Avenue N.W.
Washington D.C. 26208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

This letter is in response to your golicitation of written
public comments on a proposed research snd development centers
competition.

The U.S8. Department of Education has made a serious omission by
leaving Centers that specialize in research on clementary,
middle, and high school improvcment out of {is proposed research
agenda for the nationwide system of Education R & D Centers.

Centers that conduct research on how to improve each msjor level
of schooling should bs included in the upcoming nacional
competition. These centert address vital issues that otherwise
will not be addressed - issues of school organization and
restructuring, school and teucher effects, instructional methods
which cpply in many curriculum areas, and other issues.

I str 2g¢ly urge that these productive lines of research be
cont!  yed. This can »est be done by inclusion of cernter
missions that focus directly on elementary, middle, and high
schools.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, snd thank you for

considering this comment in your preparation or finasl mission
statements.

Sinceral;éZ &)ﬂ%

Charles H. Welch
Direccor
Elementary Education

ssb
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Cartwright School Bistrict Np. 83

3401 N 67th Avenue Phoenix.A120na 85033 (602) 846-2800
Or winlam B Dsdb Sufsnatenrssnt

Or Frons Davisson Asst Suesrntanssnt 101 Fiasnciol Services Nite Gueten Asct § LRI

Stuert 2ond Aset Sussriniensent ter Perssntl Services Cornten Janes Discier of parscaner

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.S. Department of Education
OERI, Office of Research

555 New Jersey Avenue N.W.
Washington D.C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

This letter is in response to your solicitation of writtn public comments
on a proposed research and development centars comPetition.

The U.S. Department of EGucation has made a ser.ous omission by lezving
Centers that specialize 1n research on elementary, middle, and high school
improvement out of its proposed research agenda for the nationwide system of
Education R & D Centers.

Centers that cond" ¢ research on how w0 improve each major leve! of
schooling should bv included 12 the upcoming national competition. These
centers address vita] issues that otherwise will not be addressed--i1ssues

of school organization and restructuring, school and teacher effects,
instructional methods which apply In many curriculun areas, and other issues.

I sronglv vrge that these productive lines of research be continued. This
can best be done by inclusion of c¢ er missions that focus directly on
elementary, middle, and high scho

Thank You for the opportunity to comment, and thank jou for considering this
comment in your preparation of final mission statements.

Smlcerely, PN 5
> Ay / I At IL(A/«/
R
v

Dr. Mary Tablada
Peading, l°nguage Arts, ingual Consultant
Cartwright School District
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Mrssouri State Unrversity
October 12, 1989

Or. Milton Goldbera

U.S. Department ¢ .ation
OERI, Office of Ru_ec ch

555 New Jersey Avenue N.W.
Washington. D.C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Goldberg:

This letter is in response to your solicitation cf written public comments on a
proposed research and development centers competition.

. ! believe the U.S. Department of Education has made a serious omission by
' leaving Centers that specialize in research on elementary, middle, and high
school improvement out of its propcsed research agenda for the natfonwide system
of Education R & D Centers. VYet, thr proposed 1ist addresses the unfque needs
of young children and adult learner-. This seems inconsistent and unwise.

Centers that .onduct research on how to improve cach major level of schooliug
shot ¢d t. included in the upcoming national competition. These centers address
vital issues that otherwise will not be addressed -- issues of school
organization and restructuring, school and teacher effects, instructional
methods which apply in many cur.iculum areas, and other {ssues. As a teache:
educator working with both undergraduate and graduate students in elementary
education, I utilize these important areas of the knowledge base in my classes.
The information emanating from the Center for Research on Elementiry & Middle
Schools at Johns Hopkins University has been invalu .le to me in my professional
work.

I strongly urge that these productive lines of research be continued. This can
best be done by inclusion of cznter missions that focus directly on elementary,
middle, and high schools.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and thank you for considering this
comment i aur preparation of final mission statements.

Sincerely,

Aondris X -~
Sandra L. Renegar, Ph.D?
Assistant Opofessor of Elementary and Special Education

c: Center for Rescarch or Elem..tcry & Middle Schools

One Uiiversity Flaza ® Cape Qirardeau. MO 65701:4799 ¢ (314) 651-2000
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INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 861
WinoKa, Minnesera 55987

JEFFERSON ScHOOL DAviD MAMLXE, PRINCIPAL
1268 West F1FTH STREET

Octobec 12, 1939

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.3. Departmen'. of Education
OERI, Office of Research
555 New Jersey Avenue N.W.
wWashington D.C. 20208-5573

This letter is in response to your solicitation of written public
cosments on a proposed research and development centers cospetition.

The U.S. Departsen’. of Education has macs & serious osmission by
leaving Centec. cnat specialize in research on elementary, middle,
"and high school improvement oyt of its proposed research agenda
for the nationwide system of Zducation R & D Centers.

Centers that conduct research on how to improve each major level
of schooling should be fincluded in the upcoming national competi-
tion. These centers address vital issues that otherwise will not
be addressed -~ issues of schvol orzanization and restructuring,
sglhiool and teacher effects, instructional sethods which apply in
many curriculua areas, and other issues.

I strongly urge that these productive lines of research be contin-
ued. This czn besc be done by inclusion ¢f center missions that
focus directly on elesentary, middle, and hijn schools.

Thank You for the opportuaity to cosment, and thank you for
considering this comment in your preparati’n of final missions
stdtoments.

Sincerely,

‘ »

iﬁ;&~ y %(cphluek_

pavid Mahlre. Principal
Jefferson Elamentary School

ERIC
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Cartwright School Bistrirt Xo. 83

3401 N 87IN Avenuer Phoenix Arizons 85033 (802) 846-2300
Or wilidm B Salkn Sypariatencent

Or Frand Dougoon ASEr Supesaterdsnt lor Fragac:®l Suve 2 MIEh CuBTar AG6: SuperirIengart ‘o (GuCOMD ool SOraxes

Sevart Tenn saat Swlerateandsan 18 Parsons! Setvcan Coritor Jorss Oiraciar o Porsanasl

Dr. Milton Goldberg

U.s, Department of Education
OERI!. Office of Pesearch

555 New Jersey Avenue N.W

washington D C. 20208-5573

Dear Dr. Geldberg

This letter 1S I1n Tespense to your sciicltetion of written public comments
on a proposed researcn and development centers competiti: ®

The U.S Department of Education has macde a se.lous omiss.on by leaving
Centers that specialize 1n research on elementary, midale, and high schoo!
mmprovement out of 1ts proposed research agenda for the nationwide system of
I lucation R & O Centers.

Centers that conduct research ¢h how to Unprove each major level of
schooling should be included 1n ' = upcoming national competition. These
centers address vital 1ssues that otherwise will not be addressed--i1ssues

of school organtration and resnucturmg. school and teacher effucts,
1nsiructional meth.ds which apply In © any curricutum areas, and other 1ss.ues

1 strengly urge trat these preductve lines of research be continued This
can best be done by i usion of cen.er missions that focus directly on
elementary, middle. a- . high schoo:s

Thank vou for the oppor unity to comment, and thank you for considering this
comment in your preparation of final mission statements

Sincerely,

Sara Mendoza-Martinc
Chapter 1 Coordinatar
Carrwright School District

SM.gr
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Chairman OweNs. Thank you.

Dr. Ramon Santiago.

Dr. SaNTIAGO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to express
my appreciation for the opportunty to offer testimony before you
today on the proposed National Research and Development Centers
Competition.

There is always a disadvantage in being last in testifying because
everything you have to say you are afraid has been said before. In
this occasion. I am representing a particular population, I think,
that danger is not there. Dr. Webb made reference to that, but
there is something to be said still.

My interest in the present topic arises from 26 years as a practi-
tioner who has taught graduate and undergraduate courses in Eng-
lish as a second language, bilingual education, linguistics in col-
leges and universities in the U.S. and Puerto Rico; who has admin-
istered basic instructional programs for language minority stu-
dents, served for 9 years as director of a federally funded regional
center, which provided training and technical assistance on bilin-

program development to schcol personnel, parents and com-
munity members, and been a past president of the National Asso-
ciation f~r Bilingual Education, an orgcaization which promotes
the educational rights of language minority students and a quality
educeation for all children.

Thus, my perspective is a national one, encompassing p. .fession-
al tzacher education at the university level, program and staff de-
velopmer.:. in the field, and parental and community involvement
at the local level, all within the context of minority education.

I have three basic concerns to share with you today. I read in the
Federal Regisier that OERI had attempted to identity the kinds of
research most likely to benefit learners in this society by soliciting
recommendations from organizav ons and individuz "~ with a varie-
ty of perspectives on the pr.sent status of educatio.. ané how edu-
cational research and development activities could improve educa-
tion.

I have no doubt that this consuliation process took place, but I
feel that a significant population was left out of the consultation
loop. To my knowiedge, members of the grcups I have worked with
all these years were not invite¢ by OERI to participate in the con-
sultation process, not NABE, not Georgetown Uni--ersity, not the
network of 16 multifi.ictional resource cente—, of which I was a
member, ar.d not grassroots organizations of ‘ents and communi-
ty members which represent the interests of ...ese minority popula-
tions.

I realize that it is impossible o consult everybody, but I submit
to you that OFRI and any other group which is chavged with the
task of determinine this nation’s edv :ional research agenda
should start to provide equal access to the consultation process to a
variety of groups, so that all parties with an interest and a right to
be heard are given the chance to exprese their views.

This is my first concern, and it is partic. larly important in view
of the fact that the Department of Educacion decided recently to
close the Center for ™ anguage Education and Research, known as

, &n entity wk 4, in my experience, as a training center di-

IToxt Provided by ERI
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rector was more respons’ e to the needs of linguistic m’ ority pop-
ulations than the proposed centers seem to be.

Directly rciated to the issue of adequate consultation is the
matter of the trivialization or politicization of the research agenda,
which is my second concern. Although I am not a professinnal re-
searcher by trade, I have noted a tendency for the Department of
Educe tion and Research to focus narrowly on policy issues or on
the trivial concerns of individuals vrith personal research agendas.

Large sums of money have been spent, =, example, in attempt-
ing to prove whether bilingual education “works” or rather in at-
te 1pting to prove that it does not work or in legitimizing the use
of a particular program model, such as structure immersion, which
turns out not many school districts were employing anyway.

In one instance, the motivation of the research sponsors came
into question because of their reluctance to release the results of a
study (iiey had commissioned which appeared to show that the pre-
ferred program model was not producing the best student gains.

An example of trivializing the research process involves a recent
study of selection procedures for identifying students in need of
special language services. This study comes to the earth-shaking
conclusion that methods used to exit lansuage minority students
from bilingual progranis should involve multiple indicators of Eng:
lish language proficiency, somethin‘; which esen a novi ‘e veachers
krows and usually practices. While these ;nconsequential matters
are investigated au considerable expense to the government. really
important issues of concern to the populaticns being served remain
unaddressed.

For instance, I am sure that local education agencies weuld be
interested in finding out how teachers, counselors and administra-
tors from various backgrounds can be prepared to work 1n multi-
cultural environments.

My wife happens to be an ESL teacher in a school district here
in the D.C. metropolitan area. She has compi‘ed extensive anecdot-
al evidence which illustrates the value to a school district of having
school personnel available who are bilir jual and bicultursl, even if
the school does not have a full-fledged vrilingual program in oper-
ation.

Or several occasions, she, who is fully bilingual and bicultural
and has specialized training in ESL and bilingual « iucatior.,, has
helped the District solve a problem such as p-eventing a language-
minority child from being incorrectly placed in special education or
explaining to non-English speaking parents important procedural
aspects of school or assisting in the administration of tosts to chil-
dren, whether in English or in the native :anguage.

I am sure that reseavchers could make a valuable contribution tc
educntion in Arrrica by focusing on the difference that qualified
perconnel makes in the delivery of effective services to language

| minority s*ndents regardless of the methodology employed or the

program implemented.

Simply put my point is that practitioners and ¢ducational ad-
ministrators ave a greater need for research results that will help
them design and implement better programs that serve the needs
of the mincrity populations than for determinations that this or
that educational model should not be mandated by the Federal

184
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Government because it is not effective in all situations, which no
program is, incidentally.

It is time » give policv-oriented research a rest and focus inste .
on action research, the type of research that is likely to have an
lnpact on progrums, curriculum and methodology.

My third concern, and perhaps the most important one, and I
was gratified that at least Dr. Webb made reference to them, the
12 priorities proposed as part of the research agenda. Inexplicably,
there is no priority assigned specificaily to thz educational needs of
linguistic minerity and limited English-vroficient students, despite
the fact that these students constitute the fastest growing school
porulation in America.

These. document makes a passing reference in the Federa! Regis-
ter to what is called cultural diversity as one of four pervasivc
themes that should guide the agendas of the 12 proposed centers.

Unfortunately, a vague reference to si*~h cultural diversity is not
an adeguate governmental response to the special -eeds of lan-
guage-minority students. The more appropriate and useful response
would be the creation of a rational center specifically addressing
language-minority or limited English-proi“cient populations and fo-
cusing the research on various aspects of language education and
the design of meaningful language education programs and materi-
als and on the education and training of sensitive and sensitized
teachers and other educational personnel who can serve both mi-
nority and majority populations.

In my opinion, it was 2 mistake to eliminate the National Center
for Languag Education and Research which provided vital infor-
mation to those of us who deal directly on a day-to-day bas’ with
language-minority children and the personnel who serve them.

Now the Federal Government has a golden opportunity to rectify
this mistake by estabushing another national center devoted pri-
marily to addressing the needs of language-minority students.

I 1 -;~ the members of this distinguished committee to support
the creation of such a . ster because the children who will berefit
from this action will be «cernally grateful.

Once again, I commend the work of this committee. I hone that
these hearings will ultimately result in a fairer, more inclusive and
more useftl educational research agenda for the Federal Govern-
ment.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Rainon San*iago follows:]




Ststement Before the Subcommittee on Select Education
‘ Comm’ittee on Education snd Labor
House of Representatives
Ramdr. L. Sartiago, EA.D.
Former Adjunct Professor of Linguistics snd
Director, Bilingual Education Service Center
Georgetown University
October 26, 1989
Chairman Owens snd distinguished members of the Subcommittee:

I would like to express my appreciation for the opportunity tc offer
testimony before you today on the proposed Nz.ional Resesrch and Development
Centers competition. As a practitioner whc has rerved langusge minority
students for the pact 26 years, I am keenly interested in the work of your
Subcommittee, and I applaud your efforts to examine closely both the content
and the process by which the resesrch agenda of the Department of Education is
datermined.

My interest in the present topic arises from vsrious snurces. I have
tsught graduate and unc¢-rgraduate courses in Epglish as a second langusge,
bilingusl education and linguistics in colleges and universities of the US and
Puerto Rico. I have -lso administered basic instructional prsgrams for
lsnguage minority students and serv~' for 9 years as Director of a federally-
funded regionrl iraining center which provided training and technical
assistance on bilingual progrzam development to school personnel, parents, and
community members. I sm a Past President of the. Nationsl Association for
Bilingual Education (NARE), an organizatio “irh staunchly advocates for the
educational rights of language minorlty -.:dent" and for quality cducation

tur all children. Finally, I have sarveu as 1 corsaltant on the education of

language miuority students to a number of school cistricts throughout this
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country. Thus :y perspective is s iationa’ one, encompassing profes~ional
teacher education at the university level, program and staff development in
the field, snd parental and community involvement at the loc. level.

It is my hope that these hearings will have . .. impact on thae wa, in
which the researcb agends for the U.S. Department of Education is developed,
resulting in broader participation for more people. 1In reference to this
first concern of mine, I was intrigued to read in the Federal Register of
September 12, 1989 that

OERI has engaged in a series of activities designed to identify thi

kirds of research most likely to benefit learners in this society.

Recommendations were solicitad from organizations and individuals with a

xariety of perspectives on the present < itus of education and how

educational research and development activi® s could improve education

(p. 3776).

I have no doubt that a consultation process took place, but I _.ar that a

significant population was . 'ft out of the consultation loop, with obwvious
results.

I indicated previously that I have been professionally involved in a
number of enterprises with different populations: teachers, parents,
teacher trainers, and professional organization members. To my knowledge,

membera of these groups were not invited by OBRI to participate in the

ltation pr ¢+ not NABE, not Georgetown University, not the network of
16 multifunctional resource centers (of which I was 2 part as rirector of a
regional center), not grassroots organizations of parents and community
members which represent the interests of taese minority populations. Granting
that it is impossible to include everybody in the consultation process, I
submit to you that OERI and any other group which is charged with the task of
determining this nation s educational research agenda should strive to provide
equal access to the consultation process to a variety of groups, 5o that all

. parties with an interest and a2 right to be heard are given the chance to to
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express their views. This concern with the broad participation of all
sectors of the American public is particularly valid in view of the Department
of Education’s recent decision to close the Center for Language Education and
Research (CLEAR), ar ontity which in my experiencr as a Training Center
diractor was more sive to the needs of limguistic minority populations
than the proposed centers seem to be.

Directly related to the issue of adequate comsultation is the matter of
the trivializatiom or politicization of the research agenda, my second
concern, Although I am not . professional researcher by trade, in past years
I have noted a tendency for Department of Education research to focus narrowly
on policy issues or on the trivial comcerns of iudividuals with personal
research agendas. Large sums of momey have been spent, for example, on
attempting to prove whether bilingual education *works,’ (or rather. in
attempting to prove that it doesn’t work), or in legitimizing he use of a
particular progrem model (such as "structured® immersion) which not many
districts have been inmplementing. In or: instance, the motivation of the
research sponsors care into question because of their reluctance to release
the results of a atudy they bad commissioned (presumably becsuse the findings
did not square with their apparently preconce.ved notions). An example of
trivializing tne process research imvolves 2 :recent study of ®*selection
procedures for idemtifying students im need of special language services.®
The study comes to the earth-shaking comclusion that °"methods used to exit
language minority students from bilingual programs should invslved mult.ple
indicatort of English langusge proficiemcy,® something which even a novice
teacher knows and usually practices. While thes inconsequential matters are
investigeted at considerable eipens2 to the government, really important
issues of concern to .he populations being served remain unaddressed.

For instance, I am sure that locsl education agencies would be
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interested in finding out how teachers, counselors, and edministra.ors from
varicas backgrounds can be prepared to work in multicultural ¢ ivi: ‘nments. My
wife is an ESL teacher in a local district in the DC a'ea, an. ‘he has
compiled extensive anecdotal evidence which illustrates the value to her
school district of having school personnel svailable who are bilingual and
bicultural--even if the schools don’t have full-fledged pilingual programs in
operation. On several occasions, she--who is . .lly bilingual and bicultural
and has specialized training in E3. and bilingual education--has been able to
sulve a problem for the district, such as preventing a language minority
child from being incorrectly placed in special education: explaiuing to non-
English-speaking parents important procedural aspects of sclL 5l; and assisting
in the testing of kids. I am sure that researchers could make a valuable
contribution to education in America by focusing on the difference that
qualified personnel makes in - delivcry of e{fective services to language
minority students, regardless of t“e methodology employed or the prograw
implemented.

Simply put, my poiat is that practitioners and educational administrators
have a greater need for research results that will help them design snd
implement better programs that serve the needs of their minority populations
*han for determinations that this or that educational model should not be
mandated by the federal government beciuse it is not effective in all
situations. It is time to give policy-oriented r:>search a rest and focus
instead on actic resesrch--the type of research that is likely to have an
impact on programs, curriculum, and methodology.

My third concern has to do with the 12 priorities proposea as part of
the research agends. Inexpli:zably, there is no priority acsigned specifically

to the educationsl needs of linguistic minority and limited-English students,

189
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despite the fact that these pupils constitute the fastest-growing schodl
population in America. A passing referei e is made in the Federal Register of
September 12, 1989 to °*cultural diversity® as c¢ne of fov pervasive themes
that should guide the agendas of the 12 proposed centers. Unfortunately, a
vague reference to cultural diversity is not an adequate goverr i»ntal response
to the spe.ial needs of language minority students. An acceptable response
would be the creation of a national center specifically addressing language

minority or lumited-English-proficient populatinons, and focusing the reseacch

on various aspects of language education, on the design of meaningful language
education programs and materials, and on the education and training of
sensitive and sensitized teachers and other educational personnel who can
serve both minority and majority populations.

Once again, ¥ cormend “he work of this Subcommittee, and I hope that
these hearings will ultimately result in a fairer and more inclusive

educational research agenda for the federal governrent.




187

Chairman OweNs. Thank you very much. I want to thank all of
the panelists who test‘fied. I found all of the testimony to be quite
useful and stimalucing.

I would like to begin with a few general questions to all cf you. I

a very =trong word in my opening statement. Incest, I said,
had taken place in the process of assembling people to develop
these guidelines. I the hallway, during the recess, a lady came up
to me and said, “You are right, incest. All you have today are mais
PhDs testifying. You are continuing the incest.”

We focused primarily on people who were close to the work of
the centers, and that was our primary gozl today, to get l;:eople as
close as possible. We havz had previous testimony on looking at a
ggssibility of revamping the OERI operation in general. We have

d people from the defense sector, from the private industry, a
number of different groups.

One of our panelistz this 'norning listed a set of people, Mr.
Boyer and some others, that we will probably have in the future as
we move forwaru in looking at the broadest possible picture in
terms of the functioning mission of OERI.

For this particular process, and for these guidelines £ad the RFP
to be developed for this purpose, in your opinion, who else should
have been consulted? There are large numbers of people who were
involved by OERI. They can certainly bury us with numbers; 20
?oetsecondary education and adult education invitees, 53 invited
or elementary and secondary education, people in those areas,
large numbers of people, broad cross-section.

e guestion is, who else should have been invited? How should
that process be examined? In the preliminary report that we did, in
case any of you have read it, you might find recommendation
number one was for some kind of agenda setting, priority setting
group that would be permanently established and would cover a
crusesection of peoﬁle. That would only be 29 people that we rec-
ommended there. The administration would have a large nu:nber
in terms of the directors of research for the Departments of De-
fense and Labor, the Assistant Secretary for the Office of Educa-
tion and Research, OERI itself, the SecretAI{Iy of Education, direc-
tors of the National Science Foundation, National Institutes for
Health, National Endowment for the Arts, the National Endow-
ment for the managers as well as the libravian of Congress—that’s
a large block of executive branch people except for the librarian of
Congress.

Then you would have one rep: esentative from each of the two
major national teacher associations, one representative from the
Nationsel parents group, one representative from chief state school
offices, one representative from the foundation community, six rep-
resentatives from private industry to be appointed not just by the
president but one by the gresident and one appointed by the major-
ity/minority leaders of the House and Senate. You would have a

ion of people from private industry in terms of political
representation, if you want to put it that way.

maining representation would be drawn from the educational
research community, but they would, of course, have to be appoint-
ed by somebody, so you would go back to the majority and minority
leaders of the House and Sen.te; and three would be appointed by
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the President. The board, we recommended, would be chaired by
the Vice President as the National Space Aﬁency is chaired.

I see you are dying to get to this, so why don’t you begin, Dr.
Webb?

Dr. WEBB. It seems to me that you are having all the movers and
shakers and you had a very estimable panel sitting up here earlier
this morning, Drs. Wallace, Imig and Wise. The gentlemen who
spoke at this panel that I ¢~ sitting on are also considered among
educational leaders in their ueld.

It seems to me that your missing element is your third grade
teacher, for example. Let’s talk about the questions that Mr. Bal-
lenger was dealing with. How are you going to translate this into
the classroom? Mr. Martinez was talking about back in his home
state, how would this be translated into a classroom?

I would think that you rould get an interesting, different and
val’ ble perspective ify you had more practitioners, more ;i>eople
who were working in schools on a day-to-day basis, not simply the
third grade teacher but possibly curriculur coc.dinators, possibly
a school principal, not necessarily the head of a nationwide organi-
zation.

iam sug(festing that if ultimately the intent of all of the work of
centers and laboratories is to translate meaningful nd effective re-
search into school-based functioning, into effective work in schools,
then maybe we can rearning something through the perspective of
the person in the schools.

It would be most helpful if such a testimony were within certain
conceptual parameters that were shared with the person before he
or she testified before the committ.e in terms of what you are look-
ing for from them.

Chairman OwENs. Are you saying that alt. - rh there is a
danger that those kinds of people may have tunne. vision, it might
be good to have a large collection of people with tunn. ' vision all
together, collectively, and that it might add up tc far more than
they do individually? Is that what you are saying?

Dr. Wess. Well, that assumes I subscribe to that theory. I do not
subscribe to that theory. I think the most important people in our
school systems are the ones who spend five, six or seven hours a
day with our children and who exert the most enormous and long-
lasting influence upon kids.

I ey aaying that simply because their perspective 15 limited to
that of ‘ke classroom, tc say that they have tunnel vision, I think,
sells them short.

Chairn'~a Owens. Do other people want to comment on that
question?

Dr SANTIAGO. Yes. T2y probably do not have any more tunnel
vision .han the reseaichers do. It is just a differert tunnel. Prob-
ably many tunnels make & larger tunnel and eventually——

Chairman OwENs. So elaborate on it. You have nat.onal organi-
zations that do represent teachers.

Dr. SanTIaGO. Exactly.

Chairm . OweNs. I assume the leadership of those organizations
represents a broades viewpoint of the interests and concerns of
those teachers rather than to pick a lot of different people from
within the set-up who focus on one particular aspect of it.
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Dr. SaNTIAGO. MY problem in my present situation, of course, is
that if you go down the list of the distinguished people who are
participating in the panel, you see a glaring omission. They repre-
sent, essentially. the majority of America. If these centers are sup-
posed to—the mission that was read very eloquently made refer-
ence to equal educational opportunity. That is negated if the repre-
sentatives are unrepresentative.

So something has to be done not only to include practitioners, be-
cause ultimately the last panel spent a lot of time talking about
the difficulty of making or finding that engineer that takes the re-
search results and translates them into practice.

If you have somebody involved from the beginning, they do not
have to be expert researchers because everybody contributes a
little piece to the total puzzle, but if you have somebody in the loop
at the very beginning, the process of what I call educational engi-
neering, it becomes easier.

So my recommendation is that you need practitioners and also
you need representatives of special groups. Now the representative
of the special group may be the head of an organization or it could
be just a plain individual.

Chairman OweNs. I think the-e will be one glaring omission in
this little book as well as with the OERI process, specificaliy for
these centers: that we do not see any bilingual representation.
Groups with limited English-speaking ability are not represented
as a group; yet the legislation singles them out.

One need addressed with these grants is to improve the building
of schools to meet their responsibilities to provide equal education-
al opportunities for all students, including those with limited Eng-
lish-speaking ability. That is one group that is singled out and tra-
ditionally has been ignored or given short shrift in the process. ,

Dr. Keller, you wanted to comment?

Dr. KeLLER. I would just comment on the glaring omission is that
the local school district administrator, the superintendent, elemen-
tary or secondary principal are not included and that is where the
rubber hits the road, Mr. Chairman, on any of the research and
making it happen. I would hold for the practitioners in those par-
ticular positions being included also.

Chairman OweNs. Would you care to comment?

Dr. KeerE. Just a brief one, Mr. Chairman. I think the wider con-
sultation is obviously the answer. The way in which you go about it
is probably the problem. Perhaps decentralizing it might be useful.
Having all the testimony here is a clear impediment for many
people in the schools. To take the show on the road would probably
be very useful for both OERI and perhaps even for this subcommit-
tee

We reed to hear from practitioners, both the administrators and
teachers. We need to know what their feelings are. Many of the as-
sociations that are represented here today take their point of views
from the representation of their own membership. In fact, there
are many points of view represented in the way in which we con-
duct American education. We need, in whatever economical way
we can do it, to hear as many of them as possible when we develop

public policy.
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Chairman Owens. Two last questions. Dr. Webb spun out a
whole list of topics that certainly, I would agree, need to be consid-
ered in this process of setting forth topics and issues for research.

I just wonder, is there some way to look at that process in terms
of there are certain things that might be more suitable for individ-
ual researchers to begin, and as we draw in the benefits of individ-
ual research, we can build on an agenda for centers to exgand on
that or set an agenda for centers based on what individual re-
searchers showed us needs to be done to continue the process?

Is there a continuum which ends up with the labs to take the
benefits of all this research and to deliver it, as you said? Is there
some way to look at the role of individual researchers in this proc-
ess as we look at whether or not topics have been covered and cer-
tain groups and concerns have been covered?

Dr. WesB. Yes. Having spent time in a university structure, one
of the things that is very, very apparent in that environment is
that there is ongoing and continuing individual research that takes
place. That research can have a whole variety of motivations.

It can be research that a person does because he or she is inter-
ested in promotion and/or terure at the institution and must show
that he is invclved in some gainful area of researc! . It can also re-
flect the interest and concern and involvement that a particular
univereity person has with education and with educating young-
sters.

rs

I am speaking most icularly about the area that I am famil-
iar with, namely schools of education. So I would submit that there
is a large body of individual research that goes on right now that
ma'ryl'lbe outside of the loop of labs and centers.

e job of the laboratories, Mr. Chairman, I think, as you proper-
ly indicate, is to take that research, that focused research that
comes from centers, to be aware of that research that is done by
individuals. It is not very difficult to be aware of it. One need onl
through the journals, look through Education Week, look throug
a number of the periodicals that come out that do keep you pretty
well informed as to what is going on and what the trends are.

For example, if you were to take a look at where we are now in
terms of school-based :nanagement and school site management,
the E{:tense and the sigiis have been there for years in terms of
the kind of research that has been done both by individuals and
within institutional structures.

So I would suggest that the notion of taking the resources, the
government, at this juncture and putting them in to support indi-
vidual research would not be the wisest way to use liraited re-
sources but rather to take thos: resources and put them in a con-
centrated and focused way in centers that have a mission, would be

the best use.

Chairman OWeNs. Thank you. I have several other questions
that I do want to ask, but I do not want to keep you any longer. I
have to go to vote. I would like to submit questions to you in writ-
ing and have you respond to those in writing, including a question
concerning parental choice.

In my opening statement I meationed that the cyanide of choice
has been laced throughout these guidelines. Parental choice ap-
pears three times, as if it were an established concept in education.
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I would like your reaction to what role parental choice plays in
terms of giving direction and instruction to researchers at this
point. Is it scientifically validated anywhere?

The President may try to sell an idea and a concept as much as
he wishes, but to have it appear in research guidelines I think is
intimidating the researchers, and pushing a political agenda in the
process of promulgating the research guidelines. That is my opin-
ion. You know my opinion. I would like to hear yours in writing.

Again, ] want to thank you. Sorry we are a bit rushed at the end
here. The hearing is now adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 1:00 p.m., the subcommittee hearing was ad-
journed.]

[Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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Richard C. Wallace. Jr.
Superintendent of Schools

Pittsburgh Public Schools
331 South Rejlefield Avenve
Punburgh PA 15213

1) 622:3600

November 7, 1989

Mr. Laurence Peters

Legislative Counsel

Subcommittee on Select Education
518 House Annex 1

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Peters:

This is to acknowledge receipt of the letter dated Novenber 1,
1989 from Major Owens, Chairman of the Subcommittee on Select
Education.

I will respond to the first two questions listed on page 2 of the
letter. I am dictating this letter from a telephone at the
airport and do not have the Subcommittee Preliminary Staff
Report with me. when I return from a meeting of the Council of
the Great City Schools on Monday, November 13, 1989, I will
forward my response to that report.

Question: What role, if any, does parental choice play in terms
of giving direction and instruction to researchers? 1Is jt
scientifically validated anywhere?

To the best of my knowledge, there is no scientific validation of
choice as cducational policy or as an educational innovation. I
believe that John Chubb, of the Brookings Institute, has
published a book dealing with a comparison of the private schools
with public schools. However, I do not believe that his book
can be applied validly to the concept of choice within a public
school system.

Secondly, James Coleman completed research comparing parochial
schools with public schools and reported that parochial schools
did a more effective job of educating minority students.
However, it should be understood that Coleman has had a history
of producing findings which have subsequently been challenged and
disproved by other researchers. Based on his research in the
sixties, he declared that "schools do not make a difference";
only the socio-economic level of the parents makes a difference
in student achievement. The research of Ronald Edmonds, and many
other researchers, has demonstrated clearly that effective
schools can teach all children - schocls do make a difference!
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With respect to giving direction and instruction to researchers,
on the issue of choice, I do not believe that any has been given
by 0.E.R.I. If one were sericus about doing research in this
area, then one would have to set up control and experimental
groups and thoroughly investigate the effects of the "cloice
programs® on student achievement, attendance, school climate,
parental attitude, etc. One would also have to examine with the
same degree of rigor schools that students were forced to attend
in order to make a valid conmparison.

One of the most serious issues to be investigated in "Schools of
Choice® is the variable of elitism and the poten’ ial positive and
negative effects that that variable may have c¢n student learning
and student and parental attitudes. I do believe that the
issues are sufficiently well defined *o be researched at this
point. Purther, there is not sufficient money available to
launch a conmprehensive study of the issue of choice.

Question: How can O.E.R.I. better coordinate the present system
of labs and centers? Why is the notion of cross cutting demands
not going to work? wWhat should O.EB.R.I. be doing instead to
incorporate greater collaboration and use of existing resources?

The sinple response to a rather complex question is really one of
incentives. Clearly, there is no financial incentive for labs and
centers to work together. The level of funding from O.E.R.I. for
labs and centers is so miniscule that the institutions cannot
afford to spend scarce resources to collaborate when they can
barely achieve their own agenda. Therefore, in my judgment,
better collaboration will not occur until there are financial
incentives to do so. .

The notion of cross cutting themes, if I understand the question,
relates to thematic research versus schooi level research. In my
testimony I pointed out that "everybody's busirers will become
nobody's business.” That is to say that I do not believe that
serious research can be acconplished on the contextual variabl.s
that influence student learning without taking into account the
level (elementary, middle, secondary) at which schooling takes
place. There 2lready is sufficient existing research to demon-
strate that cintext variables do influence student learning.

Prry
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- Mr. Laurence Peters
- November 7, 1989
Page 3

* If 0.E.R.1. is serious about encouraging greater collaboration
and sharing of existing resources, then they must provide the
financial incentives to do so.

I will be back in the office on Novenber 13. In the event you
have any questions, do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

KWQ'//,Y
Richard C. Wallace,Jr. : ’
Superintendent of Schools
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November 27, 1989

Education
Representative Major R, Owens
Chairmn

Subcomittee on Select Blucation
518 Amex 1
washington, IC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

In response to the questions posed in your letter of Novenber 1, I
offer the following:

1. "™hat role, if any, does parental choice play in terms of giving
direction and instruction  researchers? 1Is it scientifically
validated anywhere?”

I feel it is important to think first abaut how we define "cholce.”
Earlier this year the Biucation Commission Of the States published a
helpful document for state poliCy makers that addressed some of the
public policy issues surrounding "choice.” Their first assertion wes
that all parties need to be of one mind in regard to what is intended by
"choice.” If a public school system allows parents to enroll
mathematically gifted children in a magnet school for science and
technology how is that similar or different from vouchers which prorote
chojce between public and private school systems? Tmless we are vexry
clear abaut how "choice” is defined, it is difficult to speak to the
second part of your question. The ane major study of which I am aware
on vouchers was conducted at Alum Rock, Califomia and as you probably
know the results were not conclusive. This doesn't mean that issues
irvolving educational altermativer are rot researchable; they certainly
are, My caution {3 that care must be taken in how lanquage is defined
and how the research questions are framed.

2, Wow can OERI better coordinate the current system Oof lahg and centers?
Wy is the notion of cross-cutting themes not going to work? What
shauld OERI be doing instead to encoizage greater collaboration and use
of existing resources?

The first step in better coordinating the current System of labs and
centers is to carefully consider the federal requirements for .esearch
and dissemination now imposed on each. Once this is done, serious
thought shauld be given to the capacities of both entities for R&D.
Most centers are housed in universities and, quite honestly,
wiversities are not designed for rapid dissemination of reseatch
results. For good reason, the norms of universities stress careful
teview of work, and revision. Laboratories, on the other hand have, oc
should have, cutlets and networks to facilitate relatively rapid
Aiysemination of research products. If lab/center coordination does not
cccur; it might be encouraded or requived in the grant RFPs.
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I'm curious about the assertion that cross-cutting themes, de facto,

won't work. While any of us may cuarrel with specific themes identified

by CERI, the idea of attempting to build some linkages between Research

Centers is a good one. I'm rot convinced OERI shonld do something

- instead of thinking about cross-cutting themes, but I would hope they
would think of ways to enccurage collaboration in addition to them. To
do S0, the idea of collaboration must be considered as tie research
agendas for the centers are developed. I identified, in my testimony,
some obvious linkages between the center on Learning to Teach and
several nthers. Astute researchers will also see these potential
linkages and develop oroposals to capitalize on them. If there is
concern that this will not happen, priority could he given to proposals
that reflect collaborative approaches.

3. In your written statement ycu comment that the federal funding of mini-
centers is misdirected; that this investment would be better spent on
the main center cecompetition. Please elaborate further on the basis of
this cbservation.

I helieve my gtatement was that mini-centers should be allowed to expire
and, rather than re-funded, direct monies into national centers conpeted
in future years. I would not want my remarks to suqgest immediate
termination of existing mini-centers. Mini-centers were created in
respanse to pressure from policy makers to support research on many more
topics than there were funds available amd to satisfy individual
researchers who, correctly, were troubled that the bulk of OERI money
was directed to institutional arrangements (labs, Centers, ERIC). The
mini-center "oolution® attempted to ldentify narrow research tooics and
provide them minimal funding. 7The prablem is, even relatively narrow
research tooics may be very complex and require a critical mass of
versomnel and rescurces to do the work. For that reason, mini-centers
were essentially doomed before they began. If an issue or topic is
important enough to merit a federal investment, then that investment
should be at a level sufficient to carry aut sophisticated, useful work.

I hope these responses are helpful. If AACTE may be of assistance to
Y1 during the Lab and Center competitions and the forthcoming
reaithor ization of OBRI, please do mot hesitate tO contact us.
Sincerely ywr.s&
David G. Imig ‘ ;

Executive Director

ERIC =y
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National Association of
Elementary School Principals

Nov.zmber 9, 1989

Major R. Owens

Chairperson

Subccumittee on Select Education
U.S. House of Representatives
518 Annex 1

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Owens:

Thank you for having pyrovided us with the rpportunity to testify before the
House Select Education Subcommittee on the highly important issue of retaining
the Center for Research on Elementary and Middle Schools in the OERI naticnal
Centers Competition.

I, too, am sorry our time to discuss your questions was constrained and an
pleased to receive your letter asking us to provide you a written response to
those issues that remained unansvered.

Let me take your questions in order.

1. What role, if any, does parental choice play in terms of giving direction
and instruction to researchers? 1Is it scientifically validated anywhere?

It would be helpful to school districts examining various options for
restructuring school organization, methods of’delivering services to children,
and parent {nvolvement mechanisms to be able to access a reliable data source.
The identification, description and evaluation of the variety of options
already offered by local school districts could assist other districts in their
restruoturing efforts. Information needs to be available on vhat works, what
didn*t work, and vhy. Federal data collection, not federal proselytizing, is
the preferred mode.

The only study on choice we have seen is "The Sorting Maohine", really a report
rather than a full research study, vhich refutes choice as being the cause of
improvement in student achievement. It oalls attention to the varied
approaches used by schools, local school decision-making, and selective
adaissions as more relevart factors in student achievement than choice per se.
To our knowledge choice has not been scientifically validated anywhere.

2. How could an elementary and middle school center help in restructuring
efforts of the kind currently in process throughout the country?

1615 Duke Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22314 3363 (703) 684 3345 Fax (703) 548 6021
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Mr. Ovens

An eleaentary and middle achcdl center can examine the totality of the school,
the interplay of all the elements that bear on student learning: school
climate, prinoipal leadership, student demogt aphics, resourca allocetion, end
outcomes. Each does not operate in isolation from the other. The dynanic of
the interactions of 511 tiie elements making up "the school® are what make it
sucoecd or fail and, therefore, are what nead to be assessed. Exanining and
reporting on one or more areas of interest in isolation would miss the complex
and ocmprehensive process that sets the stase for student success.

School distriots could learn much about ef’sotiveness through studying such
research., The development, implementation, and evaluation of various
restruoturing models would aid looal schools ana school districts in
detormining which elements in what configuration blend the best in achieving
the aohools! objectives.

One example ourrently carried out by the Center for Reseerch on Elementary and
Middle Schools is the Cooperative Learming Project, details of which ere, of
course, evailable from CREMS,

3. How do the proposals ocutlined in the Subconnitteo's Preliminary Report fit
intc your (organizations') thinking?

As wo briefly presented in responss to your question, we believe the
composition of the policy advisory body must be expanded to include one
elementary and one secondary school principal. The person whose leadership
trauslates research into practice at the building level is that school's
prinodpal,

A key oouponent of any federal rsseerch commitment 13 to put research findings
into practice. If that mission is to succeed, the advisory body that is
astting tha direction for the research needs the counsel of practicing
prinoipals from the beginning. 4s you a0 well stated, this boerd also mst be
free from partiasn interference.

Long term goals are essential, and Congresa and the new board must be
thoroughly involved in their determination. We oannot have a meaningful
research agenda or produce useful produots with the type of *flip-flop*
operation thet has thus far existed, The rederal commitment to eoducatioual
research and development is woefully below the need. More funds, such as the
1§ of the education budget you suggest, coupled with long tera goals and
objectives, would help aubstantially,

You wight want to consider establishing the task force (Rncommendation ) froo
Seabers of the advisory board. The rampant territoriality smong ED's offices
i3 aufficfent vo block any meaningful atteapts at coordination, although the
Comper.satory Educetion office has been very ameneble to partiiipation in
asveral such endeavors.
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Mr. Owens

To achieve the coordination you envision among various departaents is ° o
height of optimism. That it should and must occur is well-accepted, t. making
it & reality would be an awesome, mind-boggling task.

Dissentnation, 17 it 13 to truly be a responsibility of OERI, must receive a
haavy leadership comaitaent. Lip-service Just won't do. KAESP has vorked
closely with OERI in a number of dissemination efforts and will continue to do
80.

- The funotion of the proposed center-lab for the effective education of the
disadvantsaged could be, with additional funds and clear direction, asaumed by
the Center for Resesarch on Elesentary and Middle Schools and the Center on
Effective Secondary Schools. Effictive education for disadvantaged students 13
8 school-based, not & subject or single area-based, mission. The "gestalt® of
the school makes the ocutcomes Successful or not. It's a complex interdependent
process, sozathing the previcusly mentioned Centers cculd and should handle.

Successful pudliceprivate partnerships directed toward achieving long-range
£0813 would be extresely valuable assets to the nation's research and
development agends. Those that already exist can serve a3 initial models for
other creative arrangesents.

Thank you again for this opportunity to expand our comwents on the OERI Centers
Competition and the Subcosmittee’s Preliminary Report. We look forward to
continuing to work with you in improving .he federal response to the nation’s
research and developaent needs.

Sincerely Ywrs,

Eberard B Hlln

Edward P. Keller, Ph.D.
Deputy Executive Director
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Statement by Samue! G. Sava
Executive Director

National Assoclation

of Elementary School Princigals

For release Oct. 23, 1989
CHO FAMI

Minneapolis-St. Paul — Choice rests on two ideas: first, that
parents should be free to select the public schools their ¢! .dren
attend, regardless of where they five; and second, that allowing
parents to exercise this right will intraduce competition — and
therefore improvement — among schools that are now insulated
from competition by neighborhood "assignment zones” and other
civic constraints.

As arguably good proposals among a dozen that might be
advanced, these ideas deserve a try. But if Choice is to be — as both
President Bush and Secretary Cavazos have proclaimed it — the
cornerstona of this Administration's school-improvement efforts,
the results will be disappointing at best and chaotic at worst. For
Choice utterly falls to address the root of our student-
achievement problems today. . . problems that stem largely from
the choices parents have already made.

Comparing declines in student performance with changes in the
American family since (965 — rises in the incidence of divorce, of
single-parent families, of births to unmarried mothers, and the
amployment outside the home of mothers with children five years
old and under — it seems to me undeniable that the greatest single
cause of our educational maladies in the last generation has been
the loss of that *hidden curriculum of the home® — above all,
practice in hearing and speaking English — that children once
recoived from their parents, and which prepared them for formal
schooling.

Research bears this out. In 1984, for example, Dr. Harold
Stevenson of the University of Michigan and kis colleagues from

-1-
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Japan and Taiwan found, in a study of 5,000 children, that
American students bejan lagging bshing the * Asian peers by the
fith month of first grade. Reasoning that such early differences
could not' be explained by poor teaching, Stevenson concluded that
“the trouble lies not only in American schools, but also in
American homes.®

Millions of parenis no longer provide the *hidden curriculum®
because they are not home to do 0. They are caught up in a Family
Revolution as significant, | believe, as the industrial Revoiutien.
For good reasons as well as bad, they have rejected traditional
taboos against divorce, revised the concept of “caresr” to include
maothers, and they are trying now — through means ranging from
day-care and "the Mommy Track® to patemal as well as maternal
leave ~ to re-invent parenthood.

The overwheiming educational problem for our time, however,
is that nobody has figured out a way to re-invent childhood. Until
we do, other school reforms will arrive 00 late in children's ives
to correct the grave, hard-to-reverse leaming deficits that
typicallly show up by fourth grade. i is not better curricula our
children need most; 1t Is better childhoods.

If this Administration wishes to make a serious difference to
American education, it will have to take the iead in helping our
society rastore the learning-supportive childhoods that parents no
longer provide. That means, among other steps:

* One year of pre-schooling for all children whose parents wish
it, not just those who can afford it:

" Reducing pupil-teacher ratios for aterisk children, in
“indergarten through third grade, to I5-t0-i;

* Creating supervised care-and-study centers, before and after
school, for latchkey children; and

* Mobilizing the nation's cider children and youth to tutor
younger ones, giving them the one-on-one attention tha! classroom
teachers cannot.

These proposals are vastly more ambitious than Choice, but we
will not see lasting schoo! reform until we first see childhood
reform. In the absence of ideas that address the Family Revolution,
Choice will produce litle more than a national game of musical
chairs, as parents hop from school to schoal in the futile pursuit of
solutions that only parents themsalves car; provide.
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1904 Association Drive @ Reston, Virgnia 22091 o Tel: 703-860-0200 ¢ Fax: 703-476-5432

m The National Association of Secondary School Principals

November 9, 1989

Mr. Laurence Petars, Legislative Counsel
Subcommittee on Select Educatfon

518 House Annex 1

Washington, D.C. 20815

Dear Mr. Peters:

The Select Education Subcommittee Chairperson, Major Cwens, has asked me
to address a response to you on several questions concerning the CER'
Hearing of October 26, 1989. Please extend my appreciation to Mr. Owens
for his strong leadership in this important process.

Question 1. What role, {f any, does parental choice play in terms of
giving dlrection and instruction to researchers? Is ft scientifically
validated anywhere?

Response. The fssue of parental choice fn education s a legftimate
polfcy issue that is smenable to formal research. Little or no
systematic research has been done on the fssue. The proposed OERI 1{st
of Research and Development Centers diffuses the ¥ssue by incorporating
aspects of “choice” 1n several center missions. 1 would suggest that it
is essentially an equity concern and should be considered exclusively {n
the proposed Center . Educational Policies and Student Learning.

Question 2. Please comment further about the practitioner's use of
center products.

Response. My string bias is that no true basic research {s
undertaken 1n education, that all educational research is, to a degree,
appiied, and that only research with implications for schooHng should be
supported by federal or state monies. Research and Development Center
research chould be the front end of a pipeline to schools. Each Center
should be required to communicate its findings to the educational
laboratories, state departments of education, and school districts so
that practitfoners are aware of them and can act on their implicaticns.
The existing Elementary-Mfddle and Secondary Centers have been quite
successful ?n this regard.

Serving alf Adm.mistralors 10 Middie Level and High School Education
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Mr. Laurence Peters
Kovember 9, 1989
Page 2

Question 3. Please comuent > che propesals outlined in the

Response. I strongiy suppsrt the preifafnary report's first and
second recommendatfons. The Elementary-Middle and Secondary Center
missions must be contfnued and a singie clear theme for all centers would
surely strengthen the focus of Center effort. (I would recommend
“Student Engagement.”\ The: problems of the limfted English proficient
student may not demand 2 Jfstinct center but could be addressed as a
smajor component of the v«istina Center for Research on the Education of
Disadvantaged Students or in the ;r posed mission for Education fn the
Inner Cities. The issue of chofcs .5 a legitimate topfc for research but
should be studied as a policy question to §nform political and practical
decisfons at the state and local levels.

Yery sincerely,
James H. Keefe, £d.D.

Director of Research

cc: Richard Kruse

Fred Newman
James McPartland
JWK/2p
Q
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"Strength Through Wisdom" ~ -visited:
Reauthorization of OERI And
The Neea for a Center for Research On Foreign Language Leaiuing

written Statem-nt for
House Subcommittee on Select Education
Hearing on Reauthorization
o’ the
Office o” Educatiunal Research and Improvement

Cffered At The Invitation Of The
Joint National Committee for Languages

by
Daniele Ghiolfi Rodamar
Assistant Professor
Department of Language
& Foreign Studies
The American Universaity

October 26, 19R9
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Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, ladies and gentlemen, it is
an honor an a pleasure to comment today on issues suzrounding the
reauthorization of the Office of Educational Research and Improvement at
the Department of Education.

As an instructor of foreign language and literature at a major
university, I have over a decade of experience in foreign language
education at major universities and at a liberal arts college. 1In this
time I have counseled students regarding language study in courses,
international educational exchanges, and careers, assisted in preparing
teachers to teach foreign languages in K-12, worked with high school
teachers to strengthen the articulation between high school and
university language instruction, and have worked in many other language
related activities. I am currently an assistant professor of literature
and language with responsibility for coordinating elementary and
intermediate French language instruction at American University. While
my comments this morning are offered as an individual, in many cases
they also reflect concerns which have been voiced on many occasions and
in many fora by the organizations and individuals active and concerned
about the state of language and international studies in our nation. 1
am offering these comments at the invitation of the Joint National
Committee for Languages which represents many of the language education
organizations in the United States.

BRING)» »E SKY-WRITING DOWN TO EARTH:

Le »,2 and int€ national skills are a keystone in our nation's
strate,, o secure peace, prosperity and future prospects. Reports such
as Workforce 2000 and the more recently issued report, Investing in
People: A Strategy to Address America's Workforce Crisis by the
Secretary of Labor’s Commission on Workforce Quality and Labor Market
Efficiency have highlighted the importance of upgrading education for
all Americans to enable our nation to compete in rapidly evolving world
markets. As Richard Tucker at the Center for Applied Linguistics
notes, two major trends of particular interest to educators emerge from
these reports. Pirst, these studies call attention to critical
deficiencies in our nation's ability to provide skills needed for the
evolving labor market. Language minority individuals are particularly
underrepresented in higher education and in positions of authority.
Effective instruction of English to language minority Americans is vital
for bringing these Americans into the economic mainstream and to provide
the basis for sus“iinable economic development.

Secondly, as our nation's increasing multinational participation in
business, diplomacy, science, intergovernsental activities, and
scholarly exchange grows, native English speaking Americans remain
primarily monolingual, putting our country at a distinct disadvantage in
an international context. AS Tucker puts it, "The U.S. educational
system has been remarkably unsuccessful in developing and expanding our
nation’s lanyuage resources....We need a focused program involving
continued research in diverse aspects of language education, the
development of coherent Janguage education programs and materials, and
the training of educators who are sensitive to the importance of
language content instruction for all American residents, both language
majority and majority. The national agenda for language education
remains unfinished”.

Simply learning languages 1s not the "magic bullet”., J. Davad
Edwards, executive director of the Joint National Committee on
Larguages, reminds us that it would be toolish tc suggest that simply
learning a second language will erase problems such as the enduring
national trade deficit and internat:ional competition. "But 1t would be
equally foolish to assume that American business can regain
competitiveness without a knowledge of other nations’' economies and
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pclitics, without an understanding of their cultures, and without an
ability to communicate 1n their languages.” And as he points out, while
the Reagan (and Bush) administrations have expressed a national
commitment to excellence in education, "the greatest support in this
area in real terms has been from the public, state leaders and Congress.
Unlike the era of the National Defense Education Act, when national
leadership created educational reforms that ‘trickled down' to the
states and localities, recent reforms in language study and
international education have actually ‘perculated up® from the states"”.

There is widening public support for foreign language education,
including support for beginning language instruction in elementary
school. A 1986 survey cited by Edwards found that 86% of those surveyed
felt that it was imgortant to study a second language in elementary
school.

Governors--in touch with the local this grassroots sentiment and
faced with the complexities of encouraging local economic growth-~have
strongly supported improved language education. FPor example, in
November 1986 the Southern Governors® Association published a report,
"Cornerstone of Competition”: which states in its introducation that
“"each day, we pay a political and economic price for our inability to
understand and communicate with our global neighbors.” The study called
for substattially upgrading language education in the member states
(Advisory Council on Education, 1986).

The continued growth of foreign language instruction received another
major push last winter from the National Governors® Association.
N.G.A.°8 task force report on international education recommended
increasing foreign language requirements for entry into colleges and
universities, increasing opportunities for language study in summer
months and after school, and providing second language education 1n
elementary schools. As Governor Thomas Kean of New Jersey wrote in a
foreward to the report, "More than ever before our national
security--indeed world stability as a whole, depends upon our
understanding of and communications with other countries.” The N.G.A.
1989 annual meeting focused on "America in Transition: The Internationai
Prontier” and a delegation of governors traveled to Brussels to discuss
implications of the growing integration of the Common Market as a facet
of their work on "America in Transition.”

Many governors have worked hard to turn this rhetoric into reality.
Indiana, under the leaderhip of Governor Robert Orr, was interested in
developing trade with Japan and in bringing in Japanese companies. In
1987, at Governor Orr's urging, the state legislature added $260,000 for
new programs to train teachers in Japanese and Chinese. The momentum is
building in other states. California has fewer than 20 Japanese
programs and a small number of Chinese and Russian programs, even though
California has a large Asian-American population and is rapidly
expanding its trade with the Pacific Rim. However, the state is planning
a major push to promote foreign language education this year.

Nationwide, the changes in the past few years have been remarkable.
31 states instituted some form of language requirement, and all but four
reported activities addressing foreign language needs. Many have
reinstated language requirements for attending state universities. New
York adopted an action plan for global education that provides aid to
school districts based on foreign language enrollment requirements,
requires students to pass an proficiency exam, and requires all students
to have studied a foreign language by nineth grade. Texas, California,
dentucky, Viginia, Illinois, South Carolina, and Plorida are among tha
states that have expanded language requirements. The last survey of
foreign-language enrollments conducted by the American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Languages in 1985 found that 4.5 million stud-nts in
grades 7-12 --one quarter of all students in those grades--were enrolled
in a language course. This is about one million more than were enrolled
in 1982. In several states, such as Virginia and New York, half of all
K-12 students are now studying a foreign language. A study by the
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Modern Language Association found that i1n 1988 over a million Americans
were registered in foreign language courses in America's colleges and
vniversities, an increase of 3.9% over 1983. This doesn't include
courses at specialized schools like Berlitz and cultural associations
like Alliance Francaise.

In addition to increased enrollments 1n the traditional West
European languages, we are seeing growing interest in non-Western
tongues such as Chinese, Japanese, and Russian. Some 300 schools now
have programs in Japanese, compared with only a handful teaching the
subject less than a decade ago. And smaller numbers have added programs
in Chinese, Russian, Korean, Arabic, and other languages.

There have been important national initiatives as well. The 1979
report of the President's Commission on Foreign Languages and
International Studies, "Strength Through Wisdom: A Critique of U.s.
Capability" redefined a national role for language. Previously the
major rationale for inclusion of languages in the general curriculum had
been allowing us to define our “Western® roots and providing a point of
comparision. The study pointed out that language has become a tool 1n
the struggle for economic prosperity, military security,and the quality
of life. By changing the framework in which language learning was
cons.dered, the report helped forge an alliance between teachers of
inter;ational studies, language teachers, and the larger public and
private community.

Reflecting this emerging consensus, a great deal of national
legislation for strengthening foreign language education has been
initiated in recent years. The number of bills dealing with foreign
language and international studies has increased each year, and Congress
has slightly increased funding for foreign languages, exchanges, and
intelligence.

The 99th Congress passed the U.S. Scholarship Program for Developing
Areas, the Central American Scholarship Program, the Japanese Technical
Literature Act, and created the Fascell Fellowships to broaden exposure
of embassy and consulate personnel to Soviet and Eastern European
cultures. Congress also passed and the President signed the National
Defense Authorization Act with provisions for a bonus for members of the
Armed forces on the basis of their proficiency in a foreign language.
Congress reauthorized the 1986 Higher Education Act whith new provisions
for language studies including the creation of two to five regional
language centers to focus on foreign language pedagogy. It contains
provisions for intensive summer foreign language institutes and
assistance for Universities to acquire foreign language publications and
requires the Education Department to assist in the publication of
materials in the less commonly taught languages. Representative Panetta
successfully amended the bill to provide grants to colleges and
universities for model language programs, funds for teacher tyraining
and internships for foreign language students to work overseas. Senator
Paul Simon amended the legislation to mandate a study of a national
endowment for international education.

The 100th Congress took further important initiatives to strengthen
foreign language education. The fact that many of them were included in
two of the major piecies of legislation enacted by the 100th Congress--
the Hawkins~-Stafford School Improvement Amendments (PL 100~297) and the
Omnibus Trade Act (PL 100-418) (with most of the language-related
programs authorized in both measures)--suggests the important role
Congress envisions for languagc education in school reform and in
strengthening America's competitive base. The Hawkins-Stafford
Amendments reauthorize and expand bilingual educatich and emergency
immigrant education, establishes the English Literacy Grant picgram to
build the English proficiency of adults and out of school youths,
foreign lanjuages assistance and Presidential awards for teaching
excellence in foreign languages. The Trade lagislation also established
an international business education program to improve knowledge of the
international context of business and to provide training in critical
foreign languages.

[EI{\L(:‘ ;3.1.22
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In the current Congress this support for language ecucation and
international studies continues. The 101st Congress has made
“international networks” eligible for participation in the Library
Services and Construction Act programs and increased in permited size of
grants for purchase of foreign languag publications. The House
legislation reauthorizing the Perkins Vocational Education Act expanded
the bilingual vocational education program and mandated a study of
vocational education programs in major intarnational trading partners of
the U.S. to provide a basis for more adequate assessment of American
programs. Legislation authorizing aid to Poland and Hungary established
a new exchange program, as did the expansion of the Caribbean Basin
Initiative and related international scholarships in the Budget
Reconciliation Act passed by the House.

There may be other important developments on the horizon. The
“Foreign Language Competence for the Future Act” introduced by
Congressman Panetta and the companion bill introduced by Senator Dodd
(H.R. 2188/ S. 1690) would provide summer institutes for elementary
school language teachers, would provide loans for students studying
3 foreign languages at the graduate level if they enter teaching, would
enact the recommendation of the Southern Governors' Association to
establish foreign language institutes to assist small and medium sized
businesses in international trade and related activity, would provide
support for use of telecommunications in foreign language education, and
would help establish consortia in critical languages. Other pending
legislation for national service, teacher training, reauthorization of
OERI research programs and the coming reauthorization of the Righer
Education Act offar opportunitics to significantly etrengthen foreign
language education.

While these improvements are potentially important and demonstrate
continuing Congressional support for foreign language and international
skills, most of these programs have received minimal amounts of funding
and in some cases they have not been funded at all. If statutory
language and enrollment figures were enough, America would be on its way
to moving beyond "the tongue-tied American®. But, as discussed below,
simple enrollment and legislative authorizations are not enough. Quality
research about the America's language skills, the effectisencss of the
current foreign language education system, and its implications for
business and the broader American community 1s essential both to upgrade
language instruction and to build the political consensus and priorities
needed to win badly needed funding for quality langquage education.

In point of fact, despite major initiatives to upgrade language
education by local, state, and federal policy makers, the Department of
Education has continued to give very low priority to research on
language education. It 1s time to bring the Education Summit's
sky-writing down to earth. Foreign language instruction is currently
being offered in just one fifth of elementary schools and 37% of
secondary schools. And while the Department of Education has sometimes
given rhetorical support for language education (as in the inclusion of
foreign language education in former Secretary Bennett's proposal tor a
"Madison School® model curriculum), effective support whether measured
in terms of research and dissemination of "what works" or by funding,
has been severly limited at best.

There is wide support for change. For example, 165 business and
edvcational associations have established the Coalition for Foreign
Language and International Studies (C.A.,F.L.I.S.) to review the state of
language education and to make concrete proposals to upgrade language
education in our nation.

It is time to move the policy agenda beyond platitudes about moving
beyond "the tongue-tied Anerican®. America needs to develop hard-
headed, empirically-based programs that upgrade language instruction.
Resear on language education is the lever to accomplish these changes.

- "THE DETAIL THAT FAILED": THE NEED FOR LANGUAGE EDUCATION RESEARCH:
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Expansion of language "requirements” 1S not enough. Our nation's
college and university students routinel; meet their schools' language
requirements, but graduates frequently fail to meet the standards
required to succeed outside the classroom. Most postsecondary schools
expect studentg to become proficient in a new language in two years. No
other country expects students to become proficient i1n a language in so
short a time. The "no go" Chevy "NOVA" and President Carter's "lust" for
the Polish people were not simple blunders in translation--they are
symptoms of a larger problem with our nation's language education. Many
students end up with "survival language skills" able to sprak simple
sentences like "How much does this cost?"” But Americans want to do more
than survive--they want to succeed. To raise the level of second
language competency to the level needed to succeed in the 199038 we need
to work for change in several areas. Educational research and effective
B dissemination of results is vital to highlight issues and identify
effective solutions.
Regsearch on language learning is urgently needed to upgrade basic
. work on pedagogy in language education. This is clearly researchable,
there will be large payoffs in advancing the field, and the findings
y have clear implications for improving the language competencies of
Americans. There are several areags which need substantial regeacch and
program development to improve clagsroom instruction. These issues
- include:

1. SEVERE SHORTAGES OF CLASSROOM TEACHERS: While administrators
have historically proved adept at keeping a warm body in the classroom,
serious concerns remain about quaiity control as new language
requirements and growing demand put increased demands on staffing. The
increases can be large. For example, Texas, Florida, New York, and
Oklahoma exper ienced 50% enrollmen. increases between 1983 and 1987.
This increase in interest has outstripped the supply of (ualified
teachers and instructional materials. The Report of the 1985-1986
National Survey of Science and Mathematics Education found that 1n 1986
52% of high school principals reported having aI’EIculty hiring fully
qualified instructors in forexgn languages (compared with 38% in
biology, 38% in physical sciences, and 37% in special education). The
shortages of qualified bilingual teachers are even mor~ severe for many
languages.

In some cases teachers have simply been recruited from abroad--and
if the government refuses to extend a teacher's visa, recruiters just go
back and recruit another foreign teacher. While international exchanges
have a valid and important role i1n upgrading language instruction, &#ich
a 'visa driven merry-go-round' is not an effective long term strategy
for upgrading language 1nstruction in the United Stateg. Information on
this practice and on problems in recruiting qualified instructors is
vital for public policy.

Quality research that identifies the demand and supply for qualified
language teachers, that examines the adequacy of the credentialing
process, and On other factors in determining the supply of teachers
provides information that is essential if America is to sigificantly
upgrade language instruction. While some of this information can be
gleaned from broader studies, such as those conducted by the National
Center for Education Statistics, more detailed information on staffing
of language education courses and 1ts relation to other aspects of
language education (including those discussed below) is needed.

2. UPGRADING THE SKILLS OF CURRENT TEACHERS: A key element in *
strengthening language education 1S lnservice training and staff
development. Teachers with 1nadequate language skills sabotage language
instruction by creating new generations of students who suffer the
drugery without learning the language. In time this failure creates new
generations of language tcachers who don't know the language and
undermines public support for language instruction.

--ERIC 2i4
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In-service training is particularly important for language
instructors because language skills, like the skills .n music or sports,
require constant practice. ZResearch based information on inservice
training and on effective models for in-service training is seriously
inadequate. The little evidence we have is not encouraging. The Center
for Language Educatich and Research (CLEAR), through funding from the
U.S. Department of Education, sought to assess the status of foreign
language instruction by conducting an in-depth national survey of
elementary and secondary schools. Many schools not currently offering
foreign languages said they were interested in doing so. Only slightly
more than a fifth of the elementary schools offered foreign language
study, and of these the sverwhelming majority ({86%) aimed at various
introductory exposures--only 14% of the elementary schools that offered
languages offered programs in which students were likely to attain some

eqree of communicative competence In forelgn languages.

This CLEAR "National Profile of Foreign Language Instruction at the
Elementary and Secondary School Levels® found that 81% of secondary
schools said all their foreign language teachers were certified to teach
at the seccndary level, while only 264 of the responding elementary
schools reported that all their teachers were certified for foreign
language teaching at the elementary level. In part this reflects the
lack of available teacher training and certification programs geared
toward elersntary foreign language teachers.While in-service training is
vital to sustain and upgrade instructor language skills, only about half
of the elementary school instructors and 69% of the secondary uschool
language instructors in schools with language programs had participated
in staff development or in-service training during the past year.

Research that identifies effective practices and models in language
education is essential both to inform us about what works best in
upgrading teacher skills, and to continue to direct attention to the
need for action in this vitsl area.

3. IMPROVING THE VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL ARTICULATION OF
ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY , AND POSTSECONDARY LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION:

In the architecture of our nation's forelgn language system there are
severe discontinuities, as Dick Lambert at the National Poreign Language
Center points out. Early language learning often is not used as
building blocks for developing higher levels of foreign language
proficiency. JInstead we often find ridiculous situations where a
student who has had four years of intensive French is thrown back into
an elementary French I program with children who have had no exposure to
the language.

It is often said that kids are leaving language classrooms without
command of a second language. However, when it comes to research, we
know very very little about the language and intercultural background
that students bring to the classroom, we know little about exactly what
proficiency they leave the classroom with, and we know even less about
how thote language skills are develiped or lost after the student leaves
the classroom, If the quality of language instruction in this nation is
to be upgraded--and if we are to eliminate the terrible waste and close
the gaps that undermine language instruction today., effective research
on how to improve articulation is needed.

While little data is available on articulation, again the CLEAR
"National Profile of Poreign Language Instruction at the Elementary and
Secondary School Levels" provides a glimpse of what appears to be a
major problem. The study found that nearly a third of the elementary
schools reported that because there was no planning ahead for their
language students, those students who had studied languages in .
elementary school were placed in Level 1 classes with students whe had
no prior contact with the language.
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More adequate information about just what problems of articulation
do exist is needed. And once we have 2 better fix on the scope of the
problem we need research that effectively identifies and disseminates
effective models for eliminating these problems so that our nation's
students can build cummulative proficiency in a second language rather
than just spinning their wheels going over what they already know or
falling through the cracks between curricula.

4. STRATEGIES TO UTILIZE LINGUISTIC SKILLS OF AMERICANS: Many
Americans are already proficient in a language other than English--but
regsearch on language learning has been slow to identify the scope of our
nat on's human resources in this area and to determine their potential
for improving language education.

The value of building on existind language skills ghould not be
underestimated. As Cambell and Lindholm point out, a 5 year old
Korean-American student cutering kingergarten from an ethnic
neighborhood will have acquired proficiency in the native language of
nis or her parents and grandparents. If that child were to enter an
English immersion program he would never acquire the syntactic and
discursal rules that are normally not attained until late childhood.

And there will not be the semantic networks that reflect experience and
knowledge in the many domains in which a five year old has never
participated. That child can easily build proficiency in English while
retaining proficiency in his or her native tongue. In contrast, if a
university gstudent were to take foreign language courses for 5 hours a
week, for 30 weeks of each year for 4 years of his undergraduate carzer,
he would have received only 600 hours of instruction and would be
fortunate if his proficiency were rated in the 2/2+ range. On the o*hor
hand, the hypothetical five year would would be rated, with the
limitations suggested, within the 3+/4 level on the same scale.

"Two-way“” developmental bilingual education programs ailow both
native English speakers and speakers of other languages to build
proficiency in two languages. This enhances instructor effectiveness
because it allows students to teach each other while the teacher gL ides
and fine-tures language learning. The Department has been slow to
research these issues. Research that identifies effective methods of
using our nation’s langul je resources is badly needed.

Older Americans who are proficient in languages other than English
also provide a useful resource for language education. Research that
clarifies what language resources are available in our communities and
that jdentifies effective models for mobilizing these language resources
for effective language educa%ion is needed.

S.MATERIALS AND EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY: Language teachers--
particularly instructors of the less commonly taught languages--often
find it Gifficult tu identify and obtain materials for foreign lancage
instruction. Textbook publishers, aiming at the largest possible market,
tend to focus cn the large markets for French, German and Spanish.
Foreign language periodicals are often expensive, hard to obtain, and
slow to arrive. Differing national broadcast standards, relatively
small markets, inefficient international distributaion and copyright laws
make it expensive and difficult to obtain an adequate library of film
and broadcast materials.

The lack of research focusing not only on the pedagogic usefulness
of various types of textbooks, but alsc on effective ways to integrate
foreign materials in instruction make it difficult to effectively select
effective texts and to integrate foreign language materials. A little
progress is being made on making materials available. For example, the
National Endowment for the Humanities has granted funds to the Friends
of International Education to collect, world-wide, materials for
teaching Arabic, Chinese, Japanese, and Russian to elementary and
secondary school children who are not native speakers. But reseatrch on
how to nost effectively integrate such materials in language i1nstruction
remains limited and noncummulative.
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Research that will help guide instructors in developing their own
materials is also needed. The CLEAR study of elementary and secondary
foreign language instruction found that instructor provided materials
were provided by the overwhelming majority of instructors. Rather than
ignoring or downgrading this activity that helps improve the fit between
the materials and the class, research that can guide instructors in
developing materials, and to identify and share effective materials
would be useful.

The is no technological quick fix in language learning. Technology
is a tool, not a solution. Personal computers, VCRs, satellite dishes
and other emerging *echnologies should be transforming language
instruction and international studies. But too often they are not. In
many colleges education technology means little more than a language
laboratory that students are supposed to occasionally visit for
drill-and-kill practice.

Drill is a vital part of learning a language--but so0 are
contextualized higher order skills. Educational "power tools" offer the
potential to put students directly into a foreign language context. For
example, Hawaii's TELECLASS pilot program matches schools in the program
with foreign schools learning the English language. Language is then
taught through actual interaction between students in t) ese countries
using several different media, inCluding slide and tape shows, video
presentations, telephone conversations, television, electronic mail,
etc. Such programs create a language classroom without walls, and can
serve in providing new motivation and opportunities to practice language
skills in real life situtions.

This task is not as easy as it may svem at first blush. The GAO
study Power On! and other studies have found that such technology is
often not made available to the classroom, and where it is avajlable it
is often not used effectively. Each school ends up reinventing the
wheel. The CLEAR study of elementary and secondary school instruction
found that computer-assisted foreign language instruction was
implemented at only 16\ of the elementary schools and 20% of the
secondary schools.

This may be a blessing in disguise. Over the years I have
evaluated many software programs for language learning. Not only are
many of the programs badly conceived (many being little more than
electronic flash cards), but many don't even spell the vocavulary words
correctly. Research that identifies effective educat.onal technologies
is needed to upgrade the state of the art.

There is a serious need for research that identifies effective ways
for educational technologies to complement language instruction. Such
resedrch is important in increasing the incentives to preduce quality
programs and helps to get them into the classroom by drawing attention
to their impact.

6. EFFECTIVE ACADEMIC ALLIANCES: Busineases, local governments,
and community-based organizatinans are among the entities that can
strengthen language education j Sgrams through helping provide
information, materials, and personnel. Given the need for sustained
support of language development, internships, work-study programs and
other collaborative relations can help motivate students and upgrade the
quality of language instruction. While links to the broader community
are of overarching interest in educat: ial research, specific
information about using such allfances to mobilize language resources in
the community, their links to other language education issues, and their
role in improving language education is needed.

7. INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGE ISSUES: Besides issues relating to the
acquisition of forelgn ianguage through domestic education programs,
several topics relating to study abroad are in serious need of study.

One is closely tieu to the above topics. We need to understand far
better how study abroad influences lanquage acquisition. We know that
immersing a student in a foreign language environment dramatically
improves proficiency. wWe do not understand what point(s) in the
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acquisition process study aborad is most productive, how duration of
study &broad affects acquisition of proficiency, or how well various
types of non-immersion programs assist in building proficiency.

Another set of issues regarding study abroad which cry out for
attention concern the pattern of students who choose to study abroad and
whete they choose to study. Less than one percent of our undergraduates
study abroad. Virtually all gc to a few traditional aversess locations
to study humanities and sociul s.lence subjects. Very few come from
minority backgrounds. To meet emerging natlonal skills needs, we need to
get more students from 4ll sonial and economic backgrounds studying a

. broader range of subjects in more locations around the globe. Research
into barriers Inhibiting reaching these goals is extremely imnortant.

In sum, allhough international exchanges are a vital element in
building language proficimancy and are wn increasingly important element
in opening employment opportunities, O0.E.R.I. has not effectively
focused research on the role of international axchanges in education.
Research on the effectiveness and longitudinal consequences of exchange
programs is dadly needed.

8. DEVELOPMENT OF LANGLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE: Proficieny in a
second language requires continuing practice. Studies of second
language learning suggest that it may take eight or more years for
limited-English prot?clent students to reach grade level norms for
native spedkers {n language achievement as measured by standardized
tests. As in sports or music, language skills can be daveloped and
honed only through constant practice. Foreign publications, broadcasts,
and human contact are often scarce on campus and unavallable off-campus.
It is highly irafficient to bring students to a reasonable level of
language proficiency while paying virtually no attention to the
resources avallable to these students once chey leave the class:oca.

“Language: uge it or lose it" summar.zes the problems facing a
individual who has developed proficiency in a foreign language but {s
leaving the ciassroom. “Language infrastructure® refers to the system
of support and language recources available to indfviduals working to
sustaln thelr proficiency in a second language outside the classroom.
Broadcasts of foreign language programing, foreign language materials in
libraries, focrmzl and informal groups of individuals who mset
periodically to practice foreign language skills are among the elements
of language infrictiiucture.,

Again, we have little syste~atic information about the avallabilily
of such resources. We have even less knowledge regarding the
effectiveness of various contiguratiors in sustaining and enhancing
foreign language proficiency. A center on language education and
research could play an important role in improving our knowledge in this
area.

9. WORKPLACE LANGUAGE SKILLS: The American workforce is aging.
This demographic trend ‘Inked to speeding technological change and
growing competition make continued learning importent. Business is
already active in ejucating its employees. American firms may soon
spend more “han 300 million a year on classes for + aployees, approachirg
the total expenditures of the nation's 4 year colleges. According to
the Carnegie Foundation, more than 10 million employees are now being
trained or retrained, compaied to 12 milljon undergraduates.

While education in the workplace is a critical component of our
nation's educational system, we have virtually no systematic information
on the nature of language training in the workplace, on trends, and on |
the links between this training and the language education programs {n
our schools. We know very little about the structure of demand for
language skills, and vital information regarding trends {n demand for
foreign language proficiency and shifts in foreiga language proficiency
Js virtually non-existent. Information on this continuing education aund
its links to languyoe education in our schools is badly needed.

10. DEVELOPMENT OF EFFECTIVE INDICATORS OF GLOBAL COMPETENCES:
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= Currently we know little about what language skills students bring to

¢ the classroom, what language-learning strategies they use to learn a

. language, and what happens to language skills the student completes the

final exam. We know even less about the longitudinal trends in these

- and other variables. While we have clear evidence that the structure of

‘ demand for language skills in employment and scholarship is shifting in

vital ways, we have virtually no systematic information about the nature

2nd scope of these changes and their implications for language

. instruction and labor markets. This i4 fundamental information for

o language education. Without it, we don't know "what works", let alone

T "what works best". Without such information, it is impossible to figure

L out how we are doing relative to other nations, or even relative to our

8 own past record. Without it we can do little but keep trying to muddle
through in providing language education. Work on development of this

. information base and on indicator systems that would allow these

R patterns to be effectively tracked is essential to provide guidance for
policy.

In sum, the need for empirical, cummulative research on language
learning and related issues of staffing, curricula, ard so on for
strengthing classroom performance is vital. And, more broadly,
information is n:eded on the performance of our national language system
to guide accountability and policy reform.,

- III. O.E.R.I. AND LANGUAGE EDUCATION:
Changes {n the structure of demand for language skills is forcing
changes in the way we teach foreign languages. It is vital that our
- nation's research agenda address this. Local, state, and national
intitiatives show the high priority that Americans give to this issue.
A center which focuses on language education and research does not
duplicate ~urrent activities and would play an important role 1n
providing zummulative policy-relevant research which can be used to

’ inform priicy decisions and upgrade language instruction.

It ‘= important that the center not create an artificial distinction
betwee’ the limited-English students who are learning English in our
schor .3, and the majority language students who are working to learn
additional languages. There are important common issues of pedagogy and
language policy which link instruction of language majority and language
minority students. As in the case of developmental bilingual educztion,
there are also important opportunities for positive interactive effects
between these students that sirengthen proficiency in both Englash and a
second language for all students. Policies which ignore these linkages
and payoffs are short-sighted and self-defeating.

Despite these needs, the Department of Education's Office of
Educational Research and Improvement seems intent on reducing, rather
than augmenting research to improve language education. Despite
opposition from Congress, the Center for Language Education and Research
(CLEAR) was terminated after its fourth year of funding, leaving the
Depar tment of Education with no research center focusing primarily on
language education issues.

The funding taken from CLEAR was folded into a new center for
regsearch on education of the disadvantaged. This :taises several
concerns. First, language acquisition should not be treated as a
disadvantage--either pedagogically or institutionally. Lumping i1ssues
of language learning with issues of disadvantage gends out exactly the
wrong signal to students, parents, and teachers throughout America. It
sends out the message that a second language is a disadvantage. It is
vital to our nation’s strength that the message be conveyed that it is
not un-American to speak two languages--and 1t is certainly not a
disadvantage.

Burying language education issues in an overarching theme, such as
cultural diversity, raises additional concerns. When everyone 1g
responsible for something in principle, in practice you usually faind
that no one is exercising that responsibility and that no one can be
held responsible.
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Language education and related skills have no institutional focus 1
. under either the Department’s current activities or under its proposals. j
- While the R.F.P. published in the FPederal Register on September 12

M includes "cultural diversity” , defined as ’%1n31ng ways to make use of

- - opportunities presented by the increasingly wide range of lingusitic and

- cultural backgrounds found in American classrooms and finding ways to

" surmont the educational challenges posed by this diversity” it is at
o best unclear how this will translate into action to improve language
e instruction to meet the challenges facing our nation.

" CONCLUSION:

ey In sum, one of the startling things about the research agenda of
. 0.E.R.” .oday--and as envisioned in the Department‘s September 12

M R.P.P. s how inward looking this research agenda js. We can no longer
b afford to imagine that what Americans should learn about ends at the
- water °s edge. This turning inward is particularly disturbing because
i many of the domestic issues facing our nation--from racial/ethnic/

- cultural diversity to eccaomic development to international

peace-keeping--are closely tied to international skills and language

e competencies.

. America‘s language classrooms increasingly serve as bridges to other
disciplines and sectors. Technological chanc>, and growth in
international trade, and rhanging organizat...s mean that increasingly
even if an employee never eaves her desk at Battle Creek, she will
benefit from command of foreign language. More and more corporate
executives, farmers, police, secretaries, forest rangers and other
Americans in all fields are finding that foreign languages help them do
their jobs. Our nation®s rapidly growing involvement in the world
economy means that never before have Americans who speak English only
been at such a competitive disadvantage.

While the 0.E.R.I. research agenda is turning inward, technology,
demographics, trade, ana economic restructuring are making language
skills more important than ever before at all levels of education. It
is essential that our schools empower America's children to turn
emerging challenges into opportunities, that they learn the skills
needed to make America an emerging power equipped to compete with and to
help lead our world rather than lag behind as a "has-been® competitor.

It is vital that the Department provide leadership in this area by
establishing a clear institutional focus for research which works
effectively on issues of language acquisition and uyse. The Department
should carefully reconsider its proposal and establish an educational
agenda that equips Americans to wheel and deal with the world rather
than turning inward. Aan adequately funded center for research on
language education and research is needed to face these emerging
challenges. This is vital to sustain educational reform efforts, to
implement the priorities expressed by governors, Congress, and the
American people, and is a key part of America's efforts to strengthen
its ability to compete and win in our increasingly complex and fast
moving world system. I urge that the Department of Education and
Congress give high priority to establishing and ensuring the
effectiveness of a center for language education and research.

o

Thank you.
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November 30, 1989

. »
The Honorable Major Owens
Chairman, Subcomnittee on Select Education
U. 5. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

E Dear Mr. Chairman:
RE: Statesent For the Record cn OERI’s Centers Competition

On behalf of the nation’s 97,000 loc.® school board members, the National School
- Boards Association (NSBA) is pleased to submit comments outlining areas of
- concern on the U.S. Department of Education’s National Research and Development
Centers competition. We would appreciate your including these as part of the
oversight hearing record of the Office of Educational Reseazch and Improvement
{OERI),

We commend the Department’s effort at developing a new set of mission statements
for these centers as proposed in the September 12, 1989, Federal Register (54 FR
37776). On balance, they reflect the priorities outlined in comments submitted
to the Department in June by NSBA on this subject and, in general, the current
and ewerging research themes in public education.

We are concerned, however, that certain priority missions are either too
narrowly focused or have been omitted from consideration altogether. These are
discussed below:

Areas of Concern

The proposal includes two new missions to study (1} education in the inner
cities, and (2) families, commmties, and young children’s learning. while we
support these missions, neither include a research component addressing health
and safety awareness. NSBA believes the design, implementation, and evaluation
of effective drug/alcohol prevention and AIDS education programs is fast
becaing a standard in the regular classroom curricula. We, therefore, support
expanding the study of health and safety education practices in the schools as
an appropriate priority of the education in the inner cities, and fami:ies,
commnities, and young children’s learning amissions.

Continued . . .
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The Honorable Major Owens
November 30, 1989
Page Two

NSBA is also concerned that two other important missions —— (1) research on
effective elementary, middle, and secondary education, and (2) cultural
diversity — have been left off the proposed 1ist. 1Instead, they are identified
as among "pervasive themes® that presumably cross-cut all other center missions.
This position, we believe, diminishes their significance as core research issues
in American public education. We support the reinstatement of research on
effective elementary, aiddle, and secondary education, and cultural diversity as
primary aissions of individual centers.

As eviZence, according to testimony presented before your Subcommittee in
October by the Council on Educational Development and Research, the two current
centers rece2rching effective elementary, middle, and secondary schools (slated
for eiiminalion under this proposal) ofter {1) practical "nuts and bolts”
techniques for creating learning envizonments where children achieve; (2)
important school organization and management decision-saking tools; and (3)
insight into the trends in middle school education at a time when the unique
problems of young adolescents are being addressed in policy forums nationwide.

Moreover, given the great demographic changes of the last half-century and
anticipated trends into the next, schools need more assistance than ever in
providing effective education in an increasingly diverse cultural society. A
center solely devoted to the study of this diversity is needed to help bridge
the c.ommous information gap that currently persists.

Ccnsideration should also be given, we believe, to broadening the mission of the
proposed education policies and student leamning center to include a greater
emphasis on schocl finance. Priorities for study should include (1) financing
of rural and urtan education and the distribution of limited federal, state, and
local resources, and (2) school financing implications of teacher and other
employee compensation packages, parental choice, and school site management.

rinally, additional consideration should be given to the priority of advancing
the transfer of technology in education. while the technology mission is
encompassed within the Center for Technology Education, we believe it should be
expanded to (1) study the transfer of technology from the public and private
sector to public schools in the ateas of effective teaching and administrative
managesent (in addition to the current curriculum development priority), and (2)
pursve more actively the benefits of iong distance learning technologies for
rural and urban districts that cannot attract teachers or adequately finance
resources needed for high cost curricula such as the sciences.

NSBA appreciates consideration of our suggestions 2z part of your investigation
of this program and OERI. Should you require additional information, please do
not hesitate to contact Michael A. Resnick, Associate Executive Director at
833-6720 or Edward Kealy, Director, Federal Programs at 838-6704.

Very truly yours,

Py Do

James R. Oglesby Thomas A. Shannon
President Executive Director
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