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THE UTILIZATION OF SOCIOLOGICAL [IDEAS
’ . IN ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING
A CASE sTuDY
by
Caroline Hodges Persell
New York University
Chapter 1 INTRODUCT ION

Few sociologists have addressed the p;oblem of how sociology is utilized
in policy formulation. One problem studying utilization is specifying how
sociology is used. This includes both the form of sociological contributions,
e.g., concepts versus empirical dats, and the role of the sociologist in
policy-making. What happens when socio]ogicél concepts or data are introduced
as relevant to a problem? Are there intellectual as well as social and
political factors which determine the extent of their use?

One way of gaining insightsvinto these problems is by doing qualitative
case studies of instances in which social science was or was not utilized
by policy-makers. This monograph represents one such case study. The
organization studied is the Americén Educational Research Assoclation (AERA).
The events comprising the case run from 1966 through 1973. All relate to AERA's
position within the field of educational research, especially the problem of
how the éssociation could make an impact on educatjonal research policies
and practice. The study traces the jnfluence of social science on problem-

formulation, deliberation and decision-making

| am indebted to Joan Nacarano for her research assistance in connection
with this report. The comments of Paul F. Lazarsfeld on earlier drafts of this
monograph have been most helpful, '

) 7
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The AERA
The American Educational Research Association describes jtself as
a professional scientific organizatior of behavioral scientisfs,
educators, and those who support the development, application,
and improvement of educational -research. Among its members
are university professors and deans, directors of research
and other administrators in state and local school systems,
research specialists in all phases of education including the

federal government, graduate students, and educators in other
countries,

R

Its cbjectives are to encourage and fmprove»educational research
and its application, thereby increasing the contribution of education
to human welfare. - (Annual Report, 1968, 1969.) ‘
At the time of this case study, AERA had about 6000 members .
Two thirds of AERA members were employed by colleges or universities,
13 percent were in public, private.or parochial schools, and the
remaining members worked in government or private agencies or firms. Thirty-
six percent described their "present major position' as teacher, 24 percent
as administrator or supervisor, and 22 percent as researcher. The remaining
18 percent were students, curriculum specialists, counselors or psychologists
or held other positions. Although AERA's statement names behavioral scientists
first, 71 percent of members indicste they obtained their highest degree
in education, 19 percent earned it in psychology, and 3 percent in some
other behavioral science (socioldgy or political science), the remainder
obtaining their highest degrees in other fields (humanitiesl natural
science, etc.). When this case study began, there were 3ix diylsjons of AERA:
Admfnistration, Curriculum and Objectives, Instruction and Learning, Measurement
Research Methodology, Student Development and Personnel Services, and History
and Historiograph?. Before the study ended another division had been formed,
that of tﬁe Social Context of Education, which was designed to include the

social scientists. The largest divisions were Instruction and Measurement.

. One other characteristic of-AERA members is worth noting, and that is

their relative youth. As of 1970, 68 percent had received their latest

8
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degree in 19€0-1969 ans 20 percent more obtained their degrees in the previaus

decade, 1950-1959. Thus, AERA is primarily an association of recent degree

holders.,
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B. The Coggerns of the Association

When Richard Dershimer became the Executive Officer of the AERA
in 1964, he recalls having two specific concerns. First, since his own
training was in educational administration, he wanted to learn moré about
the field of educational research, including who the "statesmen' were,
and what were the major concerns of the field. Second, he began puzzling
over such questions as, 'What is it that a community of scholars does?h, ""Why
do they form an associafion?“

In the first couple years Dershimer was at AEKA, a planning committee
under the chairmanship of Ralph Tyler was discussing the association's
future. The Tyler committee articulated a policy that AERA should set out
to build a more interdisciplinary associatioﬁ of educational researchers.
During the time that the Tyler committee was meeting, Dershimer recalls

reading such sociology of science books as The Scientific Community by

Warren 0. Hagstrom (Mew York: Basic Books, 1965) and Bernard Barber and
Walter Hirsch's in the Sociology of Science (New York: ?ree Press, 1962),
which included some of Robert Merton's writings. Dershimer rajised some
questions with the Tyler committee about the relevance of those ideas for
AERA, but they were not developed by phe‘committee.

Despite this, Dershimer reports that he '"had a strong intuition that
there was something in the sociology of science that was applicable to AERA,
and that they should try to consider it further.'" (R.D. interview, Oct. 16, 1973).
He talked his ideas over with Henry Reiken (then at the Social Science Research
Council) who, while he was skeptical that associations had done anything to
help develop the state of knowledge in any field of science, neverthgless
encouraged Dershimer to pursue his exploration of insights the sociology of

science might provide for the improvement of AERA and educational research

generally.

10
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Another problem began to concern Dershimer, that 4ERA's relative
influence within educational research and beyond. During his first year as
Exgcutive Officer, the National Academy of Education (NAE) was formed.

Only one third of the MAE belonged to AERA, and that baffled Dershimer,

and indicated to him that the influence and scope of AERA was not what it
might be. Specifically, it becahe more apparent that all educational research
was not being done by AERA members. Further,.much of the "outstanding'
research was independent of AERA. Thus, not only was AERA failing to be
inclusive, (including all relevant educational researchers) it was also
failing to be exciusive (i.e., including the more outstanding researchers).

Finally, between 1964 and 1967.Dershimer began to feel that the
professional association was increasingly "impotent''* with respect to influencing
the development of educational research, As he perceived it, "educational

research is shaped by what the federal government is willing to fund,'*

B
and "AERA needs to help define the field."
o .

In short, Dershimer was trying to get a grasp 6f the field of educational
research, to gain more understanding of what a professional association
could do, and determine how AERA mighi enhance jts influence within and
beyond educational re§earch.

The translation of these concerns into a plan of action began in late
1966, as a result of discussions between Dershimer and John Goodlad, incoming
AERA president. .Der§himer had formdlated an idea for an AERA Colloquium,

\

which he defined as "a.discussion, among equals, of questions of mutual

*The term used by the executive officer in a phone conversation with
me early in 1968,

*Dershimer interview, July 5, 1968,

**Dershimer interview, October 16, 1973

11
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interest, an open discussion but focussed and structured by the papers
present, T Geodlad encouraged him to pursue the idea; inAfact, Goodlad
hoped to combine the idea of a Colloquium with another long-range planning
commi ttee, as the Tyler committee had completed its work. Goodladbknew
that the Tyler committee had recommended a break from the NAE, and was
concerned with the directions in which he as president should move the
organization. Gecodlad saw the new Planning Committee as cdotng a study of
future actions and directions with the Colloquium serving as a kick-off
conference for the study, according to Dershimer (Oct. 16, 1973 interview).
From this first conversation, Dershimer and Goodlad envisioned three groups
attending the Colloquium: 1) people studying social systems among scuentlsts,
including communications researchers who were studying fields of Scho]arshlp,
2) leaders in the field of educational research, and 3) AERA leaders, most
of whom would be on the Planning Committee.

After the plan was approved by the AERA Counc:l (its governing
body), the AERA Presndent and Council appointed the Plannlng Commi ttee,
Dershimer, in turn, commissioned the papers for the Colloquium (how
Dershimer commissioned the papers and the nature of those papers will be
described in detail in Chapter 2) and invited policy-makers In organizations
simijar to AERA to attend the Coiloquium. Having received the papers, the.
experts, AERA Planning Committee members and the” authors of the papers met in
November, 1968 for a two day Collocuium ”tq examine the findings of the
studies, to pinpoint the critical probleﬁg in the field, and to make

recommendations to the long-range planning committee of AERA.'"*

*Dershimer interview, October 16, 1973.

*Forward to '"The Educational Research Ccmmunity: Its Communication
and Social Structure" Washington: AERA, 1970, paye ii.

12
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After the Colloquium, the Planning Committee met and formﬁléted its policy
recommendations for the AERA Council (presented in their Planning Report).
The above sequence of events is depicted in Figure 1. The executive officer
was clearly a movfng force, both in terms of defining the “prdblem” of

AERA and educational research generally as well ag in terms of initiating
the Colloquium and the papers. He was also the primary spokesman for the

Planning Committee Pecommendations at the Council meeting.

13
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Concerned (1964-66)

Figure 1

Sequence of Events

- Research Papers

(1967-68)

T

AERA President
(1966) .

~ {Colloquium (Nov. 1968)|

Planning Committee
Report, (Spring 1969)

Council Meeting, (Fall 1969)
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Chapter 2 -
-DATA AND PRINCIPAL AGENTS
Thi§ chapter describes how Dershimer commi§sioned the Colloquium
Papers, the naturé of thoﬁe papers, the other documents and data used

in this case study, and thevinterplay of the agents during the events analyged.

A.  Commissioning the Colloguium Papers

Dershimer had “préféy much of a free hand to plan the Co..ug .,
and neither the Council nor tHe Planning Com&lttee was Involved |, .ommissioning
the studies.ﬁ (0ct. 16, 1973 interview). He got his ideas about whom to
invite from other people he knew. ForOeXéhﬁie, Dershimer knew William
Garvey since he had worked down the street at the American Psychological
Association (APA), and knew he was doing communication studles. He went to
see Garvey at Johns Hopkins aﬁd asked him to work with AERA.if NSF funded
the project. Garvey said he would work with them whether or not AERA's
proposal to NSF for the Colloquium was funded. Through personal contacfs
and mﬁtual Interests, Dershimer formed his roster of Coiloqulum paper-
writers. Dershimer described the assembling of the Colloquium as a ''process
of accretion.' When aéked what '‘charge, directions, or questions' he put
to the paper writers, Déf;himer replied that he did not give them directions
about their papers; he as much as told them, 'Do your thing." (Oct. 16, 1973
interview). It may be that because Dershimer had found his own reading in
the sociology of science though-pravoking, He felt that whatever the social
sclentists might write would be in some way useful to the AERA Planning'
Committee. It should be stressed that; while Dershimer generally knew what
the authors were doing, (each sent a brief abstract) he had in no sense
""commissioned' them to consider.a particular problem.

B. Nature of the Papers '

We can-characterize the papers in terms of the major substantive

3
questions they addressed and with regard to whether they were theoretical or

IToxt Provided by ERI
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empirical.
1. William D. Garvey, Carnot Nelson and Nan Lin wrote a heavily
empirical 32 page paper entitled 'A Preliminafy Description of Scientific Infofmation
Exchange in Educational Research,' that dealt with various communication
processes within AERA, compared with eight other professional societies. They
surveyed paper-givefs and attenders of the prior year's AERA annual meeting
and also analyzed publication processes and tim~ sequences. Twelve of the
32 pages were tables and figures, and the ... J pages were filled
with-percentages, means, énd other empirica. .ngs. Thus, this paper
was very heavily_packed with new data that the authors had cdllected. The -
paper was mailed in advance to Colloquium participants.
2. William Paisley wrote a 28 page conceptual paper, entitled '"The
Role of Invisible Colleges.“‘ The paper addressed itself to the communications
problems of scientific fields by discussing three major concepts: 1) a
Qiew of the researéher as being at the center of cultural, political, and
social systems; 2) the notion of "horizontal" and ”ve}tical” knowledge
transfer in é fieid, and 3) the concept of “invisible colleges' in fields.
These related to a series of policy issues in educational research. His

paper was mailed to Colloquium participants prjor to the Colloquium.#

£
frs

rorve s

*David Lingwood, one of Paisley's students, wrote an empirical paper,
"Interpersonal Communication,. Scientific Productivity, and Invisible Colleges™
for the Colloquium. At the opening of the Colloquium he announced that his
‘'presentation was completely in error,' (Colloquium transcript, page 3) and
he handed out a replacement for his last table. However, the paper was not
discussed at the Colloquium, nor will | discuss it here.

16
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3. As part of the USOE grant that AERA has applied for and received
. ** .

to fund the Colloquium, Dershimer asked Ronald G. Corwin and Meaynard
Seider to conduct a series of lengthy interviews with sociologists of

Kok
sclence. The sociologists of science were ''told that the purpose of the
Interviews was to ohtain their assistance in placing the immediate problems
of educational research into a broader, theoretical context," (Corwin papér,
page 1). Corwin and Seider report that they

indicated that the overall objective f the project was to

improve the communication =~ achanisms used by researcliers

"tc iable them to better . . _ubstantive direction and

metnodologles of the people from various disciplines working

in the field. It was noted that although some of the problems

outlined were unique in certain respects, perhaps similar

problems had been witnessed in other fields of scientific research

which might be used as parallels. (Corwin and Seider paper, page 1.)
Corwin and Seider wrote up their analyses of these interviews in a 56 page
paper entitled, '"Patterns of Educational Research: Reflections on some General
issues.” This paper was organized around the major themes of the structure
of the field, the quality of educational research, the-}nfluence of emine -~

social scientists on the developmznt of research fields, the Eelationship

between basic and applied science. =nd control over research policy. They

also wrote a 27 page ''"Overview of  atterns of Educational Research''" conts -ing

-some of the highlights of their ianger paﬁéf. The overview was mailed in

advance to Colloquium participants. The longer paper was distributed at

»

the beginning of the Colloquium.x

Kk

After the NSF proposal was nct funded.
wdok
c’Thaastrategy for that:study was initially deweloped by Sam D, Sieker
=nd' myself whem we were at the Zores=u of Applied Social Research, Columbia
Umiversity. Wrken Sieber found =mat—he had to be out of the country for a year
ke study was conducted by Corw'm =nd Seider.

"For further work of Corwi -'s in this area, see Corwin and Saad Z. Nagi,
Case of Educational Research', chapter 12 of Nagi and Corwin (eds.), The Social

Contexts of Rescarch, New York: Wiley-Interscience, 1972.

17
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’ L. warren 0. Hagstrom prepared a 19 page paper entitled, '"Educational
Researchers, Soclal Scientists, and School Professionals." His paper was
based on secondary analysis of data from Ralph E. Dunham, et.al., Teaching

Faculty in Universities and Four-Year Colleges: Spring 1963 (Washington:

U.S. Office of'Education, OE 53022-63, 1966). In his paper Hagstrom considered
some of the differences between social scientists and educational researchers,
specifically in terms of their social backgrounds, university activities,
typical relationships to practitioners and their ideological stances. He
discussed how these differences inhibit the flow o ideas and people between
the fields and reduce the chance of cooperation between tHem. Finally, he
pointed out some of the dilemmas leaders of scientific societies must face
if they act to improve the situation. The six dilemmas he notéd were:
1) boﬁndary maintenance: inclusive or exzlusive?
) 2) internal differentiation: disc plimes or problems?

3) getting social scientists invc’ sed ir =ducational research:
immigrants or home-grown produc=s?

L) images of the practitioner: prococic: -=tailer or product Innovator?

5) making decisions about the alto==rion cf research funds: disciplinary
panels or practitioner power?

6) social criticism or institutic-:al de“==se?
Hagstrom read his paper to the Colloquium carticipants on the first day
because it was not distributed in advance. ’

5. Norman W. Storer wrote éh2§ pags convmptual paper, entitled
"The Organization and Differentiation of -t szigrtific Community: Basic
Disciplines, Applied Research, and Conjunc-ivz Dorains." In it he developed
a general picture of the socia[ enterprise that i science, Including its
epistemological status and its organizationzl struztures, with a discussion
of.how the reward system functions. Then he -2f “nad “cénjunctive domains,"
i.e., groupings of research according to their relevanﬁg to broad social

e 18
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concerns, giving medical, agricultural and educational research as examples
Pl

of conjunctive domains. Finally, he discussed what he saw as the most

appropriate and effective modes of relating basic and applied interests
within conjunctive domains, bearing in mind the relative hardness or softness
of those fields and their implications for social ‘organization. (Storer
paper, page l.)* Storer's paper was distributed in advance to Co]ioquium
participants.

It is possible to classify these papers according to their primary
subs tance fbased on content analysis) and their theoretical or empirical
miHature (Figure 2). By doing this, one major feature of the papers becomes
apparent. There are only two empirical papers, Garvey's and, to some degree,
Hagstrom's. When asked about this (Oct. 16, 1973 interviewy; Dershimer indlcated
that he was willing to take a theoretical paper and translate it into policy.
But, as shown in the analysis in Chapter 3, the Planning Committee seems
to have been more impressed and influenced by data; in most instances, than

they were by theory.

&

C. “Other Dats

Five other sources of data were used in this case study: & verbatim
transcript of the Colloquium, the Planning Commjtfee's written report,
interviews with Planning Committee members, conversations and interQiews
wi th the AERA executive officer, and observations of the 1969 AERA

‘Council and Executive Board meetings. Each of these is briefly described below.

"Slightly edited versions of the Garvey, Paisley, Corwin, Hagstrom

and Storer papers were photo-offset and distributed by AERA in a volume entitled,
"The Educational Research Community: {ts Communication and Social Structure,"
Washington, DC: American Educational Research Association, April, 1970.
Abbreviated versions of Paisley's and Storer's papers have appeared in the
Educational Researcher, a bi-monthly publication of AERA.

19
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Figure 2

Classification of Colloquium Papers
By Substance and Type

_MajJor Substantive Issues

Addressed in Papers: Type of Paper
THEORETI CAL EMPIRICAL
Communication System . SRR Paisley Garvey, Nelson
and Lin
Reward System Storer
’ Hags trom
Quality of Research Corwin

MPolitical! Influence

of AERA ~ Corwin

Nature of Educational Corwin (Hagstrom) ™
Research Community

pe?

“Some empirical material, but seconday, not collected specifically
for the problems AERA faced.

920
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1. Verbatim Transcript of the Colloquium

This 333 page typewrittgn document is a transcription of the Colloquium

produced by the Alderson Reporting Company. The record includes asides,

interruptions, and parenthetical comments, e.g., laughter. Everyone's
remarks are identified by name.

2. The Long-Range Planning Committee Report

This document is a 2l page typed report. It is titled:
Tirg=tioons for :he‘gzgt}can Educational Research

Assoc =tion: Report of the Lomg-Range Planning

Committee (Draft)’
The fact that this report is labeled ”Draft“* and thax it has the
appeérance of a draft, afbeit a meat one, had sever=l consequences. First,
f kept trying to get the 'final wersion," which doesn't exist. Second, the
AERA Council, which had to act cn this report, was very hesitant to do so,
because they did.not consider it to be a final versson, and they did not
want to take definitive action on a draft. Finallv, we may speculate that

the Planning Committes may have felt better about making recommendations in

a “draft" form than in a final form.

3. Interviews with AERA PlanninQVCqmmiftee Members
These interviews were conducted by me at the February, 1970 AERA
Annuél Meeting in Minneapolis, Minnesota or by telephone during that same
month. 1| had a series of openended questions which | asked everyone
(See Appendix for a copy of my interview outline). | encouraged full discussion
and free associmtion on their part, and took abbreviated verbatim written

notes on their replies. : interviewed all the committee members except the

%|t app=ars to me that this r=zoort remained in ''draft'' form for two
reasons. First, the Planning Committee chairman seems to have run out of time
that he could d=vote to AERA business. Second, as far as he was concerned,
the report was finished, but since th= Committee had not formally approved
it as final, and since they had no further meetings scheduled in which they
could approve it, he did not want to declare it a fina' report himself.

21
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' chairman, John Goodland, who was out of the country at the time, and E.Z.
Rothkopt, who said he did not attend the Colloquium or the Planning Meetings.

L, Personal Conversations with the Executive 0fficer (Dershimer of AERA)

These Colloﬁulum-related conversations began in February 1968, when
‘Dershimer called Sam Sieber and me about his proposal for the . loquium, and
have ~or’inued until the present. He gave me permission to use freely aj}
tie documentary, interview, and observational data | gathered,

5. Observations cf 1969 AERA Executive Board and Council Heptings

I sat ir om the 1969 Executive and Council Meetings of AERA as p=rt
of an evaluagion Tor USOE on the impact of the Colloquium an AERA policy-
making. During—=nhose meetings, | taped the proceedings, with the participants'
permission, and =ran had a typed transcript of the tapes prepared. This
information bear= orincipally on the deﬁision to implement policy
b recommendations —ade by the Planning Committee. -Implementatlon is discussed
briefly in Chapt=- 4 of this report.

D. Interplay of Principal Agents at the Colloquium

The.principal agents at the Colloquium'are depicted in Figure 3.
There are five major groups: the executive officer (Dershimer), the pa;ér-
givers, the invited experts who were rot presentihg papers, AERA Planning
Commitéee memberg, and other AERA members. Dershimer had invited the paper
givers and experts; the AERA Council and president had appointed the AERA
representatives.

Two aspscts of the verbal exchange are relevant: the relative
frequency with which each group spoke and the direction of the exéhanges
between groups, |

The paper authors spoke the most frequentlv, followed by the experts,
with the AERA Planring Committee and Council members generaliy saying the

least. There arz =t least two possible interpretations of tkis observation.

First, the paper-givers may have spoken the most frequently because they
9~ 22
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saw that as their role in the Colloquium, with the 'experts" pefceiving their
role as commentators, and the AERA participants >~ the'r role as
listeners. It is also possible that the AER: | Zihanvs may have sald
little because they'felt alienated from the Colloquium. It is difficult
to support one rather than the other of these ihterpretations on the baﬁis of
the Colloquium transcript. However, in my interview with one of the Planning
Committee members, he indicated that the Collbquium was ''not relevant
enough to the céncerns of the Planning Committee.' He thought It was 'kind
of a forced marriage.'' Perhaps this member may have said ]éss because
he felt uninvolved. but no other Plarning Committee members indicated such
a negative reaction to the Colloquium to me. Therefore, the reason for the
less frequent participation by AERA members of the Colloquium is still unciear.

Not only did the paper-givers speak more frequently, but they initiated
much of the discussion (within the general outline of the que;tions raised by
Dershimer at the Colloquium). Thelr initiation is reflected in the uni-
directional arrows in Figure 3. |

The major exceptions to both frequency and direction of participation
were Bidwell and Marcson. | think it is significant that both are tralned
and practicing sociologists. Thus,'they were familiar with the concepts
and the type of data presented by the paper-givers. They were. the two
individuals”among the experts and the Planning Committee who most frequently
exchanged substantive comments with the paper-givers, és revealed in the
Colloquium transcript. They much more freguently condlicted discussions
with paper-givers than did other members.of the group. This interchange is
reflected in the double-headed arrows betweern Bidwell and the paper-givers

and between Marcson and the paper-givers in Figure 3.
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fbserving all the arrows thét impinge on the Planning Committee in
Flgure 3 suggest: that the focus of the Colloguium was influenced more by
the concerns of the paper-givers and the experts than by AERA participants.
Aside from how they perceived their roles in the Colloquium, it may have
been easier for the ''visitors' to speak frequently because they did
not have any policy investment inm tHe AERA. The lack of policy investment
may alsovexblaln why there was no author at the Colloquium who took a
strong advocate role and very strongly urged AERA to adopt a particular
course of'action. |

One strong change in direction occurred in the Colloquium at
Dershlmer'slinitiative. He had planned that three fourths of the two day
Colloquium would be relatively unstructured discussion flowing trom the papers
presented, with the last half day devoted to the consideration of some
"concrete alternative' hodels of ways in which AERA might develop.
(Colloqulhm transcript, page 269.) He deliberaféiy did not circulate those
alternatives ahead of time to Colloquium participants; féeling that he
did not want to pre-structure their discussion too much at the outset. Also,
he wanted to be ablé to draw on the papers as he formulated the alternatives,
and the papers were available only a week or two prior to the Colloquium.

lronically, by the time the Colloquium discussion turned most
specifically to directions and actions AERA might £ake, the AERA President
and Planning Committee members had afready left to catch their planes.

The above interplay among the principal agents at the Colloguium
may well have had consequences for how social science was and was not
used suSsequent]y by the Planning Committee. It Is to a consideration of

this Issue that we now turn.

o
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Figure 3 | o

Map of Principal Agents at Colloquium
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Chapter 3

ANALYS1S OF HCW SOCIOLOGY WAS UTILIZED BY THE PLANNING
COMMITTEE IN MAKING POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

‘This chapter describes and analyzes how social science was used
by the AERA planners as they formulated recommendations about several

key problems faced by the association. The term the utilization of

socfology here refers to three different forms this utilization may have

taken. First, sociological theory or conceptual orientations may have

been brought to bear on a policy problem. Second, empirical data

collected with social science techniques may have been used by policy

makers. Finally, in some instances sociologists ‘acted as policy makers.

These three forms of sociological ''influence' on policy should be'kept
distinct conceptually, even if they are not always distinct In practice.
As | prodeed, | wlllntry to specify how these three forms of socliological
input were manifest in policy recommendations.

Figure 2 in the last chapter showed a number of the major substantive
Issues treated in the papers prepared fcr the Colloquium. Figure 4 organizes
these issqes into an analytic framework which makes explicit the implied
relationships among the concepts. Discussion will focus on the four problems
below the broken line in Figure 4, since they were cdnsidered in the papers,
the Colloquium discussion and addressed in Planﬁing Committee recommendations.
The nature of the educational researcﬁ community was examined in several
papers, discussed at the Colloquium, and considércd a great length by a sub-

. committee of the Planning Committee (reported-in my 1970 interview with a

Planning Committee member).
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Figure 4

Assumed Relationships Among Concepts Examined in Colloquium Papers

Nature of the Community ;

Activities and Structure of AERA

Communication System

Y

Reward System

v

Quality of
Educational Research

v

(Political) Influence
of AERA

However, because the Planning Committee could not resolQe a number of ke9

‘questions (such as who are develoéers, and what they do) they did not make

‘any recommendations directiyffreating that subject. Therefore, we will not

consider it here,

The analysis of how soclal science was utilized by AERA policy-makers

o is organized around the problems of 1) tHe reward’system of a field, 2) the

communication system of a field, 3) ‘the quality of research in the field, and

b) the lnfluenée of a professional association on its field and on the

principal outside agents that influence that field.
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A. The Reéward System

The nature of the reward system (RS) in a scientific field and its
importance for stimulating quality research was a recurrent theme in the
papers and in the Coiloquium.* For>example, the importance of the reward
system Is emphasized in Hagstrom's paper:

Related... is control over symbolic rewards. Election to

high office and the award of a prize for excellent research
signifies not only appreclation for the work of an fndividual
but confers importance on the kind of work he does. (Hagstrom
paper, p. 10.)

Hagstrom's statement begins to specify how sociologists see the reward system

as furthering good research. Specifically, symbolic rewards serve to hold

up some research as exemplary, while ignoring other work.
_Storer's paper presents further specification of how sociologists
see rewWards operating to enhance quality research., Storer notes:

; Why the scientist should want professional recognition is a
question that has not been fully resolved. There are two major
hypotheses at present which attempt to explain this. Flrst,
there is the proposal that the scientist is trained to want recognition
because it certifies that he has satisfied the demanding
requirements of his role: he has advanced our knowledge of some
aspect of reality. A complementary hypothesis, thus far
espoused only by myself so far as | know, contends that the desire
to create, to produce 'meaningful novelty,' is a basic human
need and that the act of creation is not complete without the receipt
of competent response to it from others. (Storer paper, p. 7.)

Either of these interpretations could provide the basis for Corwin's
assertion about the importance of the reward system for soclal control In
science: » -

‘Social control In pure science rests upon tﬁe

exchange of new scientific information for .
recognition (Corwin paper, p. 42). -

*The Importance of an effective reward system was mentioned at least
eight times in the research papers and on at least eleven separate occasions
during the Colloyuiun.
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Corwin's statement is predicated on the assumption that researchers do
seek recocnltion, either for one of the reasons noted by Storer or for
some other reason. Therefore, it is the deﬁire for recognition.that fuels
the scientific drive to contribute new information. The possibility of social
control arises because recognition can be given or witheld, thereby
presumably affecting a researcher's desire to do further work. The importance
for a professional association like AERA, as.Corwin notes,
depends upon whether or not the association has been
able to provide a substitute reward system. (Corwin
paper, p. 42.) %
This observation is important to AERA for two reasons. First, If AERA
could not provide a substitute reward system, researchers, particulafly

in the behavioral sciences (whom AERA especially wanted to recruit), would

be unl?kely to jein the association. Second, if a substitute reward system

were not working, then recognition, or the lack of it, through AERA could

do nothing to change the researchers' motivation. Hence, the basic payoff
of the reward system (of encouraging good researchers and discouraging poor
ones) would be lost.
Later in his paper Corwin discusses another aspect of the reward
system:
Whether or not a soclial scientist wishes to Join a professional
association identified with a particular field of research
depends upon whether the association is somehow linked to the professional
association representing the researcher's primary discipline.
(Corwin paper, p. 42.) .
This clearly indicates the importance of rewards for not just the field of
educational research but for AERA as well. One of AERA's concerns {mentioned
In both the Colloquium and the Planning Report) was recruiting behavioral
scientists who were doing research on education, with the thought belng that

they would raise the quality of research in education and (at least Indirectly)

increase the political influence of AERA.
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This point by Corwin, in conjunction wit. the others above, gives
a strong conceptual and empirical rationale for why the Planning Committee
" should consider (a) the operation of the RS and (b) how a professlional
-association like AERA might infiuence Its operation. | stress this because
I think in thls Instance sociology served to introduce a relatlvely new
concept to some members of the Planning Committee.

At the Colloquium most of the discussion focused on the various
types of rewards that do or could exist and upon -he question of whether or
not the reward system can be manipulated by a professional association.
These two issues suggest that the speakers had already agreed upon the. importance
of the concept. It remained for the policy makers to décide whether the
association can manipulate the system, and if so, how they can do so with’
the fewest negative consequences.

The papers and Coifoquium considered the question of the various
kinds of rewards that were or could be operating in educational research in
addition to professional recognition. In reporting on his and Seider's
interviews, Corwin noted:

Clark distinguished between the professional incentives

-=such as the granting arrangements, research institutiona}

support and the Tike permitting researchers to make basic

research contributions to their discipline at the same

time as they are focusing on educational institutions =- znd the

personal values of the researcher, such as the concern for the poor

quality of many American institutions of primary, secondary and
higher education. C(rane also stressed the more mercenary incentives.

Her comments, however, suggest that schools of education not

only fail to control the scientific rewards, but that they are Ih

the unfortunate situation of being without control over the kinds

of rewards which industry has utilized so effectively. (Corwin
paper, p. 19.) '

“lmplicit in this discussion is the assumption that some researchers
are motivated to pursue thelr careers because of intellectual curiosity
and because of the recognition they gain for their intellectual contributions.

However, for careers that may not maximize this type of reward, other rewards

should be available, in order to recruit good pcople into the field. Among
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these are facilitative arrangements for research, monetary rewards, and
& sense of being influential. Corwin discusses the notion of influence
further, In reference to recruiting social scientists into schcols of educztlon:

One of the most important incentives which colleges of education
could provide is the opzort:nity for the socr':z' <wjentist To
exert an influence on eouwww ., For, wh & i7fimence presumably
is not #r instrumencal comswesmt of the reward =sstem of

sclence per se (Storer, 1565, it does seem to t& an Important
objective of many scien:iiitss =md impressionistizally at least,
there Is a susplclousiv itglt -orrelation betwesr prestige cof
sciemtists and their osrt'ans on influential mational committees.

Her .win Is advancing an insigt .~ analogy. He has observed pretigious
scient. ;ts on natlonal committees.. &pparently, he has asked himself, "Eow
do you get scientists to do that type of thing?''. The —onjecture he offers
that they are willing to forego sciextific recognition “f they can feel they
can have an Impact on policy. But the situation for social scientists
. approaching education is a far cry from what Corwin sees as the natural
scientist’s situétion. lronically, social scientists often find their ideas
ignored and their suggestions rebuffed by fhe very people. in schools of
education who sought them out. Perhaps social ;c}entlsts would find col]eéés
of education more aftractive if they were given assurance that they would have
real authority in such settings. Thus, Corwin is speculating that If soéial
scientists felt they had more infiuence over the conduct of education, they
might be more willing to work in schools of educétion.
On a more general level, Cprwin's idea emphasized the view.that

educational research does not have a monolithic reward system, and yet
. the diversity of rewards was not paritculafly apparent in the Planning
Committee recommendatfon that attempted to address this problem. This
limitation may have affected how the recommendation was received by the AERA

council. Before turning to that question about rewards that the social

scientists considered.
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) Fairly early in the Colloquius, ¥ =icipants raised the question
of whether the RS can be manipulated 5 a1 g-r3fessional assmciation In the
fleld. The question of whether the 3¢ 2 2. & ared was first posed by
Bidwell:

....1 wonder if the problem thzt e zg=front is not one

of attempting to determine the exreme ¢ which el ther

through natural evolution of the fiwliy or through more -

active Intervention, this reward ct-wrur-e can be alitered, elther

in its nature and its location, - the- sésve lopment of gatekeepers

and so on, and of a normative -syzzem i-ivside educztion which

will, in fact, provide the induia=mens < te:bring about the kind

of coherent structure that we siee -~ 7 a= talking about.

(Bidwell, Colloquium, p. 57.)
Clearly he has no difficulty accepting te== -3a:7iiance of the RS, but Is
wondering how manipulable that variable : ! .cgutum participants differed
in thelr views of how éffectlvely AERA co: % *ntervene. Storer's view was
that:

AERA does not itself bestow rewards. = simply facllitates

the flow of these rewards from <+he cammunity of people that the

researcher feels Is his audience. (St=rer, Colloquium, page 148.)
He sees AERA's rcle as facilitating rewards, -thrmugh such vehicles as
publications, rather than bestowing rewards. This perception Is quite
consistent with Storer's knbwledge of sciencs, wirer=. only eteemed colleagues
are considered sources of competent response..

Lin, however, saw the association as be=mrry able to play a somewhat
more active role In the process:

I think AERA can help us manipulate the reward structure In

this sense to bring a new emergling force into the field. |

think it is very likely that it can be dane. (Nan Lin,

Colloquium, page 58.)
One means for doing this, in his view, is by starting new, refereed Journals.

After all of this discussion, the Planniing Committee Report contalned

the following recommendation:

(]
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RECOMMENDATION S5: The Commifttee recommends that there
be established as scxn as possibie, a special membership
category, Fellow of the American Educational Research
Association. {Report, p. =.)

Imrediately following this recommendation, the report presented some
of the background to it:

This recommendation emergzd out of lengthy discussion
and was formulated with some difficulty. Individual
commi ttee members, after @dvocating the creation of a
Fellow category, often turned to a devil's advocate role,
seeking to find reasons for rejecting the proposal.

Each return to the negative side of the proposal seemed
to strengthen it, however, until the conclusion

to recommend finally was reached. (Report, page 9.)

’After Iindicating tne careful deliberation that had preceded the recommendation,
Goodlad (the committee chairman and actual drafter of the report) made a
parenthetical remark-to other committee members and AERA Councll members
receiving the draft copy of the report:

(Note to Committee members and Assocliation Council:
succeeding pages present a rationale for the

Fellows membership category prepared by one member

of the Committee and subsequently revised by me in the
light of feedback from some Committee members.

This statement should not be considered finai. Its
author has not yet approved the present version =nd
feedback from the Committee Is not yet complete.)
(Report, page 9.)

This first paragraph of the rationale describes what two other behavioral
sclenqe asséciationﬁ (psychology and sociology) do in-the way of membership
categories to recognize scholarly excellence. The second paragraph Indicate$
how AERA lacks such mambership distinctions. The rationale continues with a
discussion of the probiems faced by educational research:

The broad field of educational research lacks a

ccherent sense of colleagueship, widely accepted standards of
scholarly excellence, and potent incentives for

maintaining such standards. In short, the educational research
community at present does not adequately facilitate the work of

its members, maintain standards of scholarly performance, or prevent
the allegiance of educationz! researchers from being dissipated
among other, better established disciplines... (Report, page 9.)
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The report views the -press~ eduzational researc: ommunity as diffuse
and lacking in incentives for schiciarly excellence. The ~ onale -~mudes
wit: an argument For how the Fe' lows recommendat}gp will -=r dy the.
sltustion:

First, iz will define the :mage =f the AERA =s an _.asisociatiom

of scnolars and researcher= rar—=r than of ednicat: ormal
practitioners. This defir-ticr i3 important not so much for owr
'publiic’ image, as for the character attributed to AERA

by researchers in the several cisciplines {poiitical

science, economics, biolomy, znd the 1ike), who have

A serious interest in educatiomal problems. The

Association will become mere a—tractive to educations]
.researchers in other fields if exemplars of ecucational

research ar= visible -- especizlly if the Fellows include
Persons working outside such traditional 'core' areas of

AERA as educational psychology and measurement.

Second, Fellow status will sigmificantly augment

and strengthen the system of incentives for work of high
quality in educational scholarship. Publication by

educational researchers presently is spread among some

78 journals. Educational researchers are scattered among

many disciplines. This disspersion iplacms severe constrajnts

on quality control and praper evalwation of research activity....
Fellow status in AERA sigr=1llizes and personalizes the defimition
of goad and sigmificant ec:cationail research. Elsewhere, his
Reporz recommenzs that the dissocia=ion enlist as members
scholars of diverrse discipiinary background but interested in
educational res=zarch. |If this recommendation is fol lowed,

it will be essemtial to provide some generallw accepted
criteria of scholarly excellence and prestige, (P]anning
Report, pp. 9-1C.)

This raticnale concludes with the assertion that the Fellows category
of membership in AERA would enhance the pristige and reputation of the
Assoclatlion, so that membership would be =xire rewarding, especlally tc researchers

In the behavioral sciences.

Going beyond the rationale, in what ways cze= this zrgument [Tiustrate
the penetration of sociological ideas into the decision~makimz mrocess? First,
this recommendation reveals that the Committee knows about tme concept of the RS.

Further, their recommendation suggests that they have accept=d the importance

.
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member (Bidwell) jndicat=d in an ‘nt2rview that the thawugnt :tve Colloguium's
discussion of tme RS had ize2n he:nfu] for some members of == Planning Commi ttes,
Thus, the socia: science erspec iwe =y have raised certs!ir questions, or
consldered a particular s=t of cnee=gr: as rélevant and irmx :ant fo~ a
particular probi=m. This intermretaz iy is consistent wit  hat another
Committee member (Schutz) remort=c i~ aw imrerview. He sa-  the Col inguium

''may have convercred some of (our) =mieng, It's a questio: of fiading

a framework for =alient issmes., -~ . yag a lo; of time." o the sociologists

may have presentes a conceptual framuwori with which to corsider a particular

phenomenon. "Third, this recommendsztian assumes that HIRA =z I'nfluence

the aperation of the RS with positine corsequerczes. Thus, it would appear
that the policy-makers accepted th= asser<ions of Garvey, Nelson, Lin and
other social scientists at the Collequium ~hat AERA could positively influence
the RS.

Assuming that somial scientises arovide a zonceptuzm! framework,
stressed the importance of that “ramewort, anc wrovided a bmsls for believing
in the efficacy of interventior. - ther= any =vidence to suggest that

sociology was utilized In the c=z=rmination of the formm zhat Intervention

should take? An orgarization m= influence the= operaz: =~ of the research
system through indirect and 4ire<z meesns. Thius., as Sioreer noted, an
association can facllitats the - irrusiation of recogmiiziorr and rewards among
its members Irdirectly thrmuen o= communicasTans mec=aniscs it provides.
Awarding prizes or honors is a mors direct way of m=ripulaticon rewards.
Clearly the Planning Committee's ilimws recommenc=riion is a rather general
instance of tha latter.

Within the formal RS, 'kow ditt AERA decide on the particular means
gmbodﬁed in this recommendation? The:specific proposal made was the
brainchild of two Planning Committee members. Bidwell reported in an interview

that 'McLean and ! dreamed it us cver =inner (one night =“ter a Planning

Q E}F
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) Committee meetimg) .'" Zidwell is himself a sociologis=, al=mough not
speciflically a smcloicgist of science, so nere is a case oF a soclologist
“serwing on the Filanping Committee and making policy recommemdations.
We might concludz from this that his sociclogical sensitiv -y ==3 interests
influenced both zhe gen=ral and the specific content of tha recymmendat fon.
One importarct aspect of the reward system discussac ar e Col Taguiwm
does not appear in this recommendation. Specifically, there iz mo mention of
the mmssibility of g_ilfﬂ'f_e_ rewards =hat would in some way re~lect the varieny
of gmals pursued by AERA members. Tihis omission may explain in part why
one Fiamning Comitta.ef:member' report=r That tne Fellows recmmmendation
was ne ldea that was “most reluctantly accepted by the Planting Committas. '
(McL=an Interview.) |t wasn't just the Planning Committee =imt was reluctant
about the Fellows propmsal. The executive officer o AERA wscribed It as one
of tne ''stickiest wickets' in the whole report. He s=zid thaz Council might
want:to refer the idea to a committee. One member of the Counzil said, "We
discussed fhe Fellows in the June Courwzi’ (meezing). | sr*;i]l Teel the sam=
way. | want to know the Committee's —ationale.'' Thi: si.me member felt
that the Fellows r=commendations aimec AERA's priorit = completely at scholzrs.
Another Council member suggested that <me Counci’ migin wav: tio zet a much
broader reaction from the whole AERA memberzmiz cor the 'des o Fellows. Also,
he Tel* they needed more informatior atmut ‘the ¢ =ts o< such a plan. (He
seemed to mean both financial and o*r‘gén'i:atiional ‘costs.) He felt that the
implizations of such a suggestion need=d to:be probed. The Council was
cleariy not prepared to take action on this .recommendation at the December
1969 meeting. They felt they should wait t— see what the By-Laws
Committee recommended about membershin..'wfore they decided or this reccommendation.
This reactlon on the part of AERA's Iourrc.i. mayv reflect the i=ilure of the
Pianning Committee to recognize t'he existence of other constituerrts in AERA

hagsides scholars, and hence, to provide some diiversity in the rewards that
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were offered.

The fact that the AERA Council did not endorse the Fellows proposs]
might bg explained by cne of two different ''theories of organizationmal
comflict.” First, what might be termed the 'Ffsulty communications theorv
of conflict,'" would argue that if Council members were famiilar with ths
concept of reward system, were convinced of its importancs and believed WERA
could successfully intervene In the broposed way, then th=y would have
accepted the proposal. On the other hand; the Jgpposing ‘nterests'' thecry
would maintain that evem complete knowledge of the resear=h system would mut
persuade reluctant Council members to accept the Fellows nroposal, because
they, as ‘''educational developers' had interests basically different from tmne

Interests of scholars which would be served by the prommsal.

B. The Communication System

AERA's interest in the communication system (CS) rested upom the
assumption that the CS facilitated the functioning of the mawers sys==m,
influencad the quality of research and thus perhaps indires=lv imcressed T
political influence of AERA (See Figure 4). Ir collocuium siiscussicns, “we
concept of the CS was a very general one, encompassing at =a=t two =3jor
aspects, namely, internal communication and ext=rral commun zation. :8y
internal communication was meant problems within the field of educational
research such as the organization, composition, and knowledme transmiss ion
functions of the annual meeting, e.g., how much chance is tmere to meet
colleagues interested in similar problems, or how many =ezpis wha
hear a paper knew In advance that the author was working on -that mroblem?
Also considered to be problems of internal communication were pubilicztion
patterms of educatiomal researchers, and the substancs and standards of

Jourmals in the field, especially those published by AERA. Problems of

extermal communication included relations with the behavicral sciences,

especially how AERA could get more behavioral scient im: 2s members
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through appealing publication outlets. A prime problem of external communication
was the question of influencing general research policies of funding agents.
As noted in Chapter 1, this last zoncern was a major factor in stimulating
Dershimer to call tﬁe Colloguium. It is noteworthy that what was originally
a-central concern became less important in the Colloquium discussions’
perhaps because theré were no data commissioned on the subject. Thus, we may

~ surmise that when a ''client" fails o commission research on a subject, that
topic may get buried beneath available data on another subject.

The internal communications structure was the single most discusﬁed
problem in the papers, the Colinquium and the Planning Report. Two commissioned
papers were devoted very specifiically to the topic (Garvey's and Paisley's)
and other papers noted the importanuze of communications for the functioning
of the reward system and for enmhancing research quality. In the Colloquium
alone, internal communicatioms receiived at least 25 independent mentions.
Discussions of internal communicati>n centered primarily upon (1) the
AERA Annual Meeting and (2) AERA publications. |

1. The Annual Mseting

Both Paisley and Garvey felt that the AERA annual meeting was not asb
effective as it might be in facilitating communication among members: 'In
comparison with the potential impact of a scientific meeting on its field,
we are really limping along on one out of eight possible cylinders." (Paisley,
Colloquium, page 158.) Péisley's view of the inefficiency of the AERA annual
meeting Is based on his genera[\impressiohs of the association in combination
with the concept of "invisible colleges' whiéh he brought from the work of
Derek Price (1963) and Diana Crane (196 , 1972).

Garvey's feeling that the AERA annual meeting could be Improved
arose from his empirical stuéy of the 1969 AERA meeting, whichfheﬂcompared
with data he had on eight other professional associatiops. Garvey, Nelson
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and Lin found, for example, that only ten percent of people attending a paper

presentation at AERA were acquainted with any of the author's previous work

and only 20 percent had any previous knowledge of the content of presentations
(for éxample, 12 pereent had read the abstract of a paper before attending

the presentation, Garvey, Neison, Lin paper, p. 17). On these measures,
educational research was lower than any of the other fields studied (Garvey,

Colloquium, p. 188), From this Garvey concludes: ''There is something lacking

in the whole network, prior to the meeting." (Garvey, Colloguium, p. 188.)

From their perspectives, Paisley and Garvey make several specific
recommendations about how AERA could improve its annual meeting. Paisley
thinks that the "invisible colleges' could be utilijzed to create a much
more dynamic annual meeting:

The Irony is that the invisible college is a great untapped resource.
The best people in the field are sitting on data developments, ideas
and enthusiasms that they chiefly disseminate among themselves;
whereas, at the annual meeting where so much of the society's image

is perpetuated year after year, the sessions are glven over to the
least interesting and least competent material. {(Paisley, Colloquium,

p. 159).

What seems to me a loglcal extension of the best pattern of Invisible
college interchange is an annual meeting organized around ipvisible
calleges as a fair organized around special buildings. Various
associations have chosen to scrap divisional structures in favor of
‘special interest groups,' which is the name invisible colleges

sometimes give themselves when they come out into the open, These
associations have, in some cases, taken the additional step of allocatlng
convention time to the SIG's just as APA and AERA now allocate time

to divisions. (Paisley paper, p. 26.) .

Instead of that kind of marketplace of ideas, | think the
professional meeting might be more nearly a tutorial session, a
five-day tutorial session instead of a one~day presentation in which
the invisible colleges say their plece for the year.
Thus, by organizing annual meetings around the interests of invisible colleges,
Paisley thinks that the best data developments and ideas would be presented -
to the meeting attenders in general, rather than just to other members of

a particular invisible college. He goes on to cite as evidence 7or this

argument the interest in APA symposia:

[Kc
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) Consider....the relative popularity of an APA symposium which bas been
mounted by really first-rate people in the field, versus a typical
APA session, and a typical APA session is a session that has imposed
a fairly high level of screening on the papers that it accepts, but
even within that narrowing of difference, the symposia are....of so
much more value, because they do represent platforms for invisible
colleges.
Paisley notes that tendencies In AERA lend themselves to further movement in
the direction he proposes.
The emergence of special interest groups In AERA seems to be
a natural opportunity to transform the convention from a laissez faire
marketplace of ideas to a set of exposure experiences that is programmed
to achieve a certain-goal for educational research, even if you have
to feel that you are being somewhat manipulative as you are doing it.
(Paisley, Colloquium, p. 160.) '
Paisley's recommendations are based on the assumption that "invisible
colleges'' actually exist in educational research. Further, he believes
that deliberate efforts should be made to design the annual meeting to conform
to the structure of "invisible colleges."
Garvey's recommendations, on the other hand, are based on his
empirical data, are much smaller in scope and are relatively independent of the

structure of the annual meeting. For example,

....one of the first things | would do is publish abstracts, prior
to the meeting. (Garvey, Colloquium, p. 187.)

He thinks that publishing abstracts prior to the meeting would provide the
chance for more people to become familiar with the content of the papers
before attending the meeting. This i5 an example of a recommendation
coming from a social Scientist's very concrete emplrical finding. It is
designed to rectify a deficlency in communication behavior that he observed.
These examples show that social scientists made recommendations
to policy makdrs either based on the conceptual frameyork they
broughf‘to'the problem or by drawing on tAéLr own empirical study of the

problem,
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) While the social scientists addressed themselves quite directly
and specifically to the problem of improving the annual meeting, the Pianning
. Committee did not respond as directly or speciflically. They recommended:
That the Annual Meeting increasingly be“directed to advancing the
field of educational research through the presentation of exemplar
reports as (SIC) truly significant research underway, critical
analysis of research developments in the various sub-fields,
symposia on frontier developments, and cross~discipline progress
reports on efforts designed to advance kiiowledge about critical
social-educational problems. (Planning Report, p. 21.)
It Is hard to see how this recommendation differs from what everyone hoped
the annual meeting was doing anyway. In other words, it Is more an
expression of vague sentiment than a call for any changes in structure or
practice
The Planning Report contains only one recommendation that can be

seen as suggesting a change In AERA procedure:

' . The Committee urgés continued analysis of all meetings, research
' of the kind recently instituted. (Planning Report, p. 22.)

By thls they meant -empirical studies like those of GarVey; Nelson and Lin
which descrihed the actual knowledge and behavior of attenders and paper
givers at AERA meetiﬁgs. This }ecommendétion suggests that they felt
Garvey's data had value, even though it is hardlto'see a direct effect from
Garvey's data with respect to the annual meeting. Several Planning Committee
members (Bidwell, Gage) felt that this recommendatign was a direct result

of Garvey's paper and the Colloquium,\although one member felt that AERA
wésﬂ;bmmitted to analyzing the meefings before the Colloquium - occurred. We
can only speculate about how they thought it resulted from the Colloquium.
‘One posslbili:y‘is that because Garvey's paper (as noted In Figure 2)

was the only one with substantial original empirical data in it, It stood out

from the others and made AERA planners feel they had new information about AERA.
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Besides contrasting with the more theoretical papers, Garvey's paper
reported what may have been Quite surprising findings. For example, the
degfee to which AERA members, compared to members of other professional
associations, were net aware. of work of interest to them being done by other
researchers may have dramatized AERA's communications problems for planners
and, thereby, convinced them that they should not be so unaware of what

was happening in their own association, ‘

It may have been this view that underlay Bidwell's comment.that he
felt more data were needed before decisions could be made about the frequency
and structure of annual meetings.(interview, 2/70). He did not say what
kind of data would be.useful. It may also be the case that AERA planners who
- are themselves empirical researchers find a certain comfort and Joy In data.
They may feel that data has intrinsic value even if this value is not always
reflected in policy recommendations,

2. Publications

While the Plenning Report contained few specific }ecommendations
about the annual meeting, that was not the case with respect to AERA
publications. At the time of the Colloquium, AERAvhed three publicaqions:

The American Educational Resegrch Journal (AERJ), a selective quarterly journal

publishing fairly lengfhy'original research articles on education; the

quarterly Review of Educational Research (RER) which'published review articles

on common topics; and the Educational Researcher (ER) a bi-monthly newsletter

‘of the Associatfon. All AERA members receive all three publications, and
non-members can subscribe to the journals.

The Colloquium discussion about AERA journals focused around three
problems included in Figure 4. First, it addressed the problem of facilitating
communication among educational researchers. Second, the Colloquium.
considered the question of how AERA could use its journals to be more

inclusive of the educational research community (part of the problem of defining

42



Page 37

the nature of the educational research community), and discussion centered
on how AERA could use its publications to relate better to a larger '"audience"
(related to the problem of AERA's political influence).

One way to facilitate communication is to help researchers keep up
with the literature. As one -AERA member noted, 'it has been recommended that
we expand AERJ markedly, so we don't have to scan 18 journals as we now do."
(Krathwohl, Colloquium, p. 177.)

Colloquium participants were quite conterned with how the AERA
publlcatloné would help keep researchers abreast of current work, and they’
made a number of specific suggestions addressing that problem. For example,

What would happen if you took the journal as it is, and then

Just added in a page citing,..things that have appeared elsewhere

recently? Which would then make you at least the bibliographical source,

and might draw more people to you, to AERJ. That would be an Interim

step. (Storer, Colloquium, p. 178.)

Garvey also had two specffic suggestions,

| would like to see the journals publish manuscripts received....(that

is, titles) authors and addresses, in order to get back farther.

There is a long period of 14 months, as | mentioned in. the article,

In which nothing really happens here, and that is really a very

dead spot in this particular system. (Garvey, Colloquium, p. 190,)
This suggestion is designed to expedite the time between completion of an
article and its utilization, This recommendation was based on his knowledge
that researchers working in an area write to authors of completed manuscripts.
.Here, agaln, he is using empirical data (having measyred the time lag between
various steps in research and publication) he collected to formulate a
suggestion,

Similarly he notes:

A large portion -- and | thirk it is 60 percent ~- of the authors

of articles have already started new work derived from the work

that is in the process of being published, and that has reached

the report state before his article Is published. It seems to

me that something could be done nere, simply maybe a footnote,

saying the author has currently about finished his piece of

research derived from this, in which he is manipulating variable
x and measuring variable'y just &nough to tie this in, rather than
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walt another 18 months. (Garvey, Colloquiuﬁ, p. 191.)
Agaln, his knowledge that authors of published articles have often finiéhed
a report on a subsequent piece of research led him to recommend a practice
that would reduce tﬁe time lag in disseminating knowledge about that work.
_Both the problem of keeping up with relevant literature and the
time lag between completed and published research were addressed by the
Planning Committee's recommendation that the Divisions of the Association be
encouraged to experiment with quick, informal meéns of serving members such
as distributing prepublicati&n copies of articles, reprints of tables.of
contents from relevant journals, and checklists of research currently underway.
(Plaﬁning Report, p. 4.) However, the Report does not spell out specific
mechanisms for dealing with the problem.
The ldea of facllitating the exchange of information was refined by
Gage (a Planning Committee member). He felt AERA should do. more to
stimulate a critical review of relevant.literature in different problem areas:
AERA sorrily needs a Journal that will carry voldnteered papers
reviewing, criticizing educational research, much more similar to
the Psychological Bulletin than anything we have now, or anything
that would be, could be done by the ngig!_or, say, even an

annual review of educational research, where the reviews and criticisms
are commissioned on a cyclical basis.

The volunteered criticism of a field of research which some man
produces, because he can't keep himself from producing it, he Is
so interested In it, and so expert on the subject, that kind of
thing we don't have any medium for now, arfd | think we certainly
ought to think about it. (Gage, Colloquium, p. 176.)

Gage stresses the need for a critical review of the accumulated research

on a particular probleml As envisioned by Gége, thls.Journal'would contain

critical analyses of both the methodology and substance of educationai

.research, like the comparable journal in psychology. (Gage iInterview,)
This ldea. appears in the Planning Report in the foilowing form:

RECOMMENDATION 3.3: That the Review of Educational Research be
converted to the Psychological Bulletin type of review....(Planning

Report, p. U).
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Here is almost verbatim acceptance of an idea that appeared in the
Colloquium. It is important to note that this idea did not spring full
blown from the heaq of Jove, however, since Gage indicated in an interview
that the idea did not originate at the Colloquium, but was an idea he had
held for some time. Gage's role in advgncing that idea was recalled by at
least one.other Planning Committee member, Recalling the Planning deliberations!
McLean said that Committee members were trying.to make educational research

a more self-policing profession, with critical reviews. He said they

discussed a Psychological Bulletin type of publication and that Gage was an
advocate for that. (Interview with McLean.)
What the history of this idea suggests is that sociological theory

or data may serve to reinforce and strengthen a policy-maker's conviction

that his idea is important and should be pursued. In this éase; Colloquium
may have served to make others more receptive to Gage's ideas, since the
ideas were congruent with those presented by the soclal Sclentists.
In general terms, several Planning Comﬁittee memSers indicated
that they thought that the publicatisgg recommendations were the clearest
example of the influence of the Colloquium on the Planning Committee (e.g.,
McLean interview).
In addition,to facilitating communication among researchers, AERA
was concerned with how it might use its journals'to‘make AERA more
inclusive of the educational research\community. lTo attract scholars from
the behavioral sciences, the Planning Report recoﬁmends changing the AERJ,
the journal publishing original research reports:
At present the AERA does not providé a publications program, either in
image or reality, of the kind required by the broader communi ty
of scholars in education the Association should attract. During
recent years, there has been a serious effort to broaden the coverage

of the AERJ. But this journal still leans heavily toward educational
psychology, in fact, and even more in image.
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’ ' The Committee proposes that more effort be expended toward making
the AERJ a journal for the broader universe of educational research.
This might be done, for example, by devoting each issue to a
different discipline, cluster of disciplines, or sample of problems

- and methods. We must recognize, however, that the AERJ is
approaching or has attained maximum size for the journal format and
that there Is now both a formidable backlog of articles and an
even more formidable rejection rate. These Indices point
to the need for creating ultimately =-- and ultimately already
may be here -~ a journal designed at the outset to embrace
the field of educational research as defined in this report,
(Planning Report, p. 5.)

thle the Committee recommended changi}g the focus of AERA's major
Journal so as to be more inclusive of behavioral scientists, there was
another pyoblem of inclusiveness faced by the association that could only
be ldenti?ied, without a solution being offered. That was the problem of
}ncluding younger researchers in the internal communication systems of
the association (publications and annual meetings).- The Planning Report

states:

The Committee identified a growing need for vastly Improved informal
communication within the Association among scholars pursuing comparable
or parallel areas of interest. Some of this now-goes on among small
clusters of persons who have initiated agreements to exchange

progress reports. But more needs to be done by the units (Interest
groups and divisions) of the Association, especially for those

younger researchers who find it difficult to create or galn entry to
clusters in which communication occurs. The Association Council

should encourage the divisions to assume responsibility for assessing
the need for scholarly communication... (p. 5).

This statement is particularly important in light of tBe relative
youth of the AERA membership. As noted in Chapter 1 more than two thirds
of AERA members in 1970 had received fheir~highest~degree in the prior
decade. Hence, the problems of facilitating communication and being inclusive
of more members of the educational research community is especially
Felevant for younger researchers.

The foregoing discussion has been concerned with ‘communication
either within AERA or at least within the educational research communi ty,

The Colloquium and the Planning Committee, however, were also concerned

with how AERA might communicate more effectively with other audliences, with 4(5

ERIC
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"~the clear implication fhat this might enhance public and Congressional
supporf for educational research.
‘ Only one statement in elther the papers or the Colloquium refers to
how AERA might use its publications to increase its influence on research
policy. That was a statement Orlans made in an Interview with Corwin. Orlans
said:

I'd like to see more professional groups like AERA in other areas of
activity -- like medical research. You have a very fragmented kind
of information. You get snips of news of a National Science
Foundation policy In-Physics Today or in Chemical and Engineering
News. Most of the social science professions have gone tc a special
publication, such as the American Psychologist, the American
Sociologist and P.S., but those really deal with professional
matters...{t doesn't add up to a continuing examination of major
government programs and significant changes let alone informing
people about them in time so that they can express their views before
a change in research policy occurs. 1| think AERA has been
In a natural position to do that, and 1'd only like to see more
efforts of this kind in the social sciences. It would be both to

’ the benefit of the social science rrofessions, and, of course,
to the government. It keeps those government people on thelr toes.
(Orlans, quoted in Corwin paper, p. 21.)

As articulated by Orlans to Corwin, AERA could play a foca! role lny
disseminating and critically examining new professional developments. In
this way, people might begin to look to AERA for news and commentary. |If
it became an arbiter it might exert more influence on professional matters
that tmpinged upon its members .

In Eegard to communicating with a larger audience, the Planning
Committee recommendations went far beyond anything suggested in the papers
or at the Colloquium. This is quite different from the problem’of Internal
e '
communication where paper and Colloquium ideas are both more numerous and
more specific than Committee recommendations. With respect to external
communication, the Committee recommended that:-

. the Educational Researcher be converted into Educational Science

(tentative title) a journal fashioned after Science devoted to 'an

outward look' from the perspective of advances in educational sclence,

to communication across segments of the educational community, and
to Associational business, news, and special reports. (Repoct,_pp. 2-3.)
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After presenting this recommendation, the Report described in detall the

Committee's rationale: .

We have in mind a publication that would speak to and for the

broad educational research community we are seeking to pull

within the orbit of the AERA and that would report research

developments to both educational practitioners and

interested laymen (members of Congress, School boards, foundations,

etc.). Such a publication would seek to describe the nature of the

educational research community and its work, speak for research-

based educational policies, provide a quality consclence for the
~educational enterprise, monitor the field through effective criticism,

reduce the time lag .in regard to scholarly review of highly visible

educational projects, and assist in establishing some coherency

with respect to the advancement of educational science. These . i

purposes would be achieved through the publication of general

articles defining and assessing ongoing research, summarizing

findings and implications, and pinpointing areas of research

neglect; through news and comment pertaiming to the research community;

through editorial comment on the state cf thz field. Brief

researck reports such =s those contained in=ne back pagess of Science

might serve to attracT contributions from ot==r disciplines engaged

in educational researam.... (Planning Repor—, p. 4.)

This very ambitious rezommendation proposes crastically changing
the AERA's short (five to eight-=age) newsletter into ELScience type publication
that would "provide a quality conscience," ''reduce the time lag' and
advance educational science. It would report research developments to both

educational practitioners and interested laymen. Clearly the objective of
this recommendation is tb increase the influence and prestige of AERA and

educational research genérally.
The Committee ''discussed at length the problem of interpreting

educational research and its importance to several audiences, but was unable

~

to produce firm recommendations beyond those set fort> above.' (Planning

Report, p. 5.) They did express a belief, howeVer,

that some of the suggestions emerging from Committee discourse

have merit. One is that the Publications Committee convene

a meeting of persons who have written about education for

public consumption (e.g., Paul Woodring, Frank Jennlnqs, and

Fred Hechinger) to discuss ways of developing writer interpreters of
educatlonal science. Another is that the AERA persuade a highly
visible educational researcher (who is able to write for the lay
public) to write a syndicated column on the field. Still another

is that the executive office establish the kind of communications
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with the press .that would lead to the reporting of educational research
' in popular media. Some efforts along this line already have been made

sufficient to reveal that the popularization of what educational

research contributes and what educational researchers do will not

be easy. Nonetheless, the Committee regards the interpretive function

to be of critical importance for the AERA to assume. (Planning

Report, pp. 5-6.)

Thus, the AERA Planning Committee thought that their communication
efforts should be concerned with wide external communications, as well as

with improving internal communications.

C. Quality Control

As irdicated in Figure-4, many of the Colloquium participants
perceived at .=ast an implicit rzlationship between the ommunicatjon
system (CS), raward system (RS) anc the quality of educational research.
Some of these linkages have alreadv been considered in tk= previous two sections.
Here we will focus specifically on the concept of qua]fty.
) The papers solicited for the Colloguium discussed several aspects
of the problem, namely; (a) the importance of improving educational research,
(b) how the quality control system works in other scient]fic fields, and {c) how
educational research might be improved. At the Colloquium, participants
considered many specific ideas about how quality could be enhanced.
lThe importance of improvln§ educational research was highlighted by
Corwin, who reported in his paper that
the underlying importance of fostering higﬁ quality research
was designated by Zuckerman as the chief problem facing
educational research. (Corwin paper, p. 10, reporting on his
interview with Zuckerman.)
The agreement of many Colloquium participants with the imporfance of quality
is apparent in the considerable time that Was'spe;t discussing how research
could be improved. Some participants ;eemed to see the concern with quality
as being of Intrinsic worth. Others seemed to view quality as both Intrinsically

important and as instrumentally necessary, so as to enhance and legitimize

the political infiuence of AERA and educational research generally,
Q 49
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) ' While several papers stressed the importance of quality for a scientific
field, only one paper mentioned a specific way that research might be
Improved. From his own thinking and from an interview with Cole, Corwin
raises the question of quality control:
What seems to have been a boon to educstional research ~- the rapid
expansion of researeh funds following in the wake of the 1965 ESE
Act -- may have been a disservice. Speaking to the problem of
how to get better educational research, Cole suggests that funding
agencies supporting research on education should cut back their
budgets- rather than give grants to people who don't present adequate
credentials or adequate proposals. (Corwin paper, p. 14.)
This funding-reduction approach to improving quality was not picked
up by the Planning Committee. Rather, Cblloquium-carticlpants discussed two principal
means of quality control: starting new journals and ralsing journal standards.
In the previous section, we noted Gage's interest in starting a journal of
critical reviews so we will not consider that means further here.
With regard to ralsing journal standards, Storer said,
If you can't beat them (other disciplines with more prestige),
joln them. The only way to solve this is to Improve the toughness
_of ‘editorial standards for journals in your own fleld. And this
is a long, slow process, and a lot of heads get cracked along
the way, but it Is the only way in the long run to make It as ‘
rewarding in, say, the one cited by you. (Storer, Colloqulum, p. 133.)
Here he is implying that if editorial standards are raised, the prestige of
the affected journal will be enhanced, which will increase the desire of
individuals to publish in that journal and reap the rewards of doing so. Thus,
Storer is suggesting the interrelatipn of the reward and communications systems, and
their implications for quality.
There is an enormous shift in many flelds of sclence toward policy
research and away from conceptual research, and the temper
of “the country is requiring It right now. If we are not tough-
minded with ourselves as we turn out policy research products, we

painfully learn that other people will be, and that the methodology
that was adequate for conceptual research is not
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) adequate for policy research. (Paisiey, Colloquium, p. 161J)

He 'thinks standards need to be raised because educational research wiiill
increasingly be Judged for its utility for poli§y~making and those standards
may be more severe than the ones for academic research, though he doesn't
indicate the sense in which standards may be more rigorous in.policy research.

Like Gage, Paisley feels that‘ihe best way to raise standards may
be by starting a new journal: .

| think AERA should be cognizant of the concept of

a best match between an objective, such as perhaps

raising the standards of methodological practice

in educational research, and a function to meet that

objective such as a new AERA journal that might be called '""Review

of Educational Methodology.!' (Paisley, Colloquium, p. 155.)
Thus, he feels that the way to stress new goals is through new means. Since
a central purpose of the Planning Report was to stimulate the "quality of
productivity of the educational research community' (Report, p. 1),
it Is impossible to single out one or two recommendations that were sclely
addressed to the problem of raising quality. Rathar, many of the communiications
and reward system proposals already discussed were probably -made
because they were expected to enhance the quality of educational research.
Therefore, it is important to analyze how all three.(rewards, communications,
and quality) were implicitly seen as being related to a fourth major

problem facing AERA: how the association could increase its political

influence.
D. Po}jtical Influence of AERA

~

As noted at the outset, AERA's lack of influence on the agencies .
funding educational research was one of the reasons for calling the Colloquium.
The AERA Executive Director felt that unlike associations in other areas (e.g.,’
science, medicine, agriculture), AERA hadlvirtu§lly no impact on fedé;al

educational research policy.
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in his paper, Hagstrom remarked on three features of the relationship
between sclentific societies and government agencies which distingulsh the

natural sciences from education. First he noted the-development of advisory

gy

panels as a mechanism for funding research:

In most of the basic sciences university scientists iInfluence
decision about the funding of research at many levels of govern-
ment and the foundations. The invention of advisory panels and

the project system in the United States following 1940 seems to

have been very successful; the government has been able to support
research without taking away the freedom of scientists or scientific
organizations, and it seems as if decisions at lower levels usually
allocate research funds efficiently. (Hagstrom,paper, p. 11.)

While at the time of this writing these panels are under fire from the
Nixon administration, Hagstrom wrote in 1968 nothing how such panels served to
préserve the freedom of scientists. For those concerned with the influence
of scientific societies on research fundina, Hagstrom observed:
Ordinarily the scientific society plays little formal role In making
decisions or selecting the personnel for advisory panels, but

informally the scciety can provide a locus for discussions about
the right men to be selected for advisory panels. (Hags trom.paper, p. 11.)

Thus, Hagstrom feels that while a society cannot select the panel members, It
can play an informal role im advancing research needs or possible panel
members. Nevertheless, with regard to educational research, Hagstrom is
generally pegsimistic about the influence of societies:

In the area of educational research scientific societies seem

to have had much less influence on governmental and foundat;on
policies than in the established scienceé or medicine. This

may be due partly to the rather recent growth of gevernment

efforts in educational research. It is also possible that this
lack of influence stems from a lack of legitimacy of

education researchers in the eyes of the relevant publics ~--

the academic disciplines and the intellectual community more
generally -- and from the great power of educationsl administrators
at local and state levels. (Hagstrom paper, p. 11.)

In this instance Hagstrom, himself a sociologist, Is adding his
reflections to the client's perceptions of the problem. It Is not clear
how his statements could be used as anything but a general context for policy

i

deliberations. 52
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Like Hagstrom, Corwin also compares educational research with the
physical sciences. Commenting on his interview with Zuckerman, Corwin notes:

In: the physical sciences, the agencies distributing research

‘funds frequently have been headed and staffed by leading

scientists. Commenting on this fact, Zuckerman speculated (that)

the fact that a first class physical chemist heads the

Atomic Energy Commission perhaps prevents split from

developing between bureaucrats and professionals. She noted

_that it is a common.practice to appoint professionals on a
o temporary basis to such agencies. (Corwin paper, p. 38.)

Zuckerman suggests that a split between agency personnel and scientiéts
is unlikely in physics because agency heads are often leading scientists.

Corwin offers two speculations about why this may be the case:

However, th2 route by which physical scientists have come into

these positions of influence within the operating agencies is

less obvious. Many factors appear to be involved. For one

thing, physical scientists are less reluctant than social scientists

to accept employment outside the academy (which may reflect

greater security provided by more mature disciplines);

in many of the newer agencies they were in on the ground

floor when the agency developed (which is not the case for an old

line agency like the Office of Education). (Corwin paper,
p. 38.) :

Corwin's suggestion that physical scientists are less hes}tant than social
.scientists to work outside of universities would be an interesting question
to explore empirically. His other expianation, that physical scienti;ts
are more likely than social scientists to have Eeen in on the ground floor,
warrants examination in light of the recently developed NIE.

Fina]ly, as a major reason why education has had less influence
than the physical sciences on research policy, Corwin reports Cole's observatidn

few laymen would try to tell physicists what to do whereés

many people in education without research backgrounds feel

that they're social scientists. (Corwin paper, p. 39.)
Implicit in this observation is the question of whether the authority of

educational researchers is accepted as legitimate. Sociologists have

observed and analyzed a number of conditions that are reiated to whether or
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not a given authority is accepted as legitimate, but none of that background
was presented or discussed for policy makers. In this example | think that
sociological insights are presented {n a form that might be considered
cryptic for @ non-sbclologlst. By this | mean that the matrix of meaning in
which these ideas are embedded in the heads of sociologists may not exist

In the heads of policy makers. Thus, these cases may be prime illustrations
of the ""distance'* between sociologists and policy makers, It would be
interestiﬁg to examine whether in instances of extensive utlllzafion, the
""distance' was narrowed in pért by explicating more specifically the mﬁtrix
of the sociologist's ideas and thus by imparting more of that conceptual or
\empir!cal matrix to the policy maker.

¢ Corwin then made several specific :;commendations in his paper:

Political activity might take two distinct directions. First,
the development of greater coherence and unity within a field

’ requires that people In the field develop some influence over
its sources of support. The field might be example establish
policy committees to make recommendations to government funding
agencies and look into ways of encouraging social scientists -to
exercise more influence in research policy matters. |n com-
parison with some other fields, social scientists have not as yet
found representation in government staff positions and key commlttees
to an extent to sufficiently exercise significant influence.

. (Corwbn paper, p. 52.) .

Here”hé‘suggests that AERA establish committees to take policy positions on

research funding. This proposal breaks wjth AERA's past history of uninvolvement.

Corwin goes on to recommend that:

some efforts might be directed to influencing legislation itself.

in particular, there Is need for separate legislation for the

support of basic and applied rasearch, as opposed to development

and service. The Congress and the public generally hold different
expectations for each type of activity and the people

responsible for each type of work will be held accountable in different
ways, (Corwin paper, p. 52.)

By suggestlng separate legislation to support bacsic research, Corwin Is
‘reflecting the concern of discipline researchers that they dot be Judged

only by practical considerations. Nevertheliess, both pf Corwin's comments
54
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) imply that AERA's }nfluence was' low.
Despite agreement among two paper writers and the AERA Executive
Offlcer that AERA's influence on federal research policy was minimal
(and by implicatioﬁ that this was an important problem), however, the
Colloquium devoted very little discussion to the issue. There was one
conversation on the subject between Storer and Hanna. (an AERA staff member):

HANNA:  You pointed out medical research ... and agricultura}
research. | assume that they are both more mature fields
than education. :

STORER: That is true,

HANNA:  Did they cross this bridge (of encouraging both basic
research and practitioners) and how did they solve the
problem?

' STORER: Mostly with massive support for all sorts of
: activities from outside. The Governemnt thought for the
last hundred years that agricultural research was
important, and for 20 years that medical research
was® also...

HANNA: But they don't presumably feel that educational research
is that important. :

STORER: | think they are coming to it. The problem is now to
get them to put their money into communication mechanisms
like journals and review panels, and so on, rather
than simply research funding. | don't know how
money is allocated, and how it is spread between
the two different functions. (Colloquium, pp. 126-127.)

Two issues underlie this exchange. First, theré is the questlion of

how and why education is different from medicine aﬁ& agricuiture. It could

P

-

.be that the differences implied by Storer and Hanna are the result d%
varying degrees to which the variSus roles of researcher, developer, disseminator
and practitioner are institutionalized in the different field. Another
explanation for the different relaticnships between education, agricul ture,
medicine and federal agencies might stem from the importance each of those

fields has for the economic and stratification systems of society. Since
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the educational system as it presently nperatés corresponds relatively well
to the economic and stratification systems, educational research may well
have a lower priority in the federal budget than medical or agricul tural
research, . |

The second issue raised by Storer and Hanna's exchange is the question
of the differengce between support for research jtself and support for
mechanisms that promote good research. Implicit in Storer's statement is
the assumption that journals and review panels are important for enhancing
the quality of research. ‘

It is interesting to note that Storer and Hanna were discussing
general policy stances federal agencies might take, without making any
direct reference to how AERA might influence that policy,

The most direct reference in the Colloquium to the problem of
increasing AERA's political influence was Goodlad's (Planning Committee
Chairman) reminder of the prec.2ding Planning Committee's recommendations
on the subject: .

‘Let me say, incldentally, that the Tyler Committée

recommended, with respect to federal relations,

in Its concluding statement, that it ‘strongly

reaffirms what has been the past policy of AERA,

namely, that the Association as an organization

should not attempt to speak for the field or

attempt to influence government policies.'
(Goodlad Colloquium, p. 326.)

From this Statemtnt it is apparent that as recently as two years earlier,
the AERA Planning Cnmmitteé had concluded that AERA should continue Its

past policy of not attempting to influence government policies.

The question at this juncture is, did AERA continue its "hands of f'!
policy with regard to political influence or did the Goodlad Planning Comml ttee

reverse previous AERA policy and recommend efforts to Influence federal research

policy?
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D The Planning Committee made five suggestions (a different, and

weaker, mode than their earlier recommendations ) on the subject of what they

termed ''Relations to the Polltical/Social context." These suggestions were:

1. That the AERA work collaboratively with other groups
in an effort to strengthen public and Congressional support
for educational research.

2. That the AERA provide for thorough, quick review of
educational projects financed by the Federal government.

3. That the AERA form a continuing series of ad hoc
committees addressing themselves to educational policy
issues which could be iiluminated by research processes
and findings.* (To my knowledge there were none in
operation at the time.)

L. That the AERA serve as a kind of clearing house for
the indentification of individuals willing and able to
provide expert testimony before Congress on various
educational problems and issues.

5. That the AERA create a standing committee both to examine
. federal policy for education and to provide the membership
with relevant data on federal and other commitments to educational
research. (Planning Report, p. 22.)

All five of these suggestions directly contrast -with the previous AERA

position, since they all Involve efforts to influence government research
policy. The committee of two years earlier had concluded the opposite, that
AERA should not try to influence government research policy; In addition,
the last suggestion recognizes the importance of federal policy for AERA
members, in that it calls upon AERA to transmit quormation about federal
affairs to the membership.

How can we understand this dramatic shift in AERA policy in such a
short time? At least three major factérs in this situation differ from
those In the earlier case. The people on tHe Planning Committee, the hiStorIcai

context, and the social science papers all represented changes from the previous

instance. Any cne or all three might account for the reversal of policy. .If

we are willing to assume that social science may have had some influence, how
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does it appear that this Influence may have occurred? The sociologists
presented their observations about how other fields had much more influence

on federal policy than did AERA. This idea had been repeatedly advanced by the
AERA Executive Officer. One Planning Committee member. recalled:

(We discussed) how AERA could become (a more) visible

spokesman for educational research, especially with Congress.

Here (the executive officer) was influential with his

thinking. (He indicated that) for example, AAAS, AMA, etc. all would

be consulted by (federal agencies and/or Congress), but AERA

isn't. There weren't any visible alternatives to AERA

(in the way of organizations that might influence federal educational

policy). (McLean interview.)

Thus, evidence about AERA's relatlve lack of impact on federal policy was
remembered as influential by a Planning Committee member.

In two papers, socioloéists also speculated that the lack of politicadl
influence might be due to others' refusal to accept the legitimacy of
educational researchers' authority and to the relative lack of power of
educational researchers vis a vis school administrators. While these
theoretical strands were not picked up directly, they, in combination with
the observations about other fields, may have made the idea of greater
involvement with federal policy more salient for policy makers than it
would have been otherwise. This interpretation was suggested by an Interview
with another Planning Committee member. Shutz felf that the recommendation
to start a ''special political-type organization'' was directly iInfluenced by
the Colloquium:

'Puople were aware before (of the importance of

Federal policies) but the Colloquium may have made more

converts to the point o view of AERA doing more in the

area.' (Shutz interview.)

This policy maker's use of the word ''converts' suggests that the locus

of change here was one of attitude or opinion rather than a question of

factual inforhation. As he says, everyone already knew the federal government

o5&
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was important. What changed was their opinion about what their relationship

with federal policy should be. By suggesting what other associations were

doing in relation to the government and by acknowledging the importance of political
power in the polic9 process, sociologists may have made the idea of AERA's
Involvement more acceptable. It is possible that in this instance the ideas

of sociologists may have served to create a climate of greater acceptance

for an idea.

N
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) Chapter 4
IMPLEMENTATION

This chaptgr examines the varying extent to which ideas presented .
at the Colloqufum were implemented by policy-makers. As already noted,
the AERA Counclil's commitment to Iimplement any recommendations contained In the‘
Planning Report was hampered by the apparent draft nature of that report. Nonegheless.
the Council did initlaté deiiberate and visible efforts to implement several of the
major recommendations.

One especially iﬁteresting programmatic change, however, grew not
from any particuiar recommendation but from the general impact of the Colloquium:
thls was a new stress by the AERA Council on the importance of organlizational self=-
study. Prior to the Colloquium, AERA had very little data on its membership,
Journal readership, and annualuﬁéeting attendance. Garvey's paper in particular,
showing that 256 AERA conventlion papers had been submitted to 67 different Journafs,
seemed to have a dramatic effect of surprise on the council members and planning
committee; Realizing that there were important aspects 6f their operation on
which they had little or no information, they concluded that institutionalized
emp!rlcal.social research could be of considerable worth. As a result, the
executive officer commissioned me in 1971 te do 2 small survey ef current
and former members with respect to their interests,'work; need for the
Association, etc., and in 1972 hired a half-time s}aff researcher to study
broader aspects of AERA operations. )

The foregoing example illustrates how a dramatic effect -- the demonstration

of Information gaps within the AERA -~ boosted an idea toward Implementation

even though it required additional funds. In contrast, the fate of the
publications recommendations jllustrates the more frequent instance of implementation

constrained by financial considerations. ~

60




Page 55

Recommendations addressing the issue of quality control suggested ralsing the
editorial standards for journals, but did not specify whether new journals should
be started or the policy shuuld be appliad to existing journals. While -
it would be more dramatic to institute a new journal with tough standards
and policies, practical concerns limited AERA to the option of changing
existing journals. These factors, in combfnation Qith the existing interest
of one AERA Council member in having AERA produce a éritlcal review, moved
the association in the direction of changing the policy of an existfng

Journal. The Review of Educational Research was already being published, so

all that was required was to-change the operating policy of that journal,
While this step required consensus on the Council and the Publications
Commi ttee of AERA, it did noct involve the Firance Committee, since additional
funds were not needed.

Similarly, the Planning Committee recommendation that AERA facilitate
communication within the association could be implemented by changing the

content and format of another existing publication, the Educational Researcher.

Changes in both of ;hese Jjournals were implemented within a year after the
Planning Report was considered, '

In contrast, the Pubiications Committee's 1970 recommendation
that the AERA instituté a new journal in the social sclences, which would
seek articles with original quantitative data and ‘also articles by historians
and philosophers of education, has not yet been implementgd as of.January,
1974, A major obstacle has undoubtedly been cost., Given apparent difficulties
in overcoming this obstacle, the AERA has made efforts to widen the coverage

of the American Educational Research Journal. Formerly devoted almost

exclusively to educational psychology, it now includes articles from other

social sciences. especially sociology.
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These examples suggest that the course of implementation may
depend, not surprisingly, upon financial constraints and upon the exlstence
of already opzrating vehicles or mechanisms which can be modified to conform
to a new policy more easily than a new vehicle can be started from scratch.
40f course, if an organization does not already have the medium to change
or the ragsourzes to implement a recommendation, it may be able to interest
some vtz gepup Tn implementing certain ideas. This ozcurred when . Peacock
pubiisitszs ¢;reud to publish the recommended critical annual review of educational
research. | -

fn general the Colloquium and Planning Report did not address the
question cf % recommendations might be implemented., The consequences of
this lack werec apparent in the area of Federal relations.

Ax praviously noted, the Colloquium reinforced, =ad among some
groups in fact created, the climate of support for AERA extension in
federal-activities. After the Planning Repor: supported the fdea, AERA
Initlated a series of efforts to expand its influence in.federal policy-
making. The executive officer formed a group of ''federal advisors' Including
a former Commissioner of Education, high-level HEW officials, and a scholar
of the politics of education. Further, AERA held several dinner meetings
for Congressmen and their aides, so they could meet prominent researchers In
education and discuss new developments; they sent letters to their membership
Qrging them to support Réﬁresentaﬁi&e John Brademas from Indiana, who was
a §tr0ng advocate of funds for research on education; and they made numerous

efforts to develop relationships with high-level Office of Education personne!,

~in an effort to Influence the selection of staff and research priorities.

After three years of such activity, AERA leaders still felt that they were
ineffective and that the ''top leadership of OE has failed to respond to
repeated offers from AERA officers and commi ttees that might have produced

the kind of symbiotic relationship with outside associations that have
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supported programs for the handicapped, in guidance, and in vocational

education." (Educational Researcher, March, 1972.) At that time the association

decided to pull back and focus on training, publications and meetings. Thus,
while the Colloqﬁium may have helped to change AERA's desire for involvement,
it could not change the environment's response. By not addressing the
fssue of how AERA might implement a policy of gfeater involvement in
federal relations, the Colloquium and Planning Report contributed nothing to
the success of thouse efforts.

On a more general level, the Colloquiqm may have led AERA to develop
a somewhat different style for operating the éssociatioﬁ. After; the Council
had spent ten hours of the two day Counci! meeting dfscussing fhe Planning
Committee's interim report, Dershimer observed that thé emphasis {n the
association had moved away from the Planning Cormittee method of change,
toward a tendency to work for changes andAlong-range planning within
existing AERA committees. Most organizations at least acknowledge the idea
of developing internal mechanisms for innovation. Whether AERA has succeeded
In doing this remains to be seen over time.

Throughout the Colloquium and Planning Committee report, recommendations
were ﬁresenfed_in terms of what the association should do, but scant heed
was pald to how it might implement the recommendations. In one instance
described here, the date were so dramatic.'and the need may have been so
strbngly felt, that the AERA marshalled additional resources to conduct
studies of their membership ani operations. In the case of publications
recommendations; implementation could occur by changing the policies of
existing publicetions or by interesting an independent publisher. In both
examples, the.principle difficulty in implementation was financial. Once the

financial means were found, the ideas could be implemented.
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In the case of recommendations dealing with federal relations,
however, the practical difficulties involved in implementatiun went beyond
financial problems. The AERA faced problems of political st~ategy and influence

with little or no prior experience and with no guidance firom the Colloquium

or the planning report.
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Chapter 5
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
When Richard Dershimer became the Executive Offjcer of AERA In 1964
he feced two kinds of problems. First, he confronted informational problems
with respect to learning who the statesme:r: of educationgl research were and
what it s that a community of scholars does for jts participants. He

also became increasingly aware of what might be called a political problem

of organization. The relative importance and influence of AERA was much

lower than it might have been. This was evident, he reports, in the fact that
most of distinguished educational scholars named to the National Academy -

of Education (NAE) in 1964 were not members of AERA. Furthermore, AERA

was not influencing federal policy on educational research at an9 level ~-
executive, congressional, or sgency. His own reading in the sociclogy of
sclence convinced him that perhaps social science theory and research

might help AERA solve its problems.

In conjunction with the incoming AERA president, John Good!ad,
Dershimer developed the plan for the Collogquium of schclars and
pollicy~makers, for which papers would be prepared in advance, He decided
whom to ask to write-papers by consulting people he knew, The result wa§
a cdlléction of people interested in a problem thqt was somehow relevant
to the concerns of AERA. With one exception, however, the paper-writers
were not instructed tov5earch for specifié information or to deal with a
particular topic. Instead, they were told to write a paper on a toplc or
p}oblem that interested them, on the assumption that whatever they were doing
might be kzinful to AERA.

The authors of the Colloquium collected information in varjous ways.

As already roted, only two gathered new data for the Papers, although a third
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) author conducted secondary analysis of some existing deta. The last two
were primarily conceptual papers.

The papers were prepared and distributed to participants prior to
the Colloquium. Since Corwin's paper was very long (56 pages), he and
Seider wrote a 27 page overview, which was circulated in advancec. Hags trom
distributed his paper at the beginning of the Coiloguium. It Is not clear
that all participants had read the papers befpre the Uolloguium, which meant
that authors who effectively introduced ideas from or summarized their
papers during the Colloquium may have been more widely considered than
authors whb did not.

Chapter 3 discusses in detail the way social science was utiljzed
by the Planning Committee in formulating the policy recommendations. There

were at least three forms in which social science was used: social concepts

o]

r theories, empirical data, and finally, the presence of social scientists
as planners. Certain concepts were introduced in the Colloquium as relevant
to the problems of AERA. The importance of the reward system in scientific
fields was brought into the discussion by Storer, and was picked up by a
soclologist on theﬂ?!anning Committee who drafted the recommendation for thc

vFg]lows membership-é;tegory in AERA. Stcrer also implied some causal relations
between the reward system, the desire of individuals to join AERA and publish
in Its journals, and the quality of research in education.

There are several Instances of the influence of new empirical data

“on policy recommendatigns. Not only did Garvey formulate many specific
suggestions at the Colloguium on the basis of his.empirical data, but, as
alréady noted, his empirical studies demonstrated the vélue of research on
the actual operations of AERA. In addition, Corwin's reports of interviews
with sociologists of.science served to focus considerable attention at the

Colloquium and in the Planning Keport upon the quality of research as a
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key problem. Further, Corwin's observations about the role of professional
assocliation members in federal science policy-making may have served to
provide a dramatic contrast for AERA planners when they considered their
own situation. |

As already noted, the importance of social scientists as planners
cannot be underestimated, particularly with regard to making recommendations
on the basis of soclial concepts of implicit causal models. The case studied
here suggests that social concepts or orientations are much more likely to
be brought to bear in decis}on-making when at least one of the important
decision makers is a social sclentist. Moreover, when a number of socisl
scientists concur, as for example in the case of Corwin's reports about the
role of natural scientists in influencing federal science policy, their !
more activist orientation may begin to prevail. ;

Social science would interact in various ways with policy makers.
For example, social science could reinforce and strengthen existing Ideas
held by a policy~maker, as was suggested in the way Gage's idea for a
critical review of educaticnal research was supparted by the Colloquium,
By way of contrast, some Ideas advanced at the Colloquiuonr In the
Planning Report were not adopted by the AERA Counéil., Reasons for this include
possibility that their consequences were too hard to fathom or were consiéered
too far reaching; that not enough data were available, or that tha implicit
causal models were nat assumed. The Fellows recommendation formulated by
@ sociologist on the Planning Committee on the basis of assumptions about
the nature and operation of the rewardvsystem in scientific fields Is an
example of ideas not accepted.

Simllarly, regarding both recommendations and implementation, there

are widely differing degrees. of overlap in ideas from the Colloguium and in
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i
the recommendations, which underscores the importance of the receivers of the
social science ideas for the transfer process. |f soclal sclentists are
givers as well as receivers of the ideas, the chances of their being accepted
seems to be greatér.
Finally, with respect to both utilization and implementation, this
case study reveals the importance of at least a translator or an a2dvocate
of particular ideas, particularly If giver and receiver do not share the
same genera! orientations. For example, as a result of his own reading and
thinking in the sociology of science, the executive officer of AERA become \
very familar with many of the ldeas presented in the Colloguium. He was
the single greatest interpreter of ideas between the Collequium, the :
Planning Committee, and the Council. At the Council meetings, | observed;
he summarized, some of the major themes of the C6lloquium for the members.
The case of an idea which was not accepted by the Councll, the Feilows
recommendation, Illustrates whaf happened to an idea tHat had no advocate.
No one from the Planning Committee attended the Councll meeting when the
proposal was considered. While Dershimer was quite willing to interpret I
sociology of science Ideas for the Council, apparently he felt that since this
proposal so intimately concerned the AERA membership and the étructu?e
of the organization as it affected members, he should not speak for or
against the recommendation, but should let it be decided by the members'
elected representatives. But because no one was there to present the Planning
Committee's rationale for the proposal, the Councll was unwilling to approve
‘the ldea without understanding the basis §n which it stoed.
.> The AERA asked me to evaluate ths Colloquium* to fulfill their contract

with the U.S. 6ffice of Education, which had supported the It. ,

“Caroline H. Persell, "An Evaluation of a Strategy for Bringing Soclal Sclence
to bear on Organijzational Decision-making." Bureau of Applied Social ReseJrch, Columbia
University, New York, NY, april, 1970. :
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After tracing the cbngruences between ideas presented in the Colloquium,

the Planning Report, and the Council's actions, | concluded that the
Colloquium's worth could be seen in te}ms of specific ideas that were
adopted by the Association, and also In terms of the questibns and problems
It raised for AERA. | conclude that AERA policy-makers were faced with data
and dilemmas that they had previously not had to confront to dlréctly. The
‘ result was a sharpening of‘their awareness of the issues facirg the Associatlion.
This result was particularly evident in the attitude of the Executive
Officer, observed both by ﬁe and by a member of the Planning Committee. He
said, ''the Colloquium had powérful ef fects on the Executive Officer of AERA,
moblllilng and enefgizing it." This conclusion suggests a final way that
social science may have been utilized to provide new motivation to those

asked to carry out the activities of an organization.
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