
??? ^ow does research influence educational practice? I^ow of no satisfactory empirical answer to thisi^estion. It has recently been answered systemati-empirically, and competently in medicinel^omroe & Dripps, 1976), but, as far as I know, notl^education. Virtually all answers in education have^?Ÿn speculation and opinion, sometimes based on^search, sometimes not. In this address, I will defend the following three^â€?"opositions. One, there is little direct connectionj^^tvyeen research and educational practice. Two, 'les of research aimed at theoretical understan- din 1 '?Š of psychological, sociological and other^havioral scientific phenomena of possible rele-l^ance to educational thinking and practice may haveeneficial though indirect efifects on educationalPractice. A corollary is that basic research is more^Portant than applied research in its potential effecteducation. And three, two major obstacles toÂŽsearch influencing educational practice in the longare the pragmatic-practical notion that research^"ould pay off and that it should be relevant to'^n^temporary social and educational

problems., ^o defend these propositions, I will discuss thepurpose of scientific behavioral research, thesumed validity of the payoff and relevance. tions, and how research can and perhaps doesIJJ^iuence practice. Finally, I will recommend whatas educators and as educational researchers, can^^ should do to maximize the fruitful outcome of'^â– â€?efTForts. ^^^ Purpose of Scientific Behavioral Research â€?jsThe basic puipose of scientific research is theory.PiJ^'s rather enigmatic statement means that thel'ose of scientific research is to understand and k Herdruk uit de Educational Researcher, septem-1977, Vol. 6, no. 8, pp. 5-12, met toestemmingde uitgever en de auteur. Copyri^t 1977,L^erican Educational Research Association, Was-"'8ton,D.C.,U.S.A. explain phenomena (see Braithwaite, 1953). Atheory presents a systematic view of phenomena byspecifying relations among variables, with thepurpose of explaining and predicting the pheno-mena. Theory is held in high esteem by behavioralscientists - and rightly so. The high esteem springsfrom science's basic purpose, and theory is

thevehicle for expressing the basic purpose. Science,then, really has no other purpose than theory, orunderstanding and explanation. Many people think that the purpose of rersearch isor should be to improve the lot of mankind. Not so.Either men improve man's lot or it doesn't getimproved. The misunderstanding in many people'sminds about research and its presumed ameliorativepurpose arises in part from confusing science withengineering and technology. Engineering is a set ofapplied disciplines that depend mostly on sciencebut that are themselves not science. It is the job ofthe engineer to devise technical solutions to practicalproblems. In so doing, he uses technology, whichlikewise often arises from science but is not itselfscience. Technology comprises technical methodsand materials devised to achieve practical objecti-ves. This is quite different, of course, from thepurpose of science. This is a hard argument to digest. So let me give anexampie to show what I mean. Suppose a theory ofleaming has been found to be empirically valid, andrather successfully explains the leaming of

concepts.The research to test the theory is scientific researchbecause it explains some aspects of human leaming.It may or may not have implications for teachingconcepts to children. Whether itdoes or does not hasnothing to do with its status as scientific research. Ateaching expert now devises a method of teachingconcepts based on the theory. He is an engineer, atechnologist. Although based on scientific research,what he does is not itself scientific research. Ofcourse he may test the efficacy of his method usingtechniques devised by scientists. His research isapplied research which is in this case inspired by theoriginal basic research. Actual teaching using the The Influence of Research on Educational Practice i ' ^ Pred N. Kerlinger*^niversity of Amsterdam "^agogische Studi??n 1978 (55) 209-217 209



??? Fred N. Kerlinger method is partly engineering, partly art. It iscertainly not science. There is no such thing as ascience of teaching or a science of education. In this talk I emphasize strongly the nature andpurpose of basic scientific research and say littleabout applied research. The reason is that I feel thata basic scientific research approach to educationalphenomena has been in general neglected and isincreasingly jeopardized by the values, attitudes,and practices of important decision making andfunding agencies in the United States (NationalScience Board, 1976). I am not saying that appliedresearch is unimportant. But I believe and will try toshow that basic research has greater ultimate impacton practice. At the least, I am trying to stimulateconsideration of a better balance between basic andapplied research in education. Misconceptions of Scientific Research There are in the Western world today three or fourrelated ways of thinking about research, especiallyin education, that are inimical to research and thatdiminish its potential healthy influence on practice. Iwill examine two

of these in some detail so that wecan better understand the main problem. They arethe pragmatic-practical misconception and themisconception that research in education should berelevant. The Pragmatic-Practical Misconception Most people assume that educational research cansolve educational problems and improve educationalpractices. The assumption is false. And it createsexpectations that cannot be fulfilled. Educationalresearch does not lead directly to improvement ineducational practice. The Solution of a researchProblem is on a different level of discourse than theSolution of an action problem. The outcome of aresearch problem is usually the establishment of arelation of some kind between two or morephenomena. This is true even of applied researchProblems. Take a relatively simple applied outcomelike that in an experiment by Clark and Walberg(1968), who studied the relative effects of massivereinforcement and regul?¤r reinforcement on thereading achievement of under-achieving children.Their experiment showed that massive reinforce-ment had a fairly

substantial effect on the readingachievement of the children who received it./ Can these results be applied directly to educationalpractice? On the surface, it would seem so. If ^research study shows that massive reinforcemen'helps underachieving children to read better, the"encourage teachers teaching such chUdren to usÂ?massive reinforcement. Unfortunately, thingsnot so simple. Does massive reinforcement wofKwith children of other ages? What difiference doeÂ?massive reinforcement make when used by differeo'kinds of teachers? More subtle, is it possible that theprolonged use of massive reinforcement might havÂ?a deleterious efifect on some or even all children â– Might it, for example, have the efifect of ultimateiycrippling children's internal motivation and inif"ative? So even a seemingly obvious and simple outcoiH^of research that is more applied than basic tums ou'to be removed from practice. If we take the results o'many basic research studies that seem to hav^implications for educational practice we find an eve"greater gap. In most such studies the gulf betwee"study

findings and practice is wide and deep. Studying relations and taking action are on tW"different levels of discourse which one cannot easUybridge. Scientific research never has the purpose ??solving human or social problems, making decision^:and taking action. The researcher is preoccupiÂŽwith, and schould be preoccupied wi??i, variableand their relations. He should never be requiredthink about or to spell out the educatioijfimplications of what he is doing or has done.require this is to require a leap from an abstra^relational level of discourse to a much more concre'and specific level. This cannot be done directly;not possible to do a research study and then ha^practitioners immediately use the results. , The expectation that research shouldimmediately to change in practice springs in ??'^,part from the well-known pragmatic and practic^^orientation of people who conceive the purpose ^research as the improvement of the lot of mankin ^Research, in this view, must pay off; there must b^,return on the investment in research. Practi*^.answers and problem solutions are

demandedscience and scientists. Most educational reseaf'-funding seems to be based on this expectation. - The roots of the expectation are strongAmerican history and life. We are a practical P^oP 'we want results. This pressing practical attitude h ^paid off handsomely; we have built a new worldrelatively short time. Part of the price we have P^for it, however, is anti-intellectualism. An ad"observer of American life, the historian Hofstad'has ampiy documented nineteenth Century Am^ 210



??? The Influence of Research on Ediicational Practice ^^ ??npatience with intellectual matters (Hofstadter,'^62). We still have a strong current of it and theP^'^gmatic orientation it springs from.A strong pragmatic attitude virtually forces focusPon outcomes and getting things done. What is??ood is what works! There is relatively less^Phasies on why things work; most important is^at they work. This is a defeating attitude because,^ Thomson (1960) has pointed out,' The best way to"^^e advances in technology . . . turns out to be toJnderstand the principle' (p. 997). He has alsoPointed out that this idea is a recent discovery and^ probably only recently become true. No wonder^'s hard to understand!Educators have little patience with what theyonceive to be 'impractical', 'ivory tower' research,"ey want research to be put to practical work. Theeffect of their impatience is a pervading^ti-intellectualism that has a devastating effect on^se^ch in education. One of the unfortunatej"^ifestations of this general attitude toward^search is the urgent desire and demand for.^search to yield quick returns on our

Investment in, â€? Two t^k about research for the sake ofnowiedge seems to many of us foolish, evenP^^etic. We must have payoff! This is aforlom and futile expectation. Scientific.ÂŽ?earch does not pay off in any simple way because, 's not and cannot be aimed at practical problems1965; Brooks, 1971; Dubos, 1961; Townes,j. Waterman, 1966). Indeed, our insistence onÂŽSearch leading to targeted and programmatic'^tcomes can have and has h;id deleteriousonsequences. One of these is reinforcement of ourJ^nt anti-intellectualism. Is it any wonder that,, ^Jcational research has not been distinguished forquality? Another serious consequence is thattalented young men and women are led into deadJ^^s, into fruitless and virtually meaninglessÂŽ^ches for immediate solutions of educational""â– ??blems. Some of you may agree with my argument but^^y ask: How about applied research? Methods^^eu by scientisLs are of course used in appliedl^search. But the purpose of applied research is toij^'P in making decisions and these decisions cirejj^'linarily tied to relatively specific problems,

even.^^ugh they may be large problems. So applied^ Search cim of course be used to help solve such^â– "Oblems, but this problem solving does not^j'^inarily lead to understanding of the complexâ– Jenomena behind educational practice. Whiledispensable, especitilly when done in a milieu inwhich basic research is strong, its power and genera]applicability are limited. Take reading. Answers to reading problems lie notin many researches aimed at telling teachers how toteach reading. They lie in research aimed atunderstanding the many aspects of human leamingand teaching connected with reading. Such under-standbg is arrived at, if it is ever arrived at, byinvoking psychological and other theories related toreading and doing research over long periodsdirected at understanding reading-related pheno-mena. Study of reading in and of itself is almostinvariably unproductive. We must study reading inthe context of perception, motivation, attitudes,values, intelligence, and so on. In other words, thegoal should not be the improvement of reading! Itshould be understanding of the relations

among themany complex phenomena related to reading.Research directed toward improving anything butminor skills is doomed to triviality, frustration, anddefeat. To improve something as complex as readingrequires understanding of reading and many relatedphenomena, a very difficult task indeed. And there isof course no guiirantee of improvement in children'sreading, even if basic research on phenomenarelated to reading is done. It is unrealistic, therefore, to ask how a piece ofscientific reseiirch will produce such-and-sucheducational results. This demand has probablyweakened educational research more thiin any othersingle cause. We force our docton?? students to teilus how their theses will change educational practice,and the poor things comply with our demand when inreality the demand is impossible to meet for a simplereason. People make decisions and solve problems.Of course, the results of research may be suggestive:they may suggest that if you do thus-and-thus,such-and-such may happen. But that is all. Theyonly su^est; they never demonstrate the certaintyof practictil

outcomes. If we are to understand theinfluence that research can have on educationalpractice, we must understand how misguided thepragmatic-practical view is. No amount of Congres-sional, govemment, university, or student actionsand demands can change the stubbom fact thatscientific research of any consequence never paysoff directly. The Demiind for Relevance Like the pragmatic demand for payoff fromresearch, the deniiuid for relevance has highlydeleterious consequences. Both demands ;ire iilsohard to deal with because they are so plausible. What 211



??? Fred N. Kerlinger is more plausible than to ask that research should berelevant, that it should be directed to social andeducational problems of worth and consequence?The Problem of relevance is important and subtle,subtle because it is so plausible and because it can beused in the cause of ideology. It is the commonargument of European Marxists and of bothconservative and liberal American educators, forexample. Both demand relevance from research. The argument for relevance seems to say, inefiFect, that the substance and direction of researchmust be guided by significant social and educationalProblems. It is remarkable that European Marxistsand American educators come to the sameconclusion about research - but from differentideological bases and goals. A certain neo-Marxistgroup has said, for instance, that research inpsychology must be relevant, and this meansemancipation of powerless groups in the society -this is called 'emancipation research'!^ In otherwords, research is to be used for human and politicalpurposes. It is no accident that one of

thesubfaculties that is almost completely radicalized inmy university is education. Marxist, neo-Marxist,Maoist, and other radical students and instructorsgravitate to those disciplines that are perceived ashaving potential relevance to the Solution of socialProblems: sociology-, education, psychology, politi-ca! science. The inevitable consequences are frightening:Basic research in education is almost entirelyneglected except by a few individuals. It is notimmediately relevant to social and human problems.Moreover, it supports the decadent, bourgeois,imperialist status quo. Thus, it should not besupported. Arguing from aless sophisticated theoretical base,Con^essmen, govemment officials, educationaladministrators, teachers, and educational resear-chers call for relevance, even though the word itselfmay not be used. The net effect of this call, togetherwith the closely related payoff psychology menti-oned earlier, is to cut off financial and moral supportfor basic research in education. At present, thesupport for basic research in the National Institute ofEducation budget, for example, is

virtually nil.Overwhelming proportions of the budget go toprojects that are conceived to be relevant and thatpromise solutions to pressing social and educationalproblems (AERA, 1976; NIE, 1976).^ But NIE policy and practice simply follow adeeper American philosophy of pragmatic return onthe dollar, payoff in other words. As a professionalstaff member for the Senate Labor, Health' ,Education and Welfare Appropriations Subconunit' itee said last year, 'We want N.I.E. to show us thatwe are getting a bang for the bucks we are spendingon educational research' (McNett, 1976). ThÂ?relevance part of it springs not so much frofideological sources, as with the neo-Marxists, bu'from the need to conform to recent payoff trends an<ldemands. This has resulted in a virtually exclusiv^focus on applied research. The effect is to choke o??the most important part of educational research. The demand for research to be relevant has threÂ?serious weaknesses. The first is: Who defin^^relevance and what is relevant? You? MC' iProfessors? Govemment officials? Politicians? Stu-dents? When we

demand relevance we are in thÂ?midst of politics because competing claims O',relevance have to be resolved. Research and politic' iand ideology do not mbc well because, as NisK^ j(1975) has said, 'In science, ideology tends ^;corrupt; absolute ideology, absolutely' (p. 46), ^^because research problems and goals cannot bÂ?decided democratically or autocratically. Researd'problems are decided by basic researchers pursuio??theoretical explanations of phenomena, or Wapplied researchers seeking answers to questions oÂ?what will work and how it will work. A second difficulty with the demand for relevanc^^is that no one can really teil wh^ther a lineresearch will lead to worthy practical outcomes ort"socially desirable ends (DuBridge, 1969; Thompsoi^-1969; Townes, 1968). The demand for relevancjputs the choice on politically chosen ends a"forecloses other research possibilities. I shuddert"think of our loss if the present demand for relevanc^had been as strong as it now is when Thurstone an''Pavlov were doing their work! . In a remarkable report published last year Mdirected to

assessing the relative effects of basic afl^applied research on medical practice, Comroe a??'^Dripps (1976) show, clearly and unmistakeably, tl""basic research has been much more important thajjapplied research in ultimate influence on appl'^jmodem clinical practice. This is the strong^ÂŽempirical evidence I have yet seen supporting ^^great importance of basic research (see, als^'Griffiths, 1967; Thompson, 1969; Townes, 1968)'The Comroe and Dripps report also makes it cle^how indirect the influences are. Comroe and Dripps asked 40 psysicians to list thadvances in medictJ practice that they considei"^the most important for their patients. They sent ftiselected advances to a large number of special'^'and asked the specialists to vote on the list. T^ 212



??? The Influence of Research on Ediicational Practice Jjotes decided ten advances in medicine in the lastÂ?irty years. The authors, with 140Consultants, then'oentified the essential bodies of knowledge that hadto be developed so that the advances could be made. Prom some 2,500 research reports that wereÂŽspecially important to the development of one or^ore of the essential bodies of knowledge identified,^?Ÿy and Consultants selected more than 500ÂŽssentia] or key articles for careful study. A 'key'^icle was one that had an important effect on^"osequent research and development, reported"ew data or new ways of regarding old data, a new'^'icept or hypothesis, and so on. In other words, it^^ a key article if it led to one of the ten clinicalAvances. , Comroe and Dripps classified the articles as: (1)^ic research unrelated to the Solution of a clinicalProblem; (2) basic research related to the clinicalProblem; (3) studies not preoccupied with basic^^chanisms; (4) reviews; (5) developmental work or^''gineering to create, improve, or perfect apparatusa technique for research; (6) the same as

(5) but for"^ewith patients. The results were clear: Basic research was^sponsible for almost three times as many key^icles as other types of research and almost twice^ Jnany articles as non-basic research and develop-ment taken together! (Thefigures were: basic: 61.7%basic: 21.2%;' development: 15.3%; review:â€?o%.) This remarkable research into researchorrects distorted ideas of the contributions of basic^^ applied research to practice and strongly afl??rmsmany scientists have been saying for the lastâ– ^'ny or more years: Basic research done not forP^Voff or relevance ultimately has greater eifect thano-called programmatic or targeted research. Even ifcan quarrel with this statement, it is at leastJ'dent that faith in the plausibility of the relevance"^Sument must be shaken. the The third weakness of the relevance argument is most fundamental one. Even if we had ^^imous agreement on what is relevant, the^^ment misses the main point and purpose ofl^'^nce and scientific research, and, if accepted,j^^ds to erosion of science. For if socii?? ameliorationj.^ubstituted for disinterested

pursuit of understan-and explanation, science will lose the verythat have made it unique iwd powerful in.dancing man's knowledge of the world and ofjj^^elf: objectivity, disinterestedness, and universa- ?? have been negative long enough. Do I haveVthing positive to say? Yes, I think so. How Does Research Affect Education? How does research influence and change educa-tion and educational practice? The effects ofresearch are indirect and deep and are feit only overappreciable periods of time. Deeper understandingof underlying phenomena is relatively slow, evenreluctant, because it has to combat or displace fixedsets of beliefs. Larger trends in theoretical thinkingand series of research studies geared to answeringgeneral theoretical psychological and sociologicalquestions have the greatest probability of having animpact. Applied research studies, virtually bydefinition, have less chance of having long-range anddeep impact because they are aimed at specific andrelatively narrow goals. Theoretically orientedstudies aimed at understanding phenomena aregenera!, abstract, and

applicable in principle to manydifferent problems and situations, if they areapplicable at all. Take attribution theory and attribution studies. Ina provocative study by Harvey and Kelley (1974),one of the questions asked was: What conditionstiFfect an individual's sense of his own competence?The researchers found that conditions of stabilityand instability of situations in whichjudgments weremade affect pupils' sense of their own competence. In another study stimulated by attribution theory,Jones and his colleagues (Jones, Rock, Shaver,Goethals, & Ward, 1968) were interested in theeffects of initial success and failure on observers'judgments of ability. They had their subjects tackle aseries of problems which were presented in such away that observers saw some subjects first succeedand then fail and other subjects first fail and thensucceed. The observers judged those who firstsucceeded more able than those who first failed,despite later performance. Series of studies such as these should increase ourunderstanding of attribution, a general phenomenonor process of potential importance

to education andteaching. We may gain increased insight into teacherjudgments of pupils and the conditions and triiits ofteachers that affect such judgments, for exjimple.We will probably also pick up bonuses on the way.The serendipity of theoretical exploration is oftensurprising and rewarding. For example, is it possiblethat the Harvey and Kelley study is an openingwedge into a highly important but little exploredaspect of motivation: sense of competence? Neither of these studies by itself means much ifanything for educational practice, though they aresuggestive. A body of such studies, on the other 213



??? Fred N. Kerlinger hand, may help to change the thinking of psycholo-gists, sociologists, and educators about an importantarea of human behavior, making judgments andother attributions. Such gained insights can have animpact on educational practice - though there isnever any guarantee that there will be significant andbeneficial impact. Another example of long-range research that isalready changing education in Europe and Americais the series of developmental-epistemologicalstudies of Piaget and his colleagues, reinforced bydevelopmental studies done in the United Statesover many years. Curiously enough, developmentalstudies seem to be taking us back to some of theprecepts and practices recommended by JohnDewey. For example, Dewey said that the child hasan intellectua] life of his own, a way of thinking aboutreality quite different from an adult's. The child isnot just a small adult. Piaget found ample evidencefor the validity of this belief. Understanding byeducators of the child's conception of reality is likelyto change educational practice profoundly. Series

ofstudies like these, then, will probably make adifiference. When we think of influence on knowledge,understanding, and practice, we rarely think of theinfluence of methodology. This is str?¤nge becausemethodology has already had a profound influenceon behavioral scientific knowledge. Methodological advances make a dififerencemainly because they change our ways of thinkingabout what we can study and how we can study it.They broaden our approach and perspective onresearch problems, in other words. Before the1930's, for example, experiments were mostlytwo-variable aflfairs. After the invention of analysisof variance, however, more realistic and moretheoretically interesting experiments could be doneusing two or more independent variables. Moreover,the important phenomenon of the interaction of tvvoor more variables could be studied. In educationalresearch, for instance, methods of teaching could bestudied in conjunction with other variables, likeability, aptitude, sex, and attitude. Research usingbetter and more appropriate methodology leads toresults that are

moregeneralizable and enlarges bothexperimental and nonexperimental research appro-aches and problems. I believe, indeed, that we are in the midst of arevolution in research thinking due kirgely tomethodological development. I want to give a rathercomplex example called analysis of covariancestructures (J??reskog, 1971,1974), ageneral formula-tion of different methods of analysis in a highlysophisticated multivariate analysis framework. 1'integrates factor analysis, including hypothesis-teS'ting factor analysis, multivariate analysis, study o'change, and path analysis, for example, in ^framework explicitly oriented to theory and hyp""thesis testing. In fact, it is explicitly aimedcomplex testing of theory, and superbly combine'methods hitherto considered and used separately-''also makes possible the rigorous testing of theorie'that have been very difficult to test adequateiy'Examples are theories of intelligence like Guilford'and Guttman's. Although a long way from the classroom,influence will ultimately be feit, just as the influenc^of factor analysis and multiple regression is no^'being feit.

The recent past and present theoretica*and research work of sociologists of education usin??path analysis is an example. By using path analys'^' isociological explanations of educational phenomei}| ihave been strengthened. But path analysischanjge profoundly because it has been shown to be ^special case of covariance structure analysis. Th^latter will make path analysis much more powerf"^than it now is. This will change sociologie^explanations of educational phenomena and ultiifl^'tely educational thinking and practice. Yes, I think that methodology has a profound "indirect and oblique influence on practice. Methodelogy is, after all, different ways of doing things f"'different purposes. Change methodology and y""change, to some extent at least, the problems ^^^attack. Perhaps more important for education^research, problems that have seemed intractab'^because of their complexity are now becomi"^tractable and amenable to scientific scrutinyattack. The most important source of influence ""practice is theory. I am thinking of theory at tW"levels. One is the larger kind of theory, for

examp'^'gestalt, behavioristic, psychoanalytic, and cogniti^^theories in psychology. Such theories changviewpoints on children and their leaming, amo^-other things. Sometimes they interact to produ^^change. It is not unlikely, for instance,psychoanalytic theory interacted with behavioris",theory to produce a more open and permissive vie^of the child. The other kind of theoretical influence is the mo^specific theory, such as attribution theory, reinf"''cement theory, and theories of intelligence.ories of intelligence can change educational thinkfland practice. The implications of environmental ^hereditarian theories of intelligence can lead to qi" 214



??? The Influence of Research on Ediicational Practice .'fferent educational systems and practices, for"Jstance. Reinforcement theory's influence has"''"eady been feit because of its strong emphasis on^sitive reinforcement. Teachers are more likely toreward than punishment because their training^not have helped but be influenced by reinforce-ment theory. They know that in their work the^ight of evidence is on the side of positive^â€?nforcement. One of the most significant things about scientific^^search is the system of values behind it. Whensearch is strong, an open atmosphere of criticalRuiry is fostered, which in turn fosters opennessjmd critical inquiry in cur teaching. We are moreto appeal to evidence in whatwe teil students,We are more likely to require students to do theanie. Theoretical explanations and empirical tes-of theory become the underlying structure of our^""k and teaching. The university is plagued as"Jch as other institutions by superstition, prejudice,dogma. The healthiest antidote to such socialseases has been science and scientific ways of'fiking and working because

there is a constantPPeal to empirical public evidence and a constant^lallenge of generalizations unsupported by evi-ÂŽice. As Monod (1971) puts it, science subvertsVthology and dogma,^^cience and scientific research change our waysthinking about ourselves, ethers, and children,d about le;uning, motivation, intelligence, and thepsychological imd sociological determinants. leaming, achievement, and adjustment. A^fession, once thoroughly exposed to science, canl^^l'er be the siime again. The effects of scientific^^Haviortd research in education, then, should beM though indirect and slow. Applied research^ouid undoubtedly have effects, but they willooably not be as strong and far-reaching as the long- fanj ^ain '8e effects of basic research. More germane to my Points in this talk, if applied research is ^Phasized and supported at the expense of btjsic^j^earch, then the results will be unfortunate. The'"Tiportant research and thinking aimed at basici "erstanding of educational problems and proces-^cannot help but suffer, even weaken ;ind die. Soy question is: Can scientific research in

education^w^trong? Will the current, partially irrationi??,^^cks on scientific research have the effect ofyher weakening research in education? BasicI ^ntific research has been neglected, sometimes'^'grated, even in university schools of education. It is puzzling and frustrating that in universitiesfaculty members and doctoral students - the presentand future intellectual leaders of education - havebeen and are deficient in research knowledge andunderstanding of science. Add to this the apparentignorance of national and local officials and policymakers of what research can and cannot do and howit is done, and we have little real promise forobtaining the knowledge needed for adequateunderstanding of education. What Can Be Done? What can be done to im prove educationalresearch to maximize the probability of it positivelyaffecting educational practice? First, I doubt theefficacy of planned programs to improve schools andeducation through research. Such phenomena asaction research, tiirgeted research, programmaticresearch, and, in Europe, emancipation research aremostly bizarre

nonsense, bandwagon climbing, andguruism, little related to what research is and shouldbe. Indeed, such movements have serious negativeeffects because they distract us from adequateresearch and because they substitute superficial andmediocre activities for the hard coin of scientificresearch. Second, we should not make promises we can'tkeep. I agree strongly with Frankel (1973) when hesays, in his brilliant essay on irrationalism andrationt?? inquiry, 'Considerable damage has i??sobeen done by scientists, among whom socialscientists are perhaps the most notable, whoexaggerate the amount of sound and applicableknowledge they have and who offer ^confidentsolutions to social problems-solutions that, whentried, turn out to be only a mixture of pious hope andinsular moral judgments' (p. 931). We should refuseto intlate the currency of educational reseai'ch. Thismeans that we should not create futile expectationsof what educationrf research can and will do. Whenwe talk to Congressmen tind other infiuentii?? policymakers and to school people iind parents, we shouldnot promise

great improvements. The job ofeducating policy makers and the public is verydifficult, but we should at letist try to do it properlyand with complete honesty. Third, there should be a judicious bjilancebetwcen basic and applied research. The presentoveremphasis on applied research and ne^ect ofbasic research is shortsighted and ultimatelydetrimental to educational resem'ch and educatiomilpractice (Piinel, i960; Waterman, 1966). To fosterand maintain such a balance should be a prime duty 215



??? Fred N. Kerlinger of the National Institute of Education and theAmerican Educational Research Association. Ibelieve that roughly one-quarter to one-half thebudgets of federal educational research fundingagencies should be allocated to basic research. Fourth, as the Panel on Basic Research andGraduate Education of the President's ScienceAdvisory Committee (1960) has pointed out,research that is not excellent has no place in science:'In science the excellent is not just better than theordinary; it is almost all that matters' (p. 1814).Mediocre research is bad research. We must alwaysaim, therefore, to do excellent research. To do this,we have to give educational researchers the besttheoretical, mathematical, and methodological trai-ning possible in order to maximize the probability ofexcellence. Conceptual and technical competenceshould be our first training goal. Cutting off federalfunds for research training programs, therefore,strikes me as irresponsible. So do mediocre researchtraining programs in schools of education. The mainsource of basic research in education should

beuniversity schools of education. They must there-fore have high quality research training programs. Fifth, education research leadership should comefrom educational researchers and not from officialsand agencies, federal or state. I am puzzled andcha^ned by NIE and the Congress, for example,setting broad and general research goals for thewhole country. Congress has even mandated NIEconcentration of resources on five research goals orneeds {Congressional Record-House, 1976). I amalso deeply concemed when I read in the NationalScience Board's (1976) important report, Science atthe Bicentennial, of the dismal and deleteriouseffects of govemment pressure for applied ratherthan basic research and its overregulation ofresearch all over the country and evidently in allfields. We should try to minimize the influence ofgovemment and foundation research goals, whichare often dictated by political and other extraneousconsiderations. This may of course mean giving upfederal funds. My answer to that is that such fundswill not do much good anyway. Indeed, they distractUS

from much of what we should be doing. Sixth and last, we should try to create andmaintain in our universities and laboratories theopen atmosphere of free inquiry characteristic ofscience at its best. It is mainly in such an atmospherethat excellent and creative research is done. Weshould be extremely wary of proposals and actionsthat would limit this freedom directly or indirectly.One reason I am so suspicious of 'save-the-world'proposals is not just because they are essentiallyphoney, but also because, with their financial a??'' [prestige resources and rewards, they distract youn?men and women of promise from the real andfundamental tasks of research. There are many obstacles to and distractions froO' !doing research, especially in education. One of th^most potent is closing the open atmosphere of fr^^inquiry by special appeals to improve educatiojj ithrough research and by channeling resources au''!support to special 'virtue' projects and special way^ [of doing research that promise social and educati' jonal improvement. One of the most deleteriouj !effects of the general

acceptance of alluring sfl^ .'special' research activities is the lack of sociÂ?' |financial, and psychological support for b^i''research, which is made to appear less attractivS'less alluring, and more demanding. I do not mean, o'course, that we should not encourage Innovation an''new developments. I simply ask for a bettejbalanced and more open environment and for critici*examination of proposals, especially those involviij?large sums of money and those that obviousiypromise more than they can deliver. I am both optimistic and pessimistic. There ^^hopeful signs of health in educational research. F^jexample, some of the most promising of rece"developments in theory and methodology com^from individuals working in educational research"closely connected with it. But there are alsinfluences hostile to research: the demands i"payoff and relevance, attacks on objectivity'educator and jwlicy maker lack of understanding"science and scientific research, and the general ja^of a congenial atmosphere for research. I am inclin^to believe that increased understanding and acc^Ztance of research

are inevitable. But how long will'take? Until research is understood and acceptf*'there will be little chiinge in educational pract''^based on tested theory and empirical evidenf^^Instead, we will have to depend on the conflicti"^claims of men and women with greater or less^amounts of magici?? power and charisma.' Notes j 1. Presidentii?? address, AERA Annut?? Meeting, -^P1977, New York City. j 2. I am grateful to the following individuals for readin?Ÿ^crticizing the first draft of this address: H. Beilii- .Beilin. D. Griffiths, G. Mennenbergh, R. Owen,Pedhazur, and W. Russell. y 3. You may be interested to know that in Germany jbook, Foundations of Bcliavionil Rescarch. ^jjtranslated by members of this group. One thing they 216



??? The Influence of Research on Educational Practice Was Substitute for the whole of my Chapter 1 a chapterEntten by a neo-Marxist! (I knew nothing of this until[he bock was published.) In the substituted chapter, thej^Portance of reievance was brought out. In the'^eface it was implied that I wasn't with it-and needed^ translator's help. â€? ^e original plan for NIE was an admirable balanceoetween basic and applied research concerns. Thechange came from Congressional and public pressurePayoff and reievance. With such strong pressure,JJ^e original excellent conception of NIE seems to have5 Â°een forgotten. ' â– '"st before giving this address, I received a draft of aâ– ^Port prepared by a group of Consultants to theâ€?Rationa] Institute of Education, 'Fundamental Rese-^h Relevant to Education.' The reasoning of theâ– ^sport and its conclusions and recommendati'ons are'"mUar to those of this address. Had I had this reportsariier, I would certainly have cited it. It is an important"ocument that deserves the careful study of the"lembers of AERA, indeed of the whole
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