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ALTERNATIVE MODELS FOR HUMAN CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT
IN EDUCATION RESEARCH

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Enhancing the quality of researchers is an essential element in a strategy to improve the quality
of research in any field. In research on education, the Spencer Foundation has been a leader in
promoting the development of human capital, through its long-standing fellowship programs and
many other initiatives over the years. The purpose of this report is to consider additions,
modifications, and alternatives to the current programs that may improve the quality of
knowledge produced about education by increasing the capacities of the scholars involved in this
endeavor.

Scope

To address the overall question, we examined information from four main sources: Spencer
Foundation materials including private documents such as internal memos and reports, and
public documents such as evaluations of the fellowship programs; discussions with 16 selected
“key informants” from the Foundation as well as leaders and participants in comparable
programs in other organizations; a limited review of the literature on human capital development
in education and related fields; and an environmental scan of over 100 programs in education
and other fields, which resulted in a pool of 82 programs offered by 32 different sponsors which
we used to draw ideas about additions, modifications, and alternatives.

Goals

To think about program improvements, it is important to bear in mind the specific goals one is
trying to accomplish. We identified the following potential goals of programs to build capacity
in education research:

Enhance productivity by allowing scholars time to focus exclusively on research.
Provide incentives for outstanding researchers to focus on education rather than other fields.
Enhance scholars’ careers by providing a signal of their quality.

Enhance careers through mentoring experiences.

Create a cohesive cadre of scholars through networking.

Elevate the quality of research through focused training for specific skills.

Improve graduate education through incentives for individuals and leveraging programs.
Improve quality by identifying exemplars of high-quality research.

Increase diversity of investigator backgrounds, institutions, and intellectual domains.
Build a community of education scholars.

Enhance the visibility and importance of the Foundation by engaging with the most
outstanding scholars throughout their careers.



Context

To put our task in context, we briefly reviewed the literature on human capital development in
education research and other research fields, and we examined the evaluations of the current
Spencer fellowship programs. A limitation of the broader literature is that few evaluations have
been conducted in such a way as to distinguish the effects of the programs from the effects of
who is selected to participate in the programs. This makes it difficult to judge program impact.
In addition, few studies provide guidance on which program elements are particularly effective
or ineffective, so we obtain little guidance from the literature in our consideration of
modifications of existing programs. Overall, the impression one obtains from the literature is
that to the extent they have been measured, program effects are modest.

These findings contrast with the evaluations of the Spencer fellowship programs, which include
two qualitative studies conducted by Abt Associates and two quantitative assessments conducted
by Larry Hedges and colleagues. The quantitative assessments are particularly impressive in
their rigor, as they employ a regression discontinuity approach to disentangle effects of programs
from effects of selection. These assessments uncovered positive effects of both fellowship
programs. In both cases, fellows produced 30% more publications than applicants who reached
the finalist round but did not win the award. (In a regression discontinuity model, selection
differences between winners and finalists are taken into account by including the known criterion
of selection as a control variable in the model.) Other noteworthy advantages appeared in
citations, editorial board service, and subsequent grant-winning. We considered several reasons
for why the Spencer program yielded larger effects than other programs, and identified three
reasons that seem plausible: the wide range of outcomes considered in Spencer evaluations, the
relative scarcity of funding for education research, particularly at the graduate level, compared to
some (but not all) other fields; and the design of the Spencer fellowship programs.

Dimensions and Examples

We identified 5 key dimensions of capacity-building programs, and we discuss each in turn,
providing specific examples to illustrate our points:

e Individual versus institutional programs

The current Spencer fellowship programs provide funding to individual scholars, whereas some
prior programs, such as the Research Training Grant, provided funding to institutions that was
allocated to fellows. Our environmental scan revealed that while there are many more individual
than institutional programs, more funds are spent on institutional programs, primarily due to the
massive investment of NIH in its training programs. The IES Predoctoral Interdisciplinary
Training Program (PIRT) is an example of an institutional program in education research.
Distinctive features of this program are its relatively narrow focus within the field of education;
the operation of the grant by cross-departmental groups of faculty rather than whole departments
or schools/colleges; the competitive allocation of PIRT awards; and the substantial funds made
available for institutional support to operate the program, in addition to funds for graduate
stipends.



e Targeted versus universal awards

The distinction between targeted and universal awards is a relative one; we define universal as
pertaining to a discipline or field of study (e.g., education) and targeted as either more narrow
substantively (e.g., educational measurement), or as focusing on particular characteristics of
applicants (e.g., women or members of a particular ethnic group). Whereas the IES PIRT is an
example of a targeted, institutional program, the Robert Wood Johnson (RWJ) Foundation’s
Scholars in Health Policy Research is a universal, institutional program, because it brings
postdoctoral scholars from a variety of social science disciplines to focus on health policy from a
wide range of perspectives. RWJ awards are distinctive because of their high pay rate ($89,000
annual stipend), and they are perceived as successful at bringing outstanding scholars from the
disciplines to focus on health policy issues (we are not aware of a formal test of this perception).
Like the IES predoctoral program, the RWJ program provides substantial institutional funding to
operate the program and to promote health policy research on campus more broadly. These
resources are perceived by participants and observers as instrumental to the success of the
program.

Of course, fellowship programs for individual scholars may also be universal or targeted. The
current Spencer programs are examples of universal programs. Examples of targeted programs
include funding for women in fellowships from the American Association of University Women,
and funding for minority and first-generation scholars from the Ford Foundation. Another type
of targeted individual fellowship is the AERA Dissertation Fellowship, which supports students
engaged in research with national education surveys. Yet another example is the postdoctoral
fellowship of the Knowles Science Teaching Foundation (KSTF) . This program provides 2
years of funding to 2-3 fellows for research on math and science teachers.

e Career stage

We identified four distinct career stages of awards: early graduate education, dissertation, early
career, and mid-career. Early career and early graduate education programs are most prevalent,
and the bulk of the resources are devoted to these levels as well, thanks to the massive
investments from NIH and NSF. (Almost no education researchers are funded by NIH and NSF
programs; the NSF CAREER award is a noteworthy exception. Education is specifically
excluded from eligibility for the NSF Graduate Research Fellowship.) Mid-career fellowships
provide time and space for scholars to get away from increasing university responsibilities so
they can temporarily pursue research on a full-time basis. Other programs for early and mid-
career scholars include targeted training in specific skills, such as the IES Summer Research
Training Institute on Cluster-Randomized Trials. Other programs at the early and mid-career
stage aim to provide exposure to new settings and intellectual domains. One mid-career program
is the W. T. Grant Distinguished Fellows Program, which brings researchers to applied settings
and practitioners to research environments. Another is the American Association for the
Advancement of Science Fellows in Science and Technology, which places researchers in
federal agencies or scientific societies for 1-2 years.



e Duration

We categorized programs along three markers of duration: less than one year, one year, and more
than one year. An example of a short-term program is the Mirzayan Science and Technology
Policy Graduate Fellowship Program at the National Academies, which brings doctoral or
postdoctoral researchers to the National Research Council for 12 weeks. Other short-term
programs provide specific skills, such as the IES Training Institute noted above, or the AERA
“Stats” Institute. At the opposite end of the duration spectrum is the W. T. Grant Scholars
Program, which provides 5 years of funding to early career researchers who focus on social
settings for youth. This program takes resources that are similar to that of the NAEd/Spencer
Foundation’s postdoctoral program and allocates them in a different way, choosing a much
smaller number of fellows but supporting them over more years. Another example of a mentored
program of extended duration is the NIH K01 award, which provides 3-5 years of funding to
release early career researchers from teaching and other responsibilities so they can focus on
their research. The K01 award is part of a sequence of progressive opportunities under which
NIH scientists move from mentored to independent research.

e Intensity

The programs in our scan varied according to their intensity. Of 82 programs, 39 offer
fellowships without professional development opportunities (including 1 in education research),
9 provide professional development without a stipend (including 3 in education), and 34 offer
both (9 in education, including the 2 Spencer fellowship programs). Mentoring is a major
component of programs that offer professional development, and a research literature has
emerged that claims that mentoring is essential for training and career development. An example
of a program that provides only mentoring without a stipend was the AERA Research Fellowship
in Education and Adolescent Health. Fellows attended the Add Health user’s conference and
worked with a mentor over the course of the year. A specific research paper was the product of
the fellowship.

We found little guidance, either from our review of programs or from the research literature, on
the advantages and disadvantages of more and less intense programs. Our informants expressed
skepticism about the notion that eliminating the stipend and retaining the mentoring aspects of
existing fellowship programs would maintain the same potency at lower cost.

Considerations and Reflections

In light of our analysis, we offer four considerations for further reflections:

e Maintain the brand

The current fellowship programs supported by the Spencer Foundation occupy unique niches; no
other programs support the development of researchers in a broad range of domains of education
research. Other programs operated by AERA, AIR, IES, NSF, KSTF, and the W. T. Grant

Foundation occupy more specialized niches. If the Spencer programs were eliminated, no
existing programs would meet the needs they fill.



Three different perspectives lead to the same conclusion about program effectiveness: effects in
the evaluation reports are large enough to be substantively meaningful; effects are large
compared to those identified for fellowship programs in other areas; and the current fellowship
programs meet most of the goals listed at the beginning of the report. These findings lend
support to the notion of maintaining the existing programs. A more nuanced conclusion about
the existing programs is that by engaging scholars of the highest quality early in their careers, the
Foundation is able to establish and sustain its brand of supporting valuable research on
education. Our examination indicates that a Spencer fellowship is an identity marker, and
placing this mark on future leaders when they are dissertators and just out of graduate school
grants the Spencer Foundation an important influence on education research — more so than if the
Foundation awarded only research grants.

Our scrutiny of available information cast doubt on the idea that the fellowship programs could
maintain their impact while by promoting their mentoring and networking activities without the
stipends. We had little concrete guidance about which program elements are most important, but
the information we gathered suggests that it is the total package rather than one element or
another that makes Spencer programs effective.

While most of the goals are well served by the current programs, two are not: leveraging
fellowships to improve the quality of graduate education, and providing targeted training for
specific skills.

e Leverage improvement in graduate education through a targeted program

We propose a targeted, institutional fellowship program in the purposes and values of education,
one of the four “areas of inquiry” that the Foundation currently uses to organize its grant-making
activities. This suggestion is motivated by four considerations:

1. Research on purposes and values has special significance at the present time, as public
debates focus almost entirely on narrow measures, and fail to ask questions about why
such measures are important, for what, and what other outcomes may be important.

2. Questions have been raised about the quality of preparation of researchers who work in
this area. A targeted program could leverage student funding to create programmatic
improvements (unlike the universal program that was attempted in the past).

3. Research on graduate funding suggests that fellowships may be especially potent where
they are most scarce. Funding for students in this area is scarce, so the impact of such a
program may be especially great.

4. No other initiative aims to improve graduate education specifically in this domain. The
program would serve a distinctive purpose and occupy a unigue niche.

An effective program would be interdisciplinary, drawing on such fields as history, philosophy,
political science, and psychology. It would not be limited to schools of education, but faculty in
schools of education could compete along with (and ideally in collaboration with) their
discipline-based counterparts. A program that produced, say, 12 scholars from each of four
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institutions could bring new vitality to today’s muted efforts to ask “why” questions about
education policies and practices.

e Targeted training for specific skills

A second goal that is not served by current programs is that of providing specialized training for
specific skills. We give examples of three areas in which such targeted training would be
helpful. One is training in crafting an exemplary dissertation. The Foundation has accumulated
substantial wisdom on this topic, and would be in a unique position to help improve the quality
of dissertations on education through a targeted training opportunity. A second idea goes back to
the purposes and values of education. A targeted workshop could provide tools for researchers
that would elevate the quality of work in this area. A third notion is about tools for qualitative
data analysis in education. Other organizations offer training for quantitative research, but we
did not find comparable programs for qualitative research methods.

e Stand for quality

Historically, the Spencer Foundation has stood for quality in whatever area of education research
is under consideration. As its other capacity-building programs have come and gone, the two
fellowship programs have endured. This is apparently no accident as the fellowship programs
turn out to be highly effective by the metrics we identified. The Foundation can maintain its
unique brand of standing for quality in education research by maintaining the current fellowship
programs. It may also want to consider more targeted training to leverage improvements in
graduate education and in the tools of education research.



ALTERNATIVE MODELS FOR HUMAN CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT
IN EDUCATION RESEARCH

1. Introduction

For decades, writers have lamented the perceived inadequate quality of research on
education (Lagemann, 2000). “Oh my God,” Diane Ravitch once expressed as she recounted her
experience in a Manhattan hospital, “What if, instead of medical researchers, | were being
treated by education researchers?” (Miller, 1999).

Whatever one’s take on the current state of education research, it seems clear that
elevating the quality of researchers — their selection, preparation, and ongoing development — is
bound to be a key component of any strategy to improve the quality of research. The Spencer
Foundation has long been one of the nation’s leaders in promoting the development of human
capital for education research. Through its signature programs of predoctoral and postdoctoral
fellowships, as well as a wide range of related initiatives over the years, the Foundation has
invested millions of dollars in attempting to boost the capacity of scholars to conduct research on
education. At the present time, the Foundation is undertaking a review of its capacity-building
programs, including the fellowship programs. One aspect of a review is consideration of
alternatives and modifications. Are there other forms of capacity-building programs that might
serve the same ends, either more powerfully, or more efficiently, or both? That question
motivates this report. Our charge is to examine alternative models for human capital
development in education research.

2. Plan of this report and scope of our work

To assess the potential value of alternative models, one must have a sense of the specific

goals of the capacity-building programs. Thus, we begin our report with an enumeration of

goals. Next, we place the current Spencer programs in context by reflecting on a small literature



on the evaluation of other capacity-building programs, and by discussing the recent evaluations
of the Foundation’s own fellowship programs in light of this literature. With this context in
mind, we outline the key dimensions of programs to build human capital for research in
education and discuss the prevalence of programs that fall along these dimensions. We provide
several examples that illustrate the advantages and disadvantages of selected models, mainly in
education but drawing on other fields as necessary to make our points. We conclude by offering
reflections that may guide the Board and staff as they consider future efforts of the Foundation to
support work of the highest quality in the selection, preparation, and ongoing development of
researchers in the scholarly field of education.

We obtained four main sources of information as we pursued this work. First, we studied
an extensive set of internal documents that covered three decades of Foundation investments in
human capital development programs. We had access to docket reports, internal memos, and the
recent feedback solicited from the public regarding the fellowship programs. We also reviewed
a number of public documents including, most importantly, the evaluations of the fellowship
programs conducted by Abt Associates and by Larry Hedges. Second, we held discussions with
selected “key informants.” These conversations ranged from semi-structured interviews to an
informal focus group and included staff members from the Spencer Foundation, leaders and
participants in capacity-building programs in other organizations, and a small, select group of
former Spencer fellows. In total, we spoke with 16 persons in 10 different sessions — a highly
selective, non-representative, but insightful collection of informants. Third, we conducted a
limited review of the literature on foundations, graduate education, and fellowship programs in
education and related fields. Due to time constraints, we did not review the full range of

research, but read enough to provide a context for our endeavor. Fourth, we conducted an



environmental scan of over 100 programs, relying largely on electronic resources and
secondarily on public and private documents and interviews, to identify various models of
human capital development in education and related fields. Again, the review of alternative
models was not exhaustive, but was thorough enough to capture a wide range of programs that
vary along key dimensions and provide examples that should be helpful in thinking about
possible alternatives or modifications for the Spencer programs. The appendix provides details
for 82 different programs offered by 32 different sponsors that aim to develop capacity for
research in individuals or institutions at career stages that range from graduate education to mid-
career.
3. Goals of programs to build human capital for education research
Within the overall goal of building human capital to yield high-quality research on
education, a number of more focused goals may be identified. Some of these are explicit, but
others are implicit in the manifestation of the programs rather than stated up front. The goals we
identified include:
e Enhance the productivity of emerging and developing education scholars by allowing them
time to focus exclusively on their research.
e Provide incentives to outstanding scholars to focus their research on education as opposed to
other fields.
e Enhance the careers of the most outstanding scholars by providing a signal of their quality.
e Enhance the careers of the most promising emerging and developing scholars by providing
them with opportunities to be mentored by some of the field’s most distinguished scholars.
e Create a cohesive cadre of outstanding emerging and developing scholars through the

networking activities of the fellowship programs.



e Elevate the quality of education research by providing focused training for specific skills.

e Improve the quality of graduate preparation in education research by providing incentives for
high quality and by leveraging graduate programs to produce outstanding researchers.

e Improve the quality of education research generally by identifying exemplars of high-quality
research.

e Increase the diversity of scholarship on education along lines of the backgrounds of the
investigators, the array of institutions where they conduct research, and the intellectual
domains that they address.

e Build a community of education scholars by organizing social and intellectual focal points.

e Enhance the visibility and importance of the Spencer Foundation by becoming involved with
the most outstanding emerging scholars at early stages in their careers and by providing

successive opportunities for engagement with the Foundation.

SN

. Context for this report

Over the past two decades, a number of studies have examined the contributions of
capacity-building programs such as fellowships and mentoring experiences to the development
of research careers in a variety of fields, including the humanities, social sciences, and education.
While the programs have been extensively described and the characteristics of participants well
documented (e.g., Bowen and Rudenstein, 1992; Nerad, June, and Miller, 1997; Association of
American Universities, 1998a, 1998b; Goldsmith, Pressley, and Cooley, 2002; Council of
Graduate Schools, 2004; Committee for the Assessment of NIH Minority Research Training
Programs, 2005; Carey et al., 2006; Reinhart, 2006; Walker et al., 2008; Ehrenberg et al., 2010),
little information exists on the impact of programs on outcomes at the levels of individuals,

institutions, or fields of inquiry. Most studies have not been able to proceed from description to



analysis of impact because they are unable to disentangle the benefits of the programs from
differences among the participants — whether institutions or individuals — who are selected into
the programs. (Exceptions include Ehrenberg and Mavros, 1995; Fang and Meyer, 2003; and
Mantovani, Look, and Wuerker, 2006.) Nonetheless, the findings in this area have been used to
inform capacity-building reforms and interventions undertaken by universities, departments,
foundations, and professional associations (e.g., DeNeef, 2002; Walker et al., 2008; Ehrenberg
and Kuh, 2009; Council of Graduate Schools, 2010).

Evaluations of fellowships in graduate education. A landmark in this literature was
Bowen and Rudenstein’s (1992) study of graduate education, which included an analysis of
several prominent doctoral fellowship programs. The authors identified two dimensions of
fellowship programs — institutional versus individual awards, and career stage — and examined
the characteristics of fellowship winners along with outcomes such as completion rates and time-
to-degree for doctoral fellows (see especially chapter 11). While identifying several positive
aspects of the programs, such as increased visibility for graduate education, support for women
scholars, and support for universities and students, results for impact outcomes were modest:
Analysis of national fellowship program participants indicated that completion rates were lower
than expected given the financial support available and the quality of fellows selected, and that
time-to-degree was almost as long for fellowship winners as for other students.

Contemporary studies mainly echo the findings of Bowen and Rudenstein (1992). For
example, Ehrenberg et al. (2010) examined the design, implementation, and impact of the
Mellon Foundation’s Graduate Education Initiative (GEI), a decade-long effort to improve
graduate education in humanities fields. The GEI was an institutional fellowship program — that

is, awards were made to academic departments, and fellows were selected by participating



departments — and departments were expected to improve their programs as well as pass along
fellowship support to students. The authors conducted a sophisticated difference-in-difference
analysis to examine the impact of the GEI. The difference-in-difference strategy compares
before-and-after data from departments that did and did not participate in the GEI program; it
aims to take account of general trends that might affect all departments as well as pre-existing
differences among departments by comparing outcomes before the GEI and afterwards in
participating departments to outcomes over the same time frame in departments that did not
participate. The analysis uncovered small positive effects of the GEI on completion rates and
time to degree. For example, students in GEI departments had 2.9 percentage points lower
chances of dropping out of their graduate program than did students in comparison departments.
Time-to-degree was reduced by about 1.4 months, a statistically significant but hardly a
meaningful difference in light of the investment involved. Longer-term outcomes were also
evident but still modest: participants were about 5-6 percentage points more likely to publish in
the three years following receipt of the Ph.D. than non-participants. Unexpectedly, the GEI did
not increase the rates of participants’ obtaining academic jobs.

Evaluations of Spencer fellowship programs. The modest findings of most studies
contrast with the relatively strong showing of the Spencer dissertation and postdoctoral
fellowship programs as reported in evaluations conducted by Hedges and colleagues (2005;
2010). Hedges took advantage of Foundation records on reviewer ratings to employ a regression
discontinuity design to measure program impact. This approach assumes that among the finalist
candidates, winners are largely selected on the basis of quantitative ratings provided by
reviewers. If selection were entirely determined by a known rating criterion, and the rating

criterion were taken into account in assessing the effect of the program, the program effect would



not be affected by other, unobserved characteristics of candidates, i.e. it would be measured
without bias. In practice, fellows are not selected purely on the basis of numerical rankings, but
Hedges and Hanis (2005) showed that the extent to which selection departs from being
completely determined by the ratings is similar to the degree of violation of assumptions in
randomized trials in education. The regression discontinuity design is well suited to this
endeavor and provides a particularly strong test for impact, especially when compared to designs
typically used in evaluations of fellowship programs.

For the Spencer postdoctoral fellowships, Hedges and Hanis (2005) reported that fellows
produced 30% more publications than finalists who did not win the award. They had 40% more
editorial appointments and 49% more citations than their counterparts, and they received more
than double the number of research grants. The authors argued that not only were most of the
effects statistically significant, but they were large enough to be substantively meaningful as
well. Findings from the dissertation fellowship impact study were similar (Hedges and Asch,
2010). While fellows were significantly more likely to complete the Ph.D. than were finalists
who did not win the award, this difference was substantively minor because rates of completion
were extraordinarily high among finalists (91%) as well as among fellows (96%). However,
other findings appear substantively meaningful. Fellows produced 30% more publications than
finalists who did not win — the same difference as emerged for the postdoctoral program.
Dissertation fellows also had elevated odds of serving on editorial boards and received 30%
more citations, an impact that is smaller than that for the postdoctoral fellows but still
noteworthy. Dissertation fellows also obtained 30% more external grants than finalists.
Interestingly, Spencer dissertation fellows had more than twice the odds of finalists of winning a

NAEd/Spencer postdoctoral fellowship later on, compared to finalists who did not win the



dissertation award, and 1.75 times the odds of winning a Spencer research grant. Finally,
dissertation fellows also had 1.75 times the odds of being a member of AERA, suggesting that
the dissertation fellowship promoted subsequent engagement with the field of education
research.

The generally positive impact findings on both fellowship programs are buttressed and
illuminated by qualitative evaluations conducted by Abt Associates (Gamse and Conger, 1997,
Gamse et al., 2001). These reports provide details on the experiences and perceptions of fellows
as reported several years after their participation. While not designed to measure impact, the Abt
evaluations can help identify aspects of programs that are seen as particularly instrumental for
success. For example, dissertation fellows especially valued the financial support and time to
complete their research (Gamse et al., 2001). Interestingly, the most recent cohorts of
dissertation fellows showed much greater appreciation for networking opportunities than earlier
cohorts, presumably reflecting changes that were made in the program to increase the networking
opportunities. Dissertation fellows in the later cohorts were also more likely than their earlier
counterparts to perceive that the fellowship experience solidified their interest in pursuing
research related to education.

Comparison of Spencer fellowship effects with those of other programs. Why do the
Spencer evaluations show greater evidence of impact than evaluations in other fields? Although
a variety of methodologies have been used, it seems unlikely that methodological differences
account for the distinctive results of the Spencer evaluations. The methods used by Hedges and
his colleagues go farther than the rest of the literature to rule out bias due to selection factors.
Most of the evaluations are descriptive and at best compare winners with non-winners or with

the discipline as a whole. The difference-in-difference approach adopted by Ehrenberg et al.



(2010) uses comparisons of the same programs over time to mitigate selection factors, but
Hedges’ approach goes even farther by using the actual criterion of selection to account for pre-
existing differences. Because fellowship programs try to select the most outstanding candidates,
failing to account for selection would tend to bias observed program effects upward. The
guantitative evaluations of the Spencer programs thus offer more conservative estimates than
other studies, yet they yield more positive results than most.

Three other reasons seem more plausible. First, the Spencer evaluations addressed a
wider range of outcomes than most other studies. Other analyses of dissertation fellowship
programs, for example, have focused mainly on time-to-degree and completion rates. While the
Spencer dissertation fellowship did have a significant impact on completion rates, substantively
the effect was trivial. Far more important were its effects on productivity, career advancement
and recognition and, in the case of dissertation fellows, identifying as an education researcher
and obtaining subsequent grants from the Foundation. It may be that other evaluations would
have appeared more positive had the investigators examined a wider range of important
outcomes. However, this is unlikely to be the entire explanation, because the Mellon GEI
evaluation obtained smaller estimates for effects on productivity three years after completion of
the Ph.D. (Ehrenberg et al., 2010).

A second possible reason for the relatively strong positive effects of the Spencer
fellowship programs may have to do with fields of study. In an evaluation of the NSF Graduate
Research Fellowship (GRF) program, Goldsmith, Pressley, and Cooley (2002) observed that the
fellowships are more potent in fields where funding is less available. For example, the
fellowship appeared more important in mathematics, a field with relatively few external funding

opportunities, than in biochemistry, where funding is plentiful. The authors commented that “the
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impact of the GRF on graduate programs with more student funding options is understandably
less significant than it is for those where even a small amount of external support has a
substantial impact on program support for graduate students” (p.31). The Spencer dissertation
fellowship may have particularly strong effects because external support for graduate students is
in relatively short supply in education research, compared to fields supported by NSF and NIH
fellowships and traineeships. However, this explanation would not account for differences
between education and the humanities, where funding may be even more scarce.

A third possible reason for the relatively positive outcomes of the Spencer programs may
reflect the design of the programs. Spencer fellowships are awarded to individuals, while the
GEI grants studied by Ehrenberg et al. (2010) were awarded to institutions. It may be that
individually-awarded fellowships have more powerful effects on individual outcomes than do
institutional awards. Like the Mellon Foundation, the Spencer Foundation also had an
institution-based program intended to boost the quality of graduate education. Through its
Research Training Grant (RTG) program, the Foundation made awards to 11 schools of
education over a period of about 10 years. Many articles and reports were written about the
RTG, but they have the character of program profiles rather than evaluations. At this point, 3
years after the RTG has ended, it is difficult to identify lasting outcomes. Evaluations were
conducted of single programs (Leonard and Fennema, 2008; Kecskemethy, 2008), but they were
not designed to assess impact, and it is possible that a difference-in-difference analysis of the
RTG would have yielded findings similar to Ehrenberg et al.’s (2010) findings about the GEI.

Program impact and program goals. Notwithstanding any issues with the RTG, the
Spencer Foundation’s two long-standing fellowship programs appear to address successfully

many of the goals we listed in the previous section. They enhance productivity and visibility of
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winners and, in the case of the dissertation fellowship, lead to greater identification with
education research and promote subsequent engagement with the Foundation. They also provide
opportunities for networking and mentoring. The quantitative evaluations do not permit one to
discern which aspects of the fellowship programs are most closely associated with the positive
outcomes (e.g., the funds provided by the stipend, the prestige of the award, or the mentoring
experiences), but the qualitative evaluations point to the value of all of these. Our discussion of
alternatives and modifications must be viewed in light of these findings.

Finally, one goal the fellowship programs do not address directly is that of improving the
quality of graduate preparation in education research. Evidence for this conclusion is thin in that
it relies on the absence rather than the presence of data: neither the qualitative evaluations nor the
e-mail testimonials identified quality improvements in graduate preparation that resulted from
the fellowship programs, and the quantitative evaluations did not test for it. Still, it seems clear
the fellowship programs have not been designed with this goal in mind, so if this goal were to be
prioritized, alternative designs would need to be considered.

5. Dimensions of capacity-building programs

Bowen and Rudenstein (1992) identified individual versus institutional and career stage
as key dimensions along which capacity-building programs vary. Our environmental scan
reinforced the importance of these dimensions, but also introduced three others: whether the
program is targeted or universal; the duration of the program; and the intensity of the program.
We discuss each of these dimensions in turn, drawing on the specific programs we examined to
provide examples. Figure 1 categorizes some illustrative programs according to the first three
dimensions, Appendix Table A-1 codes the 82 programs according to the five dimensions, and

Appendix Table A-2 provides a structured abstract for each program.
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a. Individual versus institutional programs

A fundamental distinction among programs is whether they provide funding to
individuals, as do the current Spencer fellowship programs, or to institutions, as did the RTG,
which funded schools of education with a mandate to support graduate students while elevating
the quality of graduate training (Young, 2008). Although our scan was not exhaustive, we were
left with little doubt that there are many more individual fellowship programs than there are
institutional programs. Of the 82 programs we coded, 72 (88%) are directed to individuals. The
National Science Foundation (NSF) is the most prolific source of individual fellowship
programs, with fellowships for beginning graduate students, dissertation improvement
fellowships for advanced graduate students, CAREER awards for early career scientists, and a
variety of more specialized programs. The National Institutes of Health (NIH) also operates a
large fellowship program at the early and mid-career stage. Most private foundations such as W.
T. Grant, Andrew W. Mellon, Woodrow Wilson, MacArthur, and many others, tend to support
individual rather than institutional fellowship programs (the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation is
an important exception).

While there are many more individually-oriented programs, the amount of resources
invested is much greater in institutional programs. NIH alone allocated over $650 million to
institutional predoctoral and postdoctoral training in 2009-2010, with another $120 million to
individual fellowships (Association of American Universities, 2010). As depicted in Figure 2,
about half of all federal investments in fellowships and traineeships in 2009-2010 were made by
NIH. Inany given year, NIH may be found to support over 10,000 predoctoral fellows and about
8,000 postdoctoral fellows (Sherman, 2006). Virtually none of these would be characterized as

education researchers.
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Within NIH, the largest capacity-building program by a wide margin is the T32 training
grants program (see Figure 3). In a similar pattern (although at a different order of magnitude),
during the decade when the Spencer Foundation operated both individual and institutional
graduate fellowship programs, the institutional program (the RTG) consumed three times the
resources as the individual dissertation fellowships program. The pattern at NSF, however, is
different. NSF’s institutional program, the Interdisciplinary Graduate Education and Training
(IGERT) program is a smaller part of NSF’s portfolio (just under $70 million in 2009-2010) than
its graduate fellowship program which is directed to individuals ($135 million in 2009-2010).

Whereas individual programs are designed to support the development of individual
scholars within their settings (often with additional networking and mentoring beyond their
settings, see section on intensity), the institutional programs aim to affect the settings in which
the scholars work. Mellon’s Graduate Education Initiative, for example, was intended to modify
departmental programs so as to reduce attrition and time to degree in doctoral education in the
humanities disciplines. Spencer’s Research Training Grant aimed to improve the quality of
graduate education in the field of education research. Neither program achieved outcomes that
satisfied its benefactors and both have since been ended.

Focus: The IES Predoctoral program. While it might be tempting to conclude that
changing the quality of graduate education by leveraging fellowship dollars cannot succeed,
other contemporary efforts challenge this conclusion. One example of an ongoing institutional
program is the IES Predoctoral Interdisciplinary Research Training (PIRT) Program. This
program provides grants of $5 million to institutions over a 5-year period to support graduate
training in education research. So far, 18 institutions have received awards, including 8 that

received a second round of funding, for a total of $120 million allocated for the time period of
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2004 — 2014. As of 2008, 243 fellows had been supported (National Board for Education
Sciences, 2008). This is a major new influx of resources reaching a very large number of
emerging scholars in education research. However, not all fields of education research are
represented in the IES programs. On the contrary, consistent with the IES mission (particularly
as it was defined from 2002 — 2008), the programs are directed toward some aspect of
developing, implementing, and/or evaluating interventions that aim to raise student achievement
and other outcomes. A key difference between the IES training program and earlier institutional
fellowship programs is that grants are not operated at the university level (as were many of the
programs reviewed by Bowen and Rudenstein) or by schools/colleges (like Spencer’s RTG
program) or even departments (as in the GEI) but by cross-departmental collections of faculty
who collaborate specifically to design and operate the training program towards a relatively
narrow agenda. This approach is much closer to the NIH training grant model than to any prior
program in the field of education that we have uncovered. Each PIRT program has one or more
substantive themes (e.g., education policy, early reading, education and the labor market) and
one or more methodological themes (e.g., measurement, field-based randomized trials). Thus,
the IES programs are targeted rather than universal (see next section). Also, the IES training
grants are awarded competitively. Once funds are awarded, the selection of fellows is made
separately by each institution. Another distinctive feature of the IES predoctoral training grant is
that it offers substantial funds for institutional support; in one program, for example, about half
the funds are devoted to student stipends and cost of education, and the other half to
programmatic features such as new faculty, guest lecturers, student research and travel, salaries
of support staff, and the like. Again, this contrasts with other programs in education and the

humanities, which directed almost all of their funding to student stipends.
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Perhaps ironically (in light of the emphasis on rigorous evaluations at IES), the PIRT
programs have not been evaluated through any sort of comparative design. Even so, the
accomplishments of the program are impressive in terms of the number of students and faculty
engaged and the visibility of the students who have produced a high volume of publications and
conference presentations already. As the authors of this report are a director and a participant in
one of these programs, we cannot help but comment on the institutional changes that are evident
to us. Perhaps most importantly, the existence of the program has led the faculty to initiate new
research projects they would not otherwise have undertaken — precisely to provide training
opportunities to students in the IES training program. Wisconsin’s program has leveraged
substantially more contact between students and faculty from different social science
departments, and it has created a much greater focus on methodologies that permit causal
inference (the methodological theme of the program) than had previously existed. From an
inside perspective, the changes feel substantial. Of course, in the absence of a comparative
study, it is difficult to be certain that the changes would not have occurred even if the training
grant had not been awarded.

b. Targeted versus universal awards

The distinction between targeted and universal awards is a relative rather than an absolute
one. For example, one might regard the Spencer fellowship programs as targeted because they
focus on education, or as universal because they are open to all areas of education research. For
our purposes, we consider targeted programs to have a narrower than disciplinary focus, so that
the IES training grants are targeted programs whereas the Spencer programs are universal. We
use the term “targeted” in another sense as well: some capacity-building programs are open to

scholars from a wide range of interests within a field of study, but they are targeted to particular
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groups of individuals, particularly minority scholars or women. We consider these programs,
such as those providing the AERA Minority Dissertation Fellowship, the Ford Foundation
Diversity Fellowship, and the American Association of University Women Fellowship, to be
targeted programs as well. (We do not consider distinctions of career stage in this dimension,
but rather we take that up in the next section.)

Focus: The Robert Wood Johnson postdoctoral program. As a contrast to the targeted
institutional program of IES predoctoral fellowships described in the previous section, consider
the relatively universal institutional program of the Robert Wood Johnson (RWJ) Foundation’s
Scholars in Health Policy Research program (see Figure 2 for a display of illustrative programs).
This two-year postdoctoral fellowship program is aimed at bringing scholars trained in the social
science disciplines to become involved in health policy research. A national competition
resulted in the selection of three institutions at which fellows are placed. Resources for both the
fellows and the institutions are substantial, with annual fellowships of $89,000 and institutional
funding available for activities such as seminars, workshops, and research by fellows and faculty.
A goal of the program is to increase the quantity and quality of research on health policy by
disciplinary scholars at the institutions at which the RWJ scholars are placed. In line with this
goal, the research activities cover a wide range of health policy issues. Fellows who enter the
program often have not focused on health policy issues in their dissertations, but move into the
field through the fellowship experience. As far as we have been able to discern, no impact
evaluation has been conducted. However, there is a widespread perception, at least within
sociology, that the program is moving promising young scholars towards health policy as a field
of inquiry. Sociology is a discipline in which the top Ph.D. graduates typically move directly

from graduate school to junior faculty positions; however the size of the stipend, the reputation
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of the institutions, and the quality of the programs has noticeably led several top prospects to
defer their faculty jobs while they pursued the RWJ fellowship. “The RWJ is transforming our
field,” one informant commented. This is probably an exaggeration (and may have reflected
frustration with a job candidate who chose an RWJ over a faculty position), but it is emblematic
of how the fellowship opportunity is perceived.

Not only institutional programs but individual capacity-building programs may also be
targeted or universal. One set of examples comes from the American Association of University
Women, which operates several fellowship programs targeted specifically to women at various
career stages (regarding career stages, see the next section). The Ford Foundation, which awards
both early graduate education and postdoctoral fellowships to enhance the diversity of the
academy, is another example. Obviously, such targeted programs have specific goals to enhance
the academic success of scholars from particular demographic groups. Other individual
programs target particular areas of inquiry within a broader domain. Examples include the
AERA Dissertation Fellowship, which supports students engaged in research with national
educational longitudinal surveys, and the NIH Mentored Quantitative Research Development
Award (K25) for early career scholars.

Focus: Knowles Science Teaching Foundation postdoctoral fellows. The Knowles
Science Teaching Foundation (KSTF) Research Fellowship is an example of a program that
targets a particular area of inquiry within the field of education. This program provides 2 years
of funding to 2-3 early-career researchers each year for research on the recruitment, preparation,
and retention of mathematics and science teachers. Compared to the Spencer postdoctoral
program, KSTF selects a much smaller number of fellows with a much narrower research focus

but with a second year of funding. Interestingly, KSTF fellows work in areas that make them
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eligible for NSF CAREER awards from NSF’s Education and Human Resources Directorate.
The CAREER awards provide 5 years of funding, but the funds are devoted to research expenses
broadly and do not release researchers from teaching and administrative responsibilities in the
way that fellowships do. Also, the NSF CAREER program is mostly about pursuing lines of
research rather than about building a cadre of math and science education researchers. By
contrast, both the KSTF and the Spencer programs place substantial emphasis on networking and
mentoring as benefits of the fellowship programs. According to one prominent respondent to the
Foundation’s invitation for comments on the fellowship programs, KSTF represents a tighter
professional community than the Spencer fellows because it is smaller and more tightly focused.
It is also less expensive, because only 4-6 stipends are paid out each year (i.e., 2-3 fellows for 2
years each).
c. Career stage
Our environmental scan revealed four distinct career stages at which foundations and

government agencies have attempted to create and develop human capital for research:

e Early graduate education

e Dissertation

e Early career

e Mid-career
As seen in Figure 4, the most common career stage among the programs we scrutinized was the
early career, followed by early graduate education. We uncovered only 13 programs at the
dissertation level, of which just 4 are especially focused on education (from Spencer, AIR, and

two at AERA).
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Interesting tradeoffs can be seen when considering investments at different points in the
career. At the risk of oversimplifying, the earlier the investment, the more risky, but the greater
the upside, i.e., the greater the maximum benefit. Fellowships at the beginning of graduate
school carry substantial risk of not paying off in a research career at all, because many students
do not complete their doctorates (attrition is about 50% in the humanities and social sciences),
and attrition rates have been stubbornly resistant to change (Bowen and Rudenstein, 1992;
Council of Graduate Schools, 2008). However, a fellowship program that brings outstanding
students into a research career who would otherwise not have chosen the field (as Freeman,
2005, claims for the NSF fellowship) or which brings top students to focus their research on
education instead of other topics (as is claimed for the IES predoctoral program) would have an
impact that might carry over for decades. By contrast, the selection of mid-career scholars can
be based on a great volume of information, so decisions may be more reliable (depending on the
nature of the fellowship), but fewer years remain in which such an investment can pay off. The
Spencer Foundation has chosen the two middle career stages: during graduate education, its
funds are targeted to dissertators who almost universally complete their doctorates, so the
chances of impact are relatively good (although not assured because some winners may leave
education research or research generally after completing their dissertations). After the
doctorate, the Foundation’s investment is targeted to early career scholars, who are still being
shaped and have long careers ahead of them.

Focus: NSF versus NIH funding. At the early graduate education level the two major
funders, NSF and NIH, provide sharply contrasting models. (Generally, neither of these
programs supports education researchers; the NSF CAREER award is a noteworthy exception,

whereas education is specifically excluded from eligibility for the NSF Graduate Research
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Fellowship.) NSF awards graduate research fellowships to the most promising students in
science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM). Awards are portable; that is, awards
are made to students, who can take them to any doctoral program, and there are no special
requirements that fall upon graduate programs that accept NSF fellows. The size of the award is
largest that we encountered for beginning graduate students, at $30,000. The NIH training
program also support students early in their graduate careers, but they may also support students
at later stages of graduate education (as well as postdoctoral fellows). Students do not receive
awards directly; instead, faculty from across departments within an institution design coherent
programs and compete for awards, and then select the graduate students who receive support.
Compared to NSF fellowships, stipend levels are less generous in NIH traineeships ($21,180),
but programmatic elements are greater because institutions design training programs in which the
traineeships are embedded.

Capacity-building initiatives at the dissertation level also vary widely. Some provide
research expenses only, with no stipend or professional development activities. An example of
this type of program is the NSF Doctoral Dissertation Improvement Grants, which provides
small grants to support dissertation research. Other programs provide stipends only; for instance,
the AIR Dissertation fellowship provides a 1-year stipend to support dissertation research on
education using large-scale, nationally represented data sets. Still other programs pursue a
model like that of the Spencer Foundation’s Dissertation Fellowship program, which offers not
only a stipend but also ongoing professional development activities that include opportunities to
network with other fellows and the chance to be mentored by a senior faculty member outside
the fellow’s university but in his or her area of interest. Differences across programs related to

such design features will be discussed in the section below on program intensity.
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Early career programs include the Robert Wood Johnson postdoctoral fellowship and the
National Academy of Education/Spencer Foundation postdoctoral fellowship, both of which
were discussed earlier. At mid-career, most scholars face increasing administrative, professional,
and advising responsibilities that make it difficult to maintain a consistent level of productivity
(Neumann, 2009). Year-long ventures for mid-career scholars such as visiting positions at the
Russell Sage Foundation and the Center for Advanced Studies in the Behavioral Sciences
provide time and space to break away from university responsibilities and pursue research on a
full-time basis. The off-site locations of these programs helps the scholars shed their day-to-day
university responsibilities. Other early and mid-career programs provide scholars with specific
new skills. These may be short-term programs with a relatively narrow agenda, such as the IES
Summer Research Training Institute on Cluster-Randomized Trials, or longer programs such as
the W. T. Grant Distinguished Scholars program, which brings high-level researchers to applied
settings and outstanding practitioners to research environments. Again, these programs use off-
site locations to capture the full attention of researchers who might be distracted at home.

Focus: AAAS Science and Technology Fellows. One capacity-building program that
spans the early and mid-career stages is operated by the American Association for the
Advancement of Science. This program places fellows for 1-2 years within a federal agency or a
scientific society in Washington, DC. While the AAAS operates the program, funding for the
fellows comes in the form of salaries from the agencies and societies. The program provides an
in-depth orientation to federal science and technology policy, frequent seminars and workshops,
networking activities, and an annual policy forum. Like the RWJ, this program aims to

transform the career orientations of individuals who participate, although the model for doing so
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is dramatically different. It represents a distinct variety of program in that individuals leave their
home institutions and yet they are located in a huge range of placement sites.
d. Duration

Our scan suggested that programs tend to vary across three categories of duration: less
than one year, programs of exactly one year, and more than one year. Duration is not the same
as intensity, as a program may be highly intense for a short period of time, or less intense over a
longer period. Program intensity will be discussed in the next section. Duration, however, is
important in its own right, as programs of different duration seek different goals. Typically,
short-term programs aim to address specific skills, whereas long-term programs take a more
developmental approach.

One example of a short-term program is the Mirzayan Science and Technology Policy
Graduate Fellowship Program at the National Academies. This 12-week program brings
researchers into the National Research Council (NRC) and provides exposure to the type of work
that occurs at the NRC, that is, synthesizing research and building consensus. Each fellow is
mentored by a senior staff member, and the fellows interact with one another as well as with
NRC staff in their areas of interest. Fellows, who may still be in graduate school or may be
recent graduates, receive a stipend of $8,000 for the time they participate in the program.

Short-term programs are also used to provide specific skills to researchers. For example,
AERA operates an annual “Stats Institute.” Participants, who may be at any career stage, receive
hands-on training in the use of national longitudinal data sets, with a focus on a particular
statistical approach such as multilevel models or propensity score analysis. NSF and the
National Center for Education Statistics provide funding for the program, which covers the cost

of the institute as well as travel costs for participants.
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Focus: The W. T. Grant Foundation Scholars program. At the opposite end of the
spectrum is the W. T. Grant Scholars program, which provides $350,000 over 5 years to early
career researchers (no more than 7 years past Ph.D.) who focus on studying and improving social
settings for young people. The Grant Scholars program takes a similar amount of resources as
the Spencer Postdoctoral Fellowship program and divides it up in a different way: Instead of
providing stipends of $55,000 to 20 fellows per year for 1 year each (cost of $1.1 million per
year), the Grant Scholars program provides funding of $350,000 for five years, but makes
awards to 4-6 fellows per year ($1.4 million per year if there were 4 scholars in each cohort).
Like the Spencer program, the Grant Scholars program is designed to have a major professional
development component. However, the Grant Scholars program requires applicants to develop a
mentoring program in advance, including identifying the senior scholars who will serve as
mentors over the 5 years. From the perspective of the Grant Foundation, the detailed mentoring
program and the 5 year duration are essential features that underlie the program’s success. A
noteworthy feature of the application process is that candidates must be nominated by their
institutions, and major divisions of institutions (e.g., a school or college) may nominate only one
candidate per year. This limits the number of applicants and presumably helps hold down the
cost of carrying out the selection process. Obtaining institutional nominations may also bring
more information into the selection process, since institutions presumably have additional
information on candidates that is not available to the agency providing the fellowship.

Another individual, mentored program of extended duration is the NIH K01 award. This
program provides support for a sustained period of “protected time” (3-5 years) for intensive
research career development under the guidance of an experienced mentor, or sponsor, in the

biomedical, behavioral or clinical sciences leading to research independence. The expectation is
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that through this sustained period of research career development and training, awardees will
launch independent research careers and become competitive for new research project grant
(RO1) funding. Participants devote 75% of their time to research, so if they are university faculty
members they are substantially released from teaching. Generally the KO1 is a universal program
although there are several targeted versions which either promote race/ethnic or gender diversity
among participants or promote participation from high-priority fields such as neuroscience or
health disparities.
e. Intensity

Capacity-building programs also vary in their intensity. Some provide funds for research
expenses but no stipend or other learning opportunities. The NSF Dissertation Enhancement
Grant is an example of this type of program. At the opposite end of the continuum, some
programs provide a substantial stipend along with extensive opportunities for mentoring,
networking, seminar and conference attendance, and other professional development activities.
The W. T. Grant Scholars program and the National Academy of Education/Spencer Foundation
Postdoctoral Fellows program fall under this category, with the Robert Wood Johnson
postdoctoral programs tipping the top end of the scale. Figure 5 shows that among the 82
programs we examined, 39 offer fellowships without professional development (including 1 in
education), 9 provide professional development but no stipend (including 3 in education), and 34
offer both (9 in education, including the 2 Spencer fellowship programs).

An important aspect of the intensity of a capacity-building program is the degree to
which it provides a mentoring experience for participants. A number of writers have argued that
mentoring is crucial to successful training and career development (Nyquist and Wulff, 1995;

National Academy of Sciences, 1997; Committee for the Assessment of NIH Minority Research
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Training Programs, 2005; Handelsman et al., 2005; Eley and Jennings, 2005; Mullen, 2006;
Walker et al., 2008; Golde et al., 2009). Generally, institutional programs identify mentors for
scholars at their home institutions, as do individual fellowships at the early graduate level (when
mentors are identified). Fellowships at the dissertation and early career stage often supply — or
require candidates to identify — mentors at other institutions, to increase the number of mentoring
relationships available to fellows.

Focus: AERA Research Fellowship in Education and Adolescent Health. Some programs
provide mentoring and networking without the fellowship that allows dedicated time for
research. AERA’s Research Fellowship in Education and Adolescent Health is one such
program. During 2008-2009, AERA obtained support from the Spencer Foundation and the
National Institutes of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) to provide training for
dissertators and recent doctoral graduates to address issues of adolescent health and education
using NICHD’s National Longitudinal Survey of Adolescent Health (Add Health). Fellows
attended the annual Add Health data user’s conference, where each was assigned a mentor who
worked with the fellow over the course of the year. The fellow worked on a specific paper and
received feedback from the mentor, and this paper became the central product of the fellowship
experience. The fellowship program was undertaken to broaden the use of Add Health by the
education research community, and it succeeded in the sense that young scholars received
mentored opportunities to use this prominent data set. The program provided a mentor who is an
expert on the data set, which presumably adds value beyond the faculty supervisors and
colleagues at the home institutions of the fellows. The fellowship program received a healthy

response from the field, with over 150 applicants in its first year, indicating a demand for such a
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program. However, the program did not provide release time for scholarship, so fellows needed
to find other support to allow them to engage deeply in their research projects.

Unfortunately, the research literature provides little guidance on the benefits of higher or
lower levels of intensity. It seems likely that more intensive programs are more potent, but that
does not mean the increased potency is worth the increased cost. Qualitative studies shed some
light on this issue. For example, the Abt Associates evaluations of the Spencer dissertation and
postdoctoral fellowship programs indicated that the mentoring aspects of these programs were
highly valued, as did many of the testimonials provided in response to the Foundation’s request
for feedback. Yet the release time afforded by the fellowships was also greatly valued. Inan
informal focus group, past fellowship winners expressed skepticism about the notion of a
program that provided mentoring and networking without the fellowship (or with a nominal
fellowship). Their view was that in such a circumstance, they would have sought other funding
to support their research. Nonetheless, AERA’s Add Health fellowship elicited substantial
demand even without a stipend beyond travel reimbursement.

6. Considerations and reflections

The mission of the Spencer Foundation is to improve education by building new
knowledge. How can the Foundation best use its investments in human capital to achieve this
aim? We offer four considerations for further reflection.

a. Maintain the brand

When pondering possible modifications and alternatives, one is first drawn to consider
the value of current, ongoing programs. Two findings are immediately evident. First, the two
fellowship programs associated with the Spencer Foundation occupy unique niches in the

landscape of programs to develop researchers. The dissertation and postdoctoral programs are
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the only universal programs for education researchers at those career stages — universal in the
sense that they support researchers across all areas and approaches in education research. At the
dissertation level, AERA, AIR, and IES operate much more narrowly tailored programs that
serve a particular domain of graduate preparation. There is substantial overlap in the areas
served among those three programs, but they constitute a relatively small subset of the Spencer
portfolio. At the postdoctoral level, some, but not all, education researchers can compete for the
W. T. Grant Scholars Program, the NSF CAREER award, and specialized programs such as the
KSTF Research Scholars program, but for researchers in most domains of education research, no
comparable program exists. The Spencer programs also stand out among fellowship programs in
education for their support of international research and international scholars. If the Spencer
programs were eliminated, no existing programs would meet the needs they fill.

Of course, graduate students can obtain support on faculty research grants, and early
career scholars can compete for their own research grants from many sources including the
Foundation. Research grants serve a different purpose, however, and do not address the
developmental goals that have been identified for the fellowship programs, nor do they permit
the release time that the fellowships afford to focus solely on research.

A second clear conclusion about the existing programs is that they are effective, based on
the qualitative and quantitative evaluation reports. We looked at this issue in three different
ways and reached the same end: (a) The impact measures are large enough to be substantively
meaningful; (b) compared to other studies of other fellowship programs, the findings of the
evaluations of Spencer programs stand out for their relatively large effects; and (c) the programs
appear to meet most of the goals that we enumerated for the fellowship programs. The

dissertation and postdoctoral fellowships enhance productivity and enrich the careers of the
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fellows. They provide mentoring and help improve quality through promoting examples of
outstanding work. They also enhance, or at least maintain, the visibility of the Foundation and
contribute towards a cohesive cadre of fellows and a diverse community of scholars in education.
More limited evidence also suggests that the programs bring outstanding scholars to focus on
education as a field of inquiry — as suggested by the finding that winners of dissertation
fellowships were more likely to be members of AERA years later, compared to finalists who did
not win. (It would be worth testing whether this effect accrues particularly for discipline-based
scholars who, in the absence of the funding, might select a different topic within their
disciplines.)

A third, more nuanced conclusion about the existing programs concerns their role in
maintaining the leadership and influence of the Spencer Foundation in its effort to promote high
quality in education research. Awarding fellowships is not just about fellows competing for the
attention of the Foundation; it is also about the Foundation competing for the right fellows. Of
course, the Foundation will never run out of people to whom to give away its money, but fellows
are not exchangeable. To maximize the founder’s vision, the Foundation needs to support
fellows who will be exceptionally productive, those who will train many students as they move
through the academic hierarchy, and those who will be leaders in the diverse arenas of education
research. Capturing such candidates early and maintaining frequent contact with them helps in
this process, as was evident in the evaluation finding that dissertation fellows were more likely to
win Spencer postdoctoral awards than were comparable finalists who did not win. A Spencer
fellowship is an identity marker (see the qualitative evaluations and e-mail testimonials), and

placing this mark on future leaders when they are dissertators and just out of graduate school
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grants the Spencer Foundation an important influence on education research — more so than if the
Foundation awarded only research grants.

Some of our “key informants” and some of the e-mail responses to the open call for
comments discussed the matter of whether the fellowship programs might eliminate (or greatly
reduce) their stipends and provide only the mentoring and networking that is currently associated
with these programs. This could dramatically reduce the cost of the programs, or it could allow
the programs to include much larger numbers of fellows, or both. While tempting, our analysis
points away from such modifications. The research literature gives little guidance on which
program elements are most important, but the information we gathered suggests that it is the total
package rather than one element or another that makes the Spencer programs effective. Without
the fellowship component, some informants argued, fellows would need to seek funding
elsewhere. The top students would win other fellowships and become engaged in professional
development associated with those programs instead of that of the Spencer Foundation.
Discipline-based scholars may even choose to focus on research topics other than education.
Even when they remain committed to education as a field of inquiry, support from research or
teaching assistantships would prevent emerging scholars from devoting their full attention to
their research. Also, our informants argued, the stipend is a good value for its cost, especially at
the dissertation level as graduate students are truly free to work full time on their projects. In our
conversations and our reading, we saw again and again the importance of the stipend component.
If the fellowships appeared ineffective in an evaluation, we might reject these comments as self-

serving. In light of the positive findings, however, we find them credible.
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While most of the goals are well served by current programs, two goals are not addressed
by the current programs: leveraging fellowships to improve the quality of graduate education,
and targeted training for specific skills. We take up each of these in turn.

b. Leverage improvement in graduate education through a targeted program

The unmet goal of leveraging resources to improve graduate education has long been a
source of frustration for the Spencer Foundation. Years ago, when the Foundation decided to
bring the allocation process for the dissertation fellowship inside the Foundation, it did so out of
concern that schools of education were not competing successfully. Yet the allocation continued
to favor students from discipline-based departments. The same concern stood behind the
creation of the RTG program, yet the perception remains that the Foundation’s efforts have not
met their aims.

Our analysis helps clarify why the Foundation’s previous efforts to leverage
improvement in graduate education have not succeeded. An institutional grant with a universal
focus is unlikely to elevate quality when there is no shared acceptance of what constitutes high-
quality graduate preparation across all the domains of education and in an institutional
environment as large and diverse as a school of education. The lack of consensus about means
and ends has not resulted in divisiveness but rather in a sort of intellectual relativism, in which
all approaches and methodologies are equally valued. Because a strong case can be made for
most methodological approaches and research domains, it is not possible to prioritize, and
consequently the depth and rigor of graduate education within each domain is more or less
unchanged. This pattern is as evident in the 2009 Task Force Report on graduate preparation of
education researchers as it is in the discussions of the RTG. The looseness of purpose

manifested in the universal program was compounded by not requiring institutions to submit
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proposals before deciding where the programs would be located, thus making it easy for
institutions to avoid establishing priorities and making hard decisions about what would be “in”
and what would be “out.”

By contrast, a targeted program of support for early graduate education would stand a
much greater chance of elevating the quality of research preparation in the targeted area. A
targeted program requires faculty to make choices about which approaches will be supported and
what standards upheld. Targeted programs can (and probably should) be interdisciplinary; for
instance, a targeted training program that prepares students to conduct research on “what works”
in education draws on multiple disciplines such as psychology, sociology, economics, and
statistics.

To meet its goal of elevating the quality of graduate education in research on education,
the Foundation may want to consider establishing a targeted, institutional fellowships program
(what NIH, NSF, and IES would call a “training program”). Such a program would provide, for
example, four 3-year fellowships to three successive cohorts of students in each of four
institutions.

Our suggestion is to establish a program aimed at improving the quality of research
preparation in the area of the purposes and values of education. This is one of the “areas of
inquiry” that the Foundation currently uses to organize its grant-making activities. By “purposes
and values,” we mean research that asks questions about the aims of education, the means by
which education is pursued, the metrics by which education is measured, and the value of
education in a diverse society. Four considerations that emerged from our inquiry led us to this

suggestion:
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1. Research on the purposes and values of education is of enduring importance, and may have
special significance at the present time. Public debates on education are almost entirely
focused on narrow measures of education quality such as test scores, completion of levels of
schooling, and economic payoffs. Questions about why these outcomes may be important,
for what, and what other outcomes may be significant, are barely heard. A special initiative
on values and purposes would balance out a scale that has tipped too far in one direction.

2. Questions have been raised about the quality of preparation of researchers who focus on the
purposes and values of education. A program at the early graduate level is best positioned to
bring the most outstanding students in a disciplinary field to focus on education as a field of
inquiry. This is a high risk proposition because some students who begin the program will
not graduate, yet it also promises high yield if it is effective.

3. Research on graduate funding suggests that fellowships may be especially potent where they
are exceptionally scare. There is a widespread perception that funds for the preparation of
graduate students in areas such as the history and philosophy of education are hard to come
by. We did not find evidence that funds for students in these areas are more scarce than they
were in the past, but it is true that funds have become much more plentiful in other areas of
education research over the past 5 years, due to the creation of the IES training programs.

4. As far as we can determine, there is no current effort aimed specifically at improving the
quality of graduate preparation on this topic. Other institutional training programs such as
those sponsored by IES, NSF, NIH, and RWJ are pointed elsewhere. This program would
serve a distinctive purpose and occupy a unique niche.

An early career training program could avoid the limitations of the RTG and the GELI.

Unlike those programs, it would be focused on a specific theme within the broader framework of
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purposes and values. It would be competitively awarded, and would not be a departmental or
school/college program. Instead, it would follow the NIH and IES models to call on groups of
faculty members with common interests to craft a coherent program with specific themes,
methods, and program elements. A limitation of one application per institution could be set so
that the selection process is not too onerous.

An effective training program in this domain of inquiry would be interdisciplinary,
drawing on such fields as history, philosophy, political science, and psychology. It would be
important to avoid the temptation to restrict such a competition to schools of education, because
a competition with disciplinary departments is necessary to bring out the best in schools of
education. Moreover, there is reason to believe schools of education would compete
successfully. In the competition for IES predoctoral training programs, where the Request for
Applications gave clear preference to social science disciplinary departments, schools of
education were successful, with 11 of 18 awards located substantially or exclusively in schools
of education. It seems likely that schools of education would be at least as successful in a
competition for a training grant on the purposes and values of education.

An early graduate education training program on the purposes and values of education
that produced 48 outstanding scholars over 5 years could bring new vitality to today’s muted
efforts to ask the “why” questions about current policies and practices.

One question that deserves careful attention is whether there would be jobs for the
fellows when they graduate. Although elevating the quality of graduate preparation in this area
would be important in its own right, long-term effects rely on the graduates moving into
prominent positions where they train the next generation of outstanding scholars. This is another

reason why an interdisciplinary approach is important: It would probably not be a good idea to
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produce 48 new philosophers, but if this number were distributed across a number of disciplines,
and if the candidates were of high quality, subsequent employment is likely.
c. Targeted training for specific skills

A second goal that is not served by the current array of Spencer programs is that of
providing targeted training for specific skills. Several other agencies and organizations provide
this sort of training such as, in education research, AERA and IES. We considered whether the
Spencer Foundation would be well served by such an approach. No causal analysis exists of
these programs, but experience suggests they can be effective in the limited role for which they
are designed: to provide researchers with a specific tool (e.g., a new statistical technique, access
to a complex data set) which the researchers then apply in their subsequent work.

Are there specific skills for which the Spencer Foundation might provide focused
training? One idea that occurs to us has to do with crafting an exemplary dissertation. The
Foundation has accumulated substantial wisdom on this topic — both on the high end and the low
end of the quality spectrum — and it might consider running a workshop for students on how to
avoid the pitfalls and reach the high points of excellent work. The workshop might have as one
component how to prepare an excellent proposal for a dissertation fellowship, but the main point
would be about the quality of dissertation work rather than on the quality of proposals. The
Social Science Research Council offers a comparable program for graduate students working in
specific interdisciplinary fields in the social sciences and humanities.

A second notion goes back to the idea of the purposes and values of education. Are there
tools that would help emerging researchers investigate such questions more carefully or build
more compelling arguments? If so, a targeted workshop might elevate the quality of discussion

on this important issue.
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A third idea for a targeted, skills-focused workshop might address tools of qualitative
data analysis. Currently, AERA and IES both offer workshops for quantitative research tools (as
does the Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social Research), but we did not come
across comparable programs for qualitative research. (A number of sites offer training in the use
of particular software packages, but we did not include that in our scan.) The importance of
rigorous methods is just as great in qualitative research as it is in quantitative research, but
comparable training opportunities seem much less available. The Spencer Foundation could fill
an important niche by moving into this arena.

d. Stand for quality

One way to be visible, relevant, and influential in the world of education research is to
take a strong stand on a narrow approach to improvement and advocate for it single-mindedly.
By taking a stand on what questions must be asked and what methods must be used to answer
those questions, a funder can have a major impact on the field.

Historically, the Spencer Foundation has taken a different approach. Its stand is for
quality in whatever area of education research is under consideration. Across five decades, the
Foundation has pursued many approaches to improving capacity in education research. It is
apparently no accident that as its other programs have come and gone, the two fellowship
programs have endured, because they are meeting their goals to a degree that cannot be claimed
for other the programs. Hence, the first step in upholding quality in a broad range of education
research domains is to maintain the Foundation’s unique brand as manifested in the fellowship
programs. The second step is to ask what areas of education have the greatest need for leveraged

improvement, and to consider special initiatives to pursue improvement in those targeted areas.
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Figure 1.

Examples of alternative models of funding programs to develop human capital in education and other fields,

along three of our five dimensions (individual versus institutional, targeted versus universal, and career stage).
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Figure 2. Major Federal Funding of Fellowships and Traineeships at the Graduate and
Postdoctoral Levels
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Figure 3. NIH Capacity-Building Programs across the Scientific Career (2010)
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Figure 4. Career Stages of Programs in the Environmental Scan
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Figure 5. Program Intensity: Prevalence of Fellowships and Professional Development
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Appendix

Table A-1. Alternatives by Dimensions

Program Individual or | Targeted or | Career Stage | Duration Intensity
Institutional | Universal

AAAS Science and Individual Universal Mid-career 1 year Fellowship
Technology Policy and PD
Fellowship
AAUW Individual Targeted Dissertation 1 year Fellowship
Dissertation only
Fellowship
AAUW Individual Targeted Early career 1 year Fellowship
Postdoctoral only
Research Leave
Fellowships
AAUW Individual Targeted | Early or mid- <1 year Fellowship
Summer/Short- career only
Term Research
Publication Grants
AAUW Career Individual Targeted Early 1 year Fellowship
Development graduate only
Grants
AAUW Individual Targeted Early 1 year Fellowship
International graduate only
Fellowships
AAUW Selected Individual Targeted Early 1 year Fellowship
Professional graduate only
Fellowships
AIR Dissertation Individual Targeted Dissertation 1 year Fellowship
Grant only
AERA-AIR (A2) Individual Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship
Fellows Program and PD
AERA Dissertation Individual Targeted Dissertation 1 year Fellowship
Grant and PD
AERA-ETS Individual Targeted Early career >1 year Fellowship
Fellowship Program and PD
in Measurement
AERA Minority Individual Targeted Dissertation 1 year Fellowship
Dissertation and PD
Fellowship in
Education Research
AERA Research Individual Universal Early <1year PD only
Fellowship in graduate




Education and

Adolescent Health
AERA Institute on Individual Targeted Early <1 year PD only
Statistical Analysis graduate,
for Education Policy early career

or mid-career
ACLS Fellowship Individual Universal Early career 1 year Fellowship

or mid-career only
ACLS/SSRC/NEH Individual Targeted Early career 1year Fellowship
International and or mid-career only
Area Studies
Fellowship
ACLS/New York Individual Targeted Early career 1 year Fellowship
Public Library or mid-career and PD
Fellowship
Charles A. Ryskamp | Individual Universal Mid-career >1 year Fellowship
Research Fellowship
Frederick Burkardt Individual Universal Mid-career 1 year Fellowship
Residential and PD
Fellowships for
Recently Tenured
Scholars
ACLS Collaborative Individual Universal Mid-career >1 year Fellowship
Research Fellowship
Henry Luce Individual Universal Dissertation 1 year Fellowship
Foundation/ACLS only
Dissertation
Fellowships
Andrew W. Mellon/ | Individual Universal Dissertation 1 year Fellowship
ACLS Dissertation only
Completion
Fellowships
Andrew W. Mellon/ | Individual Targeted Early career 1 year Fellowship
ACLS Early Career only
Fellowship Program
Recent Doctoral
Recipients
Fellowship
ACLS New Faculty Individual Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship
Fellows and PD
APSA Individual Universal Early and <1 year Fellowship
Congressional mid-career and PD

Fellowship Program




APSA Minority Individual Targeted Early >1 year Fellowship
Fellowship Program graduate only
APA Minority Individual Targeted Early grad & 1 year Fellowship
Fellowship Program early career and PD
ASA Congressional Individual Universal Early and <1year Fellowship
Fellowship: Spivack mid-career and PD
Program in Applied

Social Research and

Social Policy

ASA Minority Individual Targeted Early >1 year Fellowship
Fellowship Program graduate only
ASA/NSF Individual Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship
Postdoctoral only
Fellowship Program

CASBS Residential Individual Universal Mid-career 1 year Fellowship
Postdoctoral and PD
Fellowship Program

CDC Ferguson Individual Targeted Early <1year Fellowship
Fellowship Program graduate and PD
CDC/CSTE Applied | Individual Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship
Epidemiology and PD
Fellowship Program

Stanford Center for Individual Universal Mid-career 1 year PD only
the Study of Poverty

and Inequality

Visiting Scholars

Program

C. Wright Mills Individual Universal Early 1 year Fellowship
Scholar Awards graduate only
Ford Predoctoral Individual Targeted Early >1 year Fellowship
Fellowship graduate and PD
Ford Dissertation Individual Targeted Dissertation 1 year Fellowship
Fellowship and PD
Ford Postdoctoral Individual Targeted Early career 1 year Fellowship
Fellowship and PD
HHMI-NIH Individual Universal Early 1 year Fellowship
Research Scholars graduate and PD
Program

ICPSR Summer Individual Universal Early <1 year PD only
Program in graduate,

Quantitative early career,

Methods of Social or mid-career

Research




IES/NCER Summer | Individual Universal Early <1 year PD only

Research Training graduate,

Institute and early career,

Institutes for Policy or mid-career

Research: (a) Quasi-

Experimental

Design; (b) Cluster-

Randomized Trials

IES Predoctoral Institutional | Universal Early >1 year Fellowship

Interdisciplinary graduate and PD

Research Training

Programs in the

Education Sciences

IES Postdoctoral Institutional | Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship

Research Training and PD

Program in

Education Sciences

IRP Visiting Individual Targeted Early career <1 year PD only

Scholars Programs

KSTF Research Individual Targeted Early career >1 year Fellowship

Fellowship and PD

Kluge Fellowship Individual Targeted Early career <1 year Fellowship
only

MacArthur Fellows Individual Universal Mid-career >1 year Fellowship

Program only

NAEd/Spencer Individual Universal Early career 1 year Fellowship

Posdoctoral and PD

Fellowship

NRC Christine Individual Universal Early <1 year Fellowship

Mirzayan Science graduate and and PD

and Technology early career

Policy Graduate

Fellowship Program

NRC Research Individual Universal Early career 1 year Fellowship

Associateship or mid-career and PD

Programs

NSF Graduate Individual Universal Early >1 year Fellowship

Research Fellowship graduate only

Program (GRFP)

NSF Doctoral Individual Universal | Dissertation >1 year Fellowship

Dissertation only

Improvement

Grants (DDIG)




NSF Faculty Early Institutional | Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship
Career Development only
Program

NSF International Individual Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship
Research Fellowship only
Program

NSF Postdoctoral Individual Targeted Early career >1 year Fellowship
Fellowships and PD
NSF Integrative Institutional Universal Early >1 year Fellowship
Graduate Education graduate and PD
and Research

Traineeship

(IGERT)

NSF Advancement Institutional Targeted Early >1 year Fellowship
of Women in graduate only
Academic Science

and Engineering

Careers

(ADVANCE)

NIH Mentored Individual Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship
Research Scientist and targeted and PD
Development Award

(K01)

NIH Career Individual Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship
Transition Award and PD
(K22)

NIH Individual Targeted Early career >1 year Fellowship
Mentored and PD
Quantitative

Research

Development Award

(K25)

NIH Ruth L. Individual Universal Early >1 year Fellowship
Kirschstein National and targeted graduate and PD
Research Service

Awards for

Individual

Predoctoral

Fellowships (F31)

NIH Ruth L. Individual Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship
Kirschstein National and targeted and PD

Research Service
Awards (NRSA) for




Individual
Postdoctoral Fellows

(F32)

NIH Ruth L. Individual Universal Mid-career >1 year Fellowship
Kirschstein National and PD
Research Service

Awards (NRSA) for

Individual Senior

Fellows (F33)

NIH Continuing Institutional | Universal Mid-career >1 year PD only
Education Training

Grant (T15)

NIH Ruth L. Institutional Universal Early >1 year Fellowship
Kirschstein National graduate and and PD
Research Service early career

Award (NRSA)

Institutional

Training Grants

(132)

NIH/ NICHD Institutional Universal Early >1 year Fellowship
Population Research graduate and PD
Infrastructure

Program (PRIP)

RW] Health Policy Individual Universal Mid-career 1 year Fellowship
Fellows and PD
RWJ Scholars in Institutional Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship
Health Policy and PD
Research Program

RWTJ Health and Institutional Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship
Society Scholars and PD
Russell Sage Individual Universal Mid-career 1 year Fellowship
Visiting Scholars only
Program

Sloan Research Individual Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship
Fellowships only
Spencer Foundation Individual Universal Dissertation 1 year Fellowship
Dissertation and PD
Fellowship

SSRC Dissertation Individual Universal | Dissertation <1 year PD only
Proposal

Development

Fellowship (DPDF)

Program




US Dept of Individual Universal Early 1 year Fellowship

Education Foreign graduate only

Language and Area

Studies Fellowships

Program

Jacob K. Javits Individual Targeted Early >1 year Fellowship

Fellowship Program graduate only

W.T. Grant Scholars | Individual Universal Early career >1 year Fellowship
and PD

W.T. Grant Individual Universal Mid-career >1 year Fellowship

Distinguished and PD

Fellows

Woodrow Wilson Individual Targeted Early career >1 year Fellowship

Teaching or mid-career and PD

Fellowships

Thomas R. Individual Universal Early >1 year Fellowship

Pickering Graduate graduate only

Foreign Affairs

Fellowship

Doris Duke Individual Universal Early >1 year Fellowship

Conservation graduate and PD

Fellowship

Woodrow Wilson Individual Universal | Dissertation 1 year Fellowship

Doctoral only

Dissertation

Fellowship in

Women'’s Studies

Charlotte W. Individual Universal Dissertation 1 year Fellowship

Newcombe Doctoral only

Dissertation

Fellowship

Notes: Career stages are: early graduate; dissertation; early career; mid-career. Duration
categories are: <1 year; 1 year; > 1 year. Intensity categories are: fellowship only; professional
development only; fellowship and professional development.




Appendix Table A-2 Structured Abstracts of Alternative Programs

American Association for the Advancement of Science

Science and Technology Policy Fellowship

American Association of University Women

Dissertation Fellowship

Postdoctoral Research Leave Fellowships

Summer/Short-Term Research Publication Grants

Career Development Grants

International Fellowships

Selected Professional Fellowships

Association for Institutional Research

Dissertation Grant

American Educational Research Association

AERA-AIR (A2) Fellows Program

Dissertation Grant

AERA-ETS Fellowship Program in Measurement

AERA Minority Dissertation Fellowship in Education Research

AERA Research Fellowship in Education and Adolescent Health

AERA Institute on Statistical Analysis for Education Policy

American Council on Learned Societies

ACLS Fellowships

ACLS/SSRC/NEH International and Area Studies Fellowships
ACLS/New York Public Library Fellowships

Charles A. Ryskamp Research Fellowships

Frederick Burkardt Residential Fellowships for Recently Tenured Scholars
ACLS Collaborative Research Fellowships

Henry Luce Foundation/ACLS Dissertation Fellowships in American Act
Andrew W. Mellon/ACLS Dissertation Completion Fellowships

Andrew W. Mellon/ACLS Early Career Fellowship Program Recent Doctoral Recipients
Fellowships

ACLS New Faculty Fellows

American Political Science Association

Congressional Fellowship Program

Minority Fellowship Program

American Psychological Association

Minority Fellowship Programs

American Sociological Association

ASA Congressional Fellowship: The Sydney S. Spivack Program in Applied Social Research and
Social Policy



Minority Fellowship Program

Postdoctoral Fellowship Program

Center or Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences at Stanford University
Residential Postdoctoral Fellowship Program

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

Ferguson Fellowship Program

CDC/CSTE Applied Epidemiology Fellowship Program

The Stanford Center for the Study of Poverty and Inequality

Elfenworks Foundation Visiting Scholars Program

C. Wright Mills Scholar Awards

Ford Foundation

Predoctoral Fellowship

Dissertation Fellowship

Postdoctoral Fellowship

Howard Hughes Medical Institute and NIH

HHMI-NIH Research Scholars Program (also known as the Cloister Program)
Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR)
Summer Program in Quantitative Methods of Social Research

Institute of Education Sciences

IES/NCER Summer Research Training Institute and Institute for Policy Research: Workshops
on Quasi-Experimental Design and Analysis in Education

IES Predoctoral Interdisciplinary Research Training Programs in the Education Sciences
IES Postdoctoral Research Training Program in Education Sciences

Institute for Research on Poverty

Visiting Scholars Programs

Knowles Science Teaching Foundation

KSTF Research Fellowship

Library of Congress

Kluge Fellowship

John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation

MacArthur Fellows Program

The National Academies

Christine Mirzayan Science and Technology Policy Graduate Fellowship Program
Research Associateship Programs

National Science Foundation

Graduate Research Fellowship Program (GRFP)

Doctoral Dissertation Improvement Grants (DDIG)

Faculty Early Career Development Program

International Research Fellowship Program

Postdoctoral Fellowships



Integrative Graduate Education and Research Traineeship (IGERT)

Advancement of Women in Academic Science and Engineering Careers (ADVANCE)
National Institutes of Health

Mentored Research Scientist Development Award (K01)

Career Transition Award (K22)

Mentored Quantitative Research Development Award (K25)

Ruth L. Kirschstein National Research Service Awards for Individual Predoctoral Fellowships
(F31)

Ruth L. Kirschstein National Research Service Awards (NRSA) for Individual Postdoctoral
Fellows (F32)

Ruth L. Kirschstein National Research Service Awards (NRSA) for Individual Senior Fellows
(F33)

Continuing Education Training Grant (T15)

Ruth L. Kirschstein National Research Service Award (NRSA) Institutional Training Grants
(T32)

Population Research Infrastructure Program (PRIP)

Robert Wood Johnson Foundation

Health Policy Fellows

Scholars in Health Policy Research Program

Health and Society Scholars

Russell Sage Foundation

Visiting Scholars Program

Alfred P. Sloan Foundation

Sloan Research Fellowships

Social Science Research Council

Dissertation Proposal Development Fellowship (DPDF) Program

U.S. Department of Education

Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships Program

Jacob K. Javits Fellowship Program

William T. Grant Foundation

W.T. Grant Scholars

W.T. Grant Distinguished Fellows

Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation

Woodrow Wilson Teaching Fellowships

Thomas R. Pickering Graduate Foreign Affairs Fellowship

Doris Duke Conservation Fellowship

Woodrow Wilson Doctoral Dissertation Fellowship in Women'’s Studies

Charlotte W. Newcombe Doctoral Dissertation Fellowship



American Association for the Advancement of Science
AAAS Science and Technology Policy Fellowship

Goals: The Fellowships help to establish and nurture critical links between federal
decision-makers and scientific professionals to support public policy that benefits the
wellbeing of the nation and the planet. The Fellowships are designed to: educate
scientists and engineers on the intricacies of federal policymaking; provide scientific
expertise and analysis to support decision-makers confronting increasingly complex
scientific and technical issues; foster positive exchange between scientists and
policymakers; empower scientists and engineers to conduct policy-relevant research
and other activities that address challenges facing society; and increase the involvement
and visibility of scientists and engineers in the public policy realm. The Fellowships
support the AAAS objectives to improve public policymaking through the infusion of
science, and to increase public understanding of science and technology and are part of
AAAS Science & Policy Programs.

Individual or Institutional: There are 4 types of individual Fellowships in this program:
AAAS-sponsored Congressional Fellowships, Partner Scientific Society-sponsored
Congressional Fellowships, Executive Branch Stipends for Fellows whose stipends are
administered by AAAS, and Executive Branch Salaries for Fellows Hired Directly by
Agency.

Targeted or Universal: The reviewers and Selection Committee members identify the
best scientists and engineers from the applicant pool who they believe will benefit most
from the opportunities that a AAAS Fellowship provides, and who will offer significant
expertise, skills, effort and new perspectives to hosting offices.

Career Stage: The AAAS manages and administers Science & Technology Policy
Fellowships in six areas to provide the opportunity for accomplished scientists and
engineers to participate in and contribute to the federal policymaking process while
learning firsthand about the intersection of science and policy.

Duration: The AAAS Science & Technology Policy Fellowships are one-year
opportunities. Some of the fellowship assignments in federal agencies may be
renewable for a second year, at the mutual agreement of the hosting office, the Fellow,
and AAAS. Congressional Fellowships are available for one year only.

Intensity: Stipend levels for AAAS Science & Technology Policy Fellows reflect the
fundamental fact that the fellowships are not offers of employment, and that their
educational value to the Fellows include dimensions not usually found in the latter.



Consequently, stipend levels are not structured to be competitive with salaries for full-
time employment. The range of stipend awards are approximately $55,000-100,000.
AAAS fellowships staff conducts professional development, skill-building and
networking events throughout the year for all Science & Technology Policy Fellows.
These activities help not only to enhance the Fellows' knowledge and capabilities, but
also to foster interaction and collaborative connections. Following is an outline of the
various categories of events. New Fellows are required to attend an eight-day
orientation program that AAAS operates in September at the start of the fellowship
year. AAAS Fellows participate in the yearlong program of educational seminars and
activities that are provided for all Fellows. The program includes at least one seminar or
special activity each month, designed to expose Fellows to a range of issues related to
science and policy (activities include professional development, skill building, and
networking). These activities help not only to enhance the Fellows' knowledge and
capabilities, but also to foster interaction and collaborative connections.

The aim of the orientation is to provide Fellows with essential facts about Congress and
the Executive Branch, to help define their roles as Fellows, and to offer information and
contacts useful to Fellows in their assignments throughout the year. The orientation
assists in clarifying objectives and prepares Fellows to be more effective in their new
positions. The sessions offer context and background rather than detailed information
about how to work in specific fellowship assignments. AAAS offers skill-building
sessions for Fellows at a day-long mid-year gathering. The workshops serve to expand
the Fellows' professional capacity in such areas as public speaking, negotiation and
building consensus, communicating science, project management, facilitating meetings,
multi-stakeholder interactions, social marketing, and managing interdisciplinary teams.
AAAS also offers career-enhancing workshops throughout the year. Fellows benefit
from annual activities sponsored by AAAS that support networking within and across
cohorts, and with the broader scientific community. These include the AAAS Annual
Meeting held 