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INTRODUCT TON

Only a decade ago it was fashionable among educational statesmen
to bemoan the low level of coordination and institutional development in
the field of educafional research. In an overview on the subject in
1963,l the senior dauthor drew upon many obse'rv"ations and recommendations
by educational planners to emphasize the importance of strengthening the
supply of exemplary research —- through early recruitment and training,
better relations with the liberal arts and sciences, the conversion of
service into demonstration and feed-back from the field, and the improve-
ment and expansion of research institutes, centers, bureaus, and the like.
At the time, the Cooverative Research Program was only in its sixth year;
and déspite the sudden and dramatic rise in funds for project research
provided by this program, few efforts at institutional development and
dissemination were in evidence. Fragmentation and organizational stagna-
tion still characterized the field, as had been true for the previous
forty years.

In the decade since our review, a great many organizational changes
and studies have taken place, including the founding of multi-disciplinary
R&D centers and of research training programs and related developmental

activities, studies of manpower supply and demand in R&D, and studies of

1Lazarsfe1d, Paul F. and Sam D. Sieber, Organizing Educational
Res=arch. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1964. Many of the
ideas s¢t forth in this publication were later documented and elaborated
in The Organization of Educaticnal Research in the U.S., CRP Project
Regzrt No. 197k (Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia University),
1966.

———




training and of the quality and impact of published research -~ almost all
of which efforts were supported by the federal government. Concurrently,
certain tentative steps were being taken to improve lines of communica-
tion with practitioners. The establishment of ERIC (Educational Resources
Information Center) and its related activities by the U.S. Office was

perhaps the major new attempt to provide a pipeline for the delivery of

educational research and other exemplary information to settings of practice.
Meanwhile, exportable "products" were being developed in R&D centers, in
Regional Labs and in other developmental workshops located at many levels

of the educational establishment, but these were slow in making their
presence known to school practitioners. In short, it seems safe to assert
that while the supply of educational knowledge has been inflated beyond

the highest hopes of planners only-a decade ago, the dissemination and

use of that kﬁowledge in local school systemé has only barely begun,

While it is always risky to stipulate the extent to which research
and its products have been introduced into educational practice, certain
conclusions from studies cited by Gideonse suggest an unimpressive show-
ing over the period of the 'sixties when the supply side of R&D was being
massively injectgd with new funds. Here are a few excerpts from Gideonse'
report of 1969:

Surveyed in 1966, 85.9 percent of the elementary schools and

83.8 percent of the secondary schools in the estimated 12,130

school systems enrolling 300 or more pupils reported that no

team teaching practices were provided. Eight and seven-tenths

percent of the elementary schools reported team teaching was

available to all studeits who were eligible and 11 percent of
the secondary schools.

1Hendrick Gideonse, Educational Research and Development in f
the United States. U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., ]

19700 P lhho ;
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revealed that 8.1 percent of the systems had noEgraded organ-
izations available to all eligible individuals.

Slightly more than 10 percent of the elementary schools in the
systems in the sample reported that (programmed instruction)
materials were available to all children who were eligible;
the corresponding figure for secondary schools was 12 percent,
If those systems which provide some access to programmed
instruction are included in the totals, the percentage for
elementary schools risgs to 16.5; the secondary school figure
rises to 21.8 percent.

A 1966 study of the use of programmed materials in foreign
language instruction surveying 378 school systems with 5,000
or more students found that 1b percenf of the 249 respondents
use or planned to use such materials.

(In a special 1968-69 study) more than half of the 33,731,000
students included in our projection get no exposure to 13 of
the 17 specified innovations...it seems clear that in most
subjects the great majority of the students in our projection
of 33,731,000 are studying curriculums that are unchanged since
1965; and that in the important field of science, mathematics,
and reading roughly half are using relatively old materials.

In general, a lower percentage of students in the smaller
districts ﬂave access to new curriculums than in the larger
districts.

...we have not yet been able to collect very good evidence on
the impact of specific research and development activities on
educational practice and, where such evidence has been collected,

it has generally tended to demonstrate rather low levels of
effect. '

These are the parameters against which the Pilot State Dissemination Program
needs to be measured. In our opinion, findings such as those cited above

signify not only a gap, but a Hellespont.
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The lag in the development of "delivery systems" had disturbed us
for some time oprior to cur investigation of the Pilot State Program.
As a matter of fact, in the early monograph mentioned above the question
of the demand by school personnel for disciplined inquiry was also broached.
If practitioners continued to view research and its implications for
prartice with skepticism, indifference or naiveté, it was suggested, then
even the most exemplary efforts to strengthen the "knowledge base" would
come to nought. Faddism, on the one hand, and recalcitrance, on the othér,
would continue to be the Scylla and Charybdis of the American edupational
scene. Further, lacking a strong demand for research, we believed that

the knowledge base itself would lack the stimulation and feed-back from

the field that would give it the vitality, realism, and focussed direction
that were sorely needed. As we stated it then:

If practitioners are indifferent to research results, then
graduate students will be discouraged from entering a research
career, and professional researchers will feel that their best
efforts will remain unrewarded by recognition among practitioners.
A corollary to this proposition is that research will be con-
centrated on certain kinds of problems wvhich do interest practi-
tioners. What is the optimal size of a classroom or a study body?
What are the academic consequences of ability grouping? At what
age can children most readily learn French? ~- these are some
of the questions which arise among practitioners but which in their
stated form have limited implications for our knovledge of educa~
tional processes end may even hamper the search for long-term
solutions.

Perhaps a more serious matter from the standpoint of research
encouragement is the widespread demand for field services rather
than research findings, a situation which we have already dis-
cussed in terms of the attractiveness of field services to educa-
tional experts. Lacking a clear idea of what constitutes research,
practitioners may well confuse the latter with field services,
which consist largely‘of consultation and social bookkeeping.

This could lead them to believe that they have fulfilled their
obligations to keep in touch with the frontiers of scholarly activity
by commissioning a field service worker to conduct a survey of the
school system or to give advice on educational trends which should
be followed in order to"'keep up to date."...




There is another major consequence of a general unwilling-
ness among practitioners to try out plans based on research,
If research results are not implemented, it is impossible to
avaluate them under normal conditions; consequently, re-
searchers will remain ignorant of the reliability of their
inquiries ind, hence, of the actual utility of the research
results... :

It was this concern which originelly drew us into a consideration of an
optimum strategy for increasing the demand of school personnel for quality
and discipline in educational scholarship.2
Looking into the literature on educational change efforts, the

dir'ector of the present study concluded a few years ago that three basic
strategies were being promoted; and that each strategy was founded on a
different set of assumptions about practitioners.3 One strategy viewed
the educator as a rational, information-processing agent who is eager and
willing to read, listen, digest and impl':ement the conclusions of research,
gradua.f,e courses, conferences, and the like -~ in short, all of the dis-
semination measures that are content to rely on one-vway, and frequently
impersonal, communication. The enemy, very simply, is ignorance. Hence,

we have called this approach the Rational Man strategy. ERIC was only a

Y
more efficient newcomer to this strategy. And while the cost and coverage

lPaul F. Lazarsfeld and Sam D. Sieber, op.cit., pp.52-53.

2‘I‘he senior author's interest in this area was originally pursued
and greatly stimulated while serving on the AERA's Committee on Research
Utilization, then chaired by Matthew Miles, which among other things insti-
gated Havelock's review of the literature on the diffusion and utilization
of knowledge in education. (See Ronald G. Havelock, Planning for Innovation,
Center for Research on Utilization of Scientific Knowledge, University of
Michigan; Final Report, USOE Project No. 7-0028, July 1969.)

3S.'I.eber, Sam D., "Images of the Practitioner and Strategies of
Educational Change," Sociology of Education (forthcoming).

v,

l"'About two years after its inception, ERIC itself was reported as
being "extensively" used by only 2 percent of the school districts in the
nation, according to a survey of district administrators and their staff. (cont.)
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of the Rational Man approach might make it appear attractivé, its yield
seems to have ].eft. a dismal record of failure. For the strategy ignores
the factors of personal and professionsl motivation, structuz:al constraints
and technical assistance. ,

A second strategy has sought to overcome the deficiencies of the
first by resort to interpersonal, two-way communication that probes the
"resistances" to change and instills the sense of security necessary to
take positive and enduring action. Stemming.from the group dynamics and
sensitivity training tradition, this strategy is rooted in the assumption
that practitioners are cooperative by nature -- and so, we have called it
the Cooperator strategy.l And yet, one becomes discouraged by the time-
consuming, interpersonal contact which is required to make this strategy
work, its lack of intellectual substance, and the harsh fact that
practitioners are imbedded in organizational settings which can thwart !
the most zealous efforts to cooperate with change-agents. It seemed |
to us, therefore, that this strategy also was limited in yield, as well as
in coverage.

There is a third classical strategy, one vhich depends upon legal
prescriptions and suitable sanctions for non-compliance. The whole body
of educational law and bureaucratic regulations furnishes the tactics of
this strategy. Communication is two-way, as'with the Cooperator streategy,

but now orders travel down and evidence of compliance travels up. This

t. . . e .
égg;gher)l K. Bailey, "Significance of the Federal Investment in Educational :
R&D," Journal of Research and Development in Education, Vol. 2, No.2
(sutmer , 1969); p. 31.

———i

l'I'he' strategy described here is simply a more psychologically
oriented version of consultantship.
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strategy, then, seems to rest on a set of assumptions which characterizes
the educator as a quasi-professional functionary who is powerless to
resist the dictates of local regulations and of state and federal law.

Hence, we have called this approach the strategy of the Powerless Func-

tionary. But despite the apparent yield of the strategy over the history
of American education, and its special ability to attack structural
barriers to change, it seems to us that a ciimate of acceptance has
generally preceded the promulgation and institutionalization of new laws
and rules; and that if such a climate has not already evolved, or been
prepared by someone, then there are many opportunities for evasion, veto
and sabotage. This is especially the case given the "home rule" ideology
of American education. It would appear, therefore, that this strategy
too has certain patent shortcomings. |

It is not sufficient to analyse away the classical change-strat-
egies of education by smugly enumerating the barriers to change, however.
If the demand side is to be vigorously and effectively attacked, it needs
a new amalgam -- one which will take advantage of the strong points of
each of the three classical strategies while compensating for their
distinctive weaknesses. We therefore sought to formulate a composite

r
strategy, and our efforts in this respect are spelled out in the article

referred to above. When the opportunity arose to evaluate the FPilot State

Dissemination Program of the National Center for Educational Communication,

USOE, we embraced it as a chance to test our ideas about change-strategies

on an experimental program which, to the best of our knowledge, approxi-

mated more closely than any other the composite model that we had outlined.




Briefly, the Pilot State Dissemination Program sought to combine

P:’:i‘.:‘s

the interpersonal, Cooperator strategy with the impersonal, Rational Man
strategy -- for it brought together educational extension agents, on the

one hand, and the voluminous resources of educational expertise (ERIC, CIJE,
the products of regional labs and ordinary library facilities), on the
other. Three states were selected b& the U.S. Office for the tryout. In

each state field agents, as they are called in our report, were to meet

with prospective clients within designated target areas, identiﬁ their
need or problem, refer this need to a retrieval staff located in the state
education agency who would perform either computer or manual searches,
receive the information (in the form of abstracts, micro-fiche, bibliog-
raphies, hard copy, or even technical assistance) and deliver it to the
client -- all within as short a time as possible. The field agents were
also generally expected to help clients to interpret or adapt the informa-
tion that was delivered, to appraise its applicability, and to consider the
needed steps for use or implementation, and perhaps even help with imple-
mentation. In addition to this informational function, it was understocod
that the field agents might try to improve lateral communication between
districts, consult in their own specialty, inaugurate teacher workshops or

self-reneval activities, and so forth. The technical assistance of SEA

staff was also to be enlisted. As befits a pilot program, a good deal of
operational flexibility was permitted and even encouraged. Although there

were important and perhaps crucial differences, on the whole the program

bore a family resemblance to the county agent system in agriculture.
The target areas within the three states varied in nature and in
size. In State A, they consisted of two counties, one rural and the other

a mixture of rural and urban; in State B, of three regions, all rural;

16
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and in State C, of two school districts, one rural and the other highly

urbanized. (The areas are described in detail in the introductory sections
to our case studies.) One field agent was assigned ‘to each of the target
areas, meking a total of seven agents. There was a single project director
in each state; and the number of full~time retrieval pérsonnel varied from
one to seven. One Qf the states used its own facility for computerized
searches, while the other two used a regional retrieval installation. These
variations in the administration of the three state projects furnished us
with the opportunity to make comparisons between very different modes of
operation.

Further, the participation of consultants from the SEA and else-
where made it possible to compare the work of specialists with that of
field agents. Also, two of the states inaugurated a program of "district
information representatives" in meny of the non-target areas, making it
feasible to compare the outcomes of these internal, part—-time information
specialists with those of the external, full-time field agents. And in
all three states, there wéfe a number of requesters who contacted the
retrieval offices directly without the intermediary of either field agent
or district representative. All of these natural variations within each
state made it possible to observe the work of field agents from a compara-—
tive perspective, and to replicate these observations within three different
settings.

The one element of our proposed, composite model that was absent
from the program's manifesto was power -- the vested authority to impose
change by fiat and to demand evidence of compliance. For this reason, we
undertook the evaluation with some skepticism, or at the very least, with

bemused impartiality. While we felt that the extension agents would be
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able to establish contact, rupport and credibility with their ~lients, we
suspected that the authority structure of education -- which reaches all
the way from the classroom in the form of student accountability, schedul-
ing and allocation to higher levels of state and federal law -- would
hinder whatever change efforts might be contemplated by school men.

In this suspicion we were sufficiently wrong to merit close study of the
evaluative results contained in this report.

To put it as concisely as possible, according to our survey and
interviews with clients, the extension agents whom we shadowed for a period
of almost two years (backed up by their retrieval teammates and project
directors located in the SEAs) succeeded in producing concrete reforms
in administrative and classroom practices in rural and urban areas which,
for the most part, were operating substantially helow the standards of
modern educational p.ractice. Further, not only did these field agent
generalists elicit greater utilizati.on of knowledge on the part of their
clients than occurred when information was sought without the intermediary
of the field agent, but they were more successful than specialists in
bringing about change. This occurred despite t'he fact that the clients
of field agents tended to be lower in the educational hierarchy, and there-
fore less experienced in using expertise for innovative purposes.

Not only >Were the field agents able to reach into the lower echelons
of the districts where they worked, but the smaller districts which com-
prised most of the target areas are precisely those in which conventional
dissemination efforts have historically had the least impact. According to
a survey conducted in 1968-69 of a stratified sample representing more than

9,000 U.S8. school districts with student populations between 600 and lOO,bOO,




only a fifth of the districts in the smallest size category (600-1,999)

reported any use of ERIC as an information source, as did sbout a third

of the districts in the next largest category (1,200 - 2,999).l

Eighty percent of the districts in the target areas of the Pilot State
Program fell within thesz smaller size categéries, and yet virtually all
were extensive users of ERIC during the lperiod covered by the Pilot State
Prograu.

The major question that should confront us now is not "were the
field agents successful?", for our data amply testify to their impact,
but "why were they successful?” None of the seven agents were substan-
tive experts, although all had taught school and several had been adminis-
trators. (By and large, their professional background was in rural educa-
tion.) Their knowledge of information retrieval prior to their recruit-
ment as field agents was nil,. their client 1bads vere generally burdeﬂ—-
some,,and their official authority was utterly lecking. To malie matters
worse, some had to travel an average of 300 miles a week just to make
contact with certain rural schools in their target areas. How could they
overcome these burdens and handicaps, and aéhieve success in areas where
generations of experts had typically failed?

In our estimation, the key to the field agent's =:icess is the fact

that he is a generalist without authority whose presence is legitimized

by the provision of information. By not posing as an expert, a school

11

official, or a change-agent, but as a conveyor of potentially useful informa-

tion, the agents in the Pilot State Program were able to elicit the trust

lGideonse, op. cit., pp. 146-~153.
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and to trigger the curiosity of school personnel in most of the schocls
they visited. VWhen it became apparent to the client that the information
had a good deal to offer, which incidentally may have required consider-
able prodding of the client and highlighting of ideas by the agent, the
latter was permitted and even invited to assist in ui',i.'i.izad;ion.:L At
some slight risk of being misunderstood, then, the field agents couid be
characterized as undercover change-agents iﬁ the guise of information
specialists. It was the information role that gave legitimacy to their
presence and activities in the schools, but itl was the change-agent role
that got things done.2 |

This explanation still leaves unanswered the question of power.
How could innovation take place without the manipulation of organizational
structure? If the agents were devoid ‘of pover in the client-system, how
could Athey overcome those structural barriers to change which are so often
adduced by theorists to account for institutional conversatism? The
answer 1s simple. The agents did use the power structure, but on an in-

formal basis. Rarely was a principal or superintendent and his staff un-

involved at some point in the field agent's work with lower level personnel,
and frequently these administrators were used as leverages for change.

It is doubtful that the agents could have accomplished this end if

-they themselves had been part-time members of the system. For the typical

teacher or administrator already has a well defined position within the

1This general point is developed more systematically in Part VII,
Chapter 12, "Outcomes of Field Activities.”

2A more genteel term for change-agent which is sometimes pre-

ferred is "catalyst," but the two terms mean the same as far as the
present discussion is concerned.,

<0
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system. Attempts to shed one's official status in order to influence the
deliberations and actions of either superiors or subordinates would
probably be met with frustration by insiders who were trying to play the
role of information svecialists. Indeed, our own research shows that such
individuals are far less successful than field agents in gaining the
appreciation of clients and in stimulating ut'ilization of knowledge

(see Chapter 12). Thus, another key element in the complex status of the

field agent is his position as an outsider. Remaining outside of the

system not only means that the agent is in fact released from internal
coummi tments and social ties, but that he is not viewed by prospective
clients as having such commitments and ties. This situation no doubt
enhances his credibility and makes him an acceptable collaborator.

A1l of which is not to say that a multitude of problems, false
starts, depressed spirits, and even an occaéional ejection from a school
district did not run throughout the pergra.m. As with any role which is
largely untried, trial—-and-error was one of the best teachers. All such
difficulties are presented in this report; in fact, it is possible that
we have overemphasized the problematic aspect of the Pilot State Projects.
This might give the report a somevhat negative tone, especially since we
do not present the beneficial outcomes until Chapters 12 and 13. Deferring
outcomes for a later section reflects a conscious strategy, however, for
we feel that future administrators, extension agents and information re-
trieval personnel should be made keenly aware of the stﬁmbling blocks in
the business of acquiring and using information in real settings ,' and of

the ways in which these problems were solved by the pilot states, before

they launch a similar program. To tout the benefits of a new program

<l
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after more than a year of arduous try-out without emphasizing its pratfalls

and recoveries would do more harm than good. Many valuable and innovdtive

practices in education have come a cropper vrecisely because of the innova-

tor's failure to alert practitioners to problems of implementation. In

short, the reader should keep in mind that a central purpose of the pilot
program, and one vwhich its participants were frequently reminded of , was

to delineate problems in all their starkness, and to demonstrate and pro-

pose solutions which might save future administrators the same costly,
trial-and-error process.

In the parlance of evaluation research, then, Wwe engaged in a full-
scale Ms_ evaluation. Simply stated, the goal of process evaluation
is to measure the procedures of an action program and to relate procedures
to outcomes in such a way that futﬁre programs might benefit from the experi-
ence. This approach would seem to be de rigueur in dealing with any
pilot project. In addition, because of the developmeﬁtal nature of the
program, We sought to feed-back our observaticns and evaluations to program
personnel during the course of operations. Thus, we Wwere also engaged in

what has come to be known as formative evaluation. (Because formative evalua-

tion is still rather undeveloped, We have tried to codify our experiences
with this type of research in a special report, which is reproduced here
as Appendix J.)

Finally, in addition to our tasks of process and formative evalua-

tion of the pilot state projects, it was our responsibility to evaluate the
activities and outcomes of a special training program that was separately

supported by the National Center for Educational Communication, U,S. Office.

This evaluation is presented in Chapter 11.
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Oving to the many goals of our research, a wide range of research
techniques was utilized. Of particular interest was our use of field
observers over a period of more than a year to "shadow" the field agents
and to report on procedures in the retrieval offices of the three states.
As it turned out, our observers played a number of roles, including a good
deal of formative work. They rendered expressive support to the field
agents in the early, insecure phase oi‘ fheir activities, they facilitated

communication among the staff members of the pilot projects, they advised

the staff in areas of their own special competence, they interviewed clients

and fed-back observations, they prodded clients and program personnel to

complete our data—colleétion instruments, they ran interference between the

central evaluation personnel and program staff, and they prepared an array

of case studies of the field agents in action. (These activities are des~

cribed and documented in Appendix J. )L
Qualitative observations were especially challenging inasmuch as

the headquarters of the evaluation team was located some two thousand miles

from the two western pilot states and about one thousa.nd miles from the

third,southern state. This handicap gave us the opportunity to experiment

with a technique which might be called remote participant observation. By

resorting to the use of cassette tape recorders in the field, and cdding all
material (meetings, interviews, spontaneous interactions, and observer re-
ports) in our New York office, we were able to reduce a torrent of daily
events and interactions to certain deductive categories for indexing purposes.

Event in these categories were then reconceptualized and inter-related in

¥
i
7
¥

order to yield a new set of variables, but now derived inductively from

1The question of observational and formative effect on the "natural"
situation is also considered in Appendix dJ.
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field events, The indexing scheme, vwhich appears in its final version in
Appendix D, was revised several times to fit major new observations and to
allow for refinements in previous categories. Thus, there was continual

interaction and adjustment between deductive and inductive conceptualiza-

tion. And vhen certain categories seemed.-underrepresented by data, field

- observers were instructed to focus more attention on these aspects. In
this fashion, we were able to approximate -exploratory participant observa-

tion at a distance. (About 200 cassette tapes were forwarded to the eval-

uation office for coding over the period.of our study.)

For the most part, case studies were prepared by the field observers
themselves without codihg of cassettes. These case studies, which are pre-
sented in Volume II, served as an additional source of information. Inciden-
tally, the value of these case studies to students of educational innovation
might well extend far beyond their contribution to the understanding of an
educational extension service. They would serve, for éxa.mple, as excellent
material for the training of educational R & D personnel generally, for they
bring a sense of reality to the abstract discussions t'hat typify the R & D
field.

In addition to the mass of qualitative data, a series of structured
instrﬁments was used. (See AppendixB for a complete collection of these
instruments. ) ’These inciuded weekly activity logs (checklists) for project

directors, statistical data sheets for field agents (employed only once),

checklists of project goals submitted to all participants at two points in
time, semi-structured interview guides for use with field agents, an informa-

' ( tion retrieval form for recording all actions and dates pertaining to each request
|
]
)
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which was designed jointly with the project staff (and varied from state

to state owing to local preferences), and twvo questionnaires mailed to clients
of the service and a sample of‘, educational personnel throughout the stattes.'l
In short, we adopted a radical multi-operational approach to the measurement

of goals, procedures and outcomes. Accordingly, goals are reported in

Chapter 1, procedures are analysed in 'Chapters 2 through 11, and outcomes

in Chapters 12 and 13. A final chapter sets forth recommendations.

Our efforts to integrate the results which are derived from survey

techniques, qualitative field observations and documentary analysis might be worth

studying. Throughout our report we draw upon these three methods of data
collection, employing the results of one technique to buttress, test,
interpret, qualify or negate those yielded by another. In fact, the
opportunity to explore the integration of techniques was one of our primary
reasons for undertaking the study, for we have felt as much concern about the
methodology of educational research as we have about its substantive contri-
butions. 2

Another, major challenge of our research ha's been presentation .of

results in a format that would be of value to a wide audience, including

J.”Technical information about the survey of clients is given in Chapter
12 where we report the subjective and objective utility of field activities for
clients. (Response rates were unusually high, and consequently sample bias was
virtually nil as measured by a special follow-up for non-respondents.) Our
survey of a stratified sample of all educational personnel in the three states
was not launched until the final months of the evaluation. Extensive follow-up
was therefore impossible. Response rates for this survey, the results of which are
only occasionally reported, are given in Appendix L.

2F‘or a classification of the mutual contributions of different methods
in multi-operational studies, see "The Integration of Field Work and Survey
Methods" by -the senior author, American Journal of Sociology, (forthcoming, 1973).

§
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SEA administrators,’retrieval personnel, educational extension agents, U.S.
Office of Education officials responsible for planning and suppofting Euture
programs in dissemination and innovation, R & D personnel in general and
evaluators and diffusers in particular, and future trainers of extension
agents, retrieval specialists, and project managers. (We also believe that
there is something of value in our report for organizational theorists

and applied social psychologists. But these more abstract concerns have
been underplayed in favor of providing data and direction for the effective

planning and implementation of dissemination systems.)

Attempting to serve all of these masters at the same time might
appear to be a hopelessly utcpian task. To some extent, the emphasis on
qualitative material presented within a conceptual framework borrowed from
several fields and adjusted to the bractical concerns of educators renders
the task more possible of achievement. But now it is the turn of the
evaluator to be evaluated.

* * *

A final word to educational statesmen. If it is true that the demand
side of educational scholarship is ignored at the peril of scholarship itself,
then some type of dissemination-gxtension system might be highly important
for the future of R & D. With the hopeful decline in the provision of
traditional services to local schools on a fire house basis, and with in-

creased attention and effort devoted to the diffusion of sound practices

along with the evidence for and against so that practitioners can select

alternatives suited to their own situation, a sharp riée in the demand for

<6




L disciplined expertise might infuse educational research with higher quality

and more realism. And it might increase the willingness of practitioners
and politicians to support both basic and applied research with new resources,

rather than continuing to disparage the value of "more research' as opposed

to more direct services and more untested products.
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PART I

CHAPTER 1

ALTFRNATIVE GOALS OF EXTENSION~RETIRIEVAL PROJECTS

The literature on éocial.action research is replete with refer-
ences to the necessity of specifying.organizational or program goals,
and operationalizing them for the purposes of measurement. Herzog, for
example, says that "unless the goal is made explicit, there is no basis
for saying whether and to what extent it has been reached--in other
words, no sound basis fér evalua.tion."l And Hyman and Wright note that

", . formulate in a clear and

the initial task of the evaluéxor is to
measurable fashion a list of goals which can serve as the basis for

determining the program's relative success."? Even evaluation models

- which purport to be unconcerned with the measurement of goal attainment

assume that the evaluator has a basic knowledge of the program's overall

goals.3

lHerzog, Elizabeth, Some Guidelines for Evaluative Research,
Washington, D.C., U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 1959,
p. 12.

2Hyman, Herbert H., and Charles R. Wright, "Evalvating Social
Action Programs,”" in The Uses of Sociology, edited by Paul F. Lazarsfeld,
William H. Sewell, and Harold L. Wilensky, p. T57.

3Guba, Egon G., and Daniel L. Stufflebeam, Evaluation: The
Process of Stimulating, Aiding and Abetting Insightful Action, address
delivered at the Second National Symposium for Professors of Educational ¥
Research, November 21, 1968, published by the Evaluation -Center, Ohio f
State University, College of Education. H
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The literature is also quite clear on the fact that it is not
always easy to identify the goals of a program, particularly when it is
a social action type program. Hyman and Wright note that:

Most social action programs have multiple objectives, some of
which are very broad in nature, ambiguously stated, and possibly
not shared by all persons who are responsible for the program.

« . Even seemingly limited, concrete programs with specific
aims pose difficulties. Riecken, for example, in evaluating a
summer work camp program of the American Friends Service Committee,
reviewed a number of official documents describing the program and
concluded that 'we have been unable to discover a simple, clearly
and comprehensively stated set of aims that will meet with the
universal endorsement of the directors of the program.'

Andrew, in her analysis of the problems encountered by four evaluation
projects, notes that all four suffered from "overgeneral goal statements,
limited specification of rules for selecting appropriate means to move
toward goals, and overstress on post factum identification of successful

. 2
means or techniques.

This latter statement pinpoints the crucial nature of goal
specification, not only for the researcher, but for the program practi-
tioners themselves. If goals are not specific, there is a tendency to
concentrate on means without considering how these might be related to
goals. Further, a vague statement of ultimate goals allows the program
to justify a great range of outcomes by reference to these goals.

Lack of awareness or consensus about goals may also cause

fundamental problems in the program through goal-displacement, a common

lHyman and Wright, op. cit., pp. 757-T757.

2Andrew, Gwen, ''Some Observations on Management Problems in
Applied Social Research," The American Sociologist, Vol. 2, No. 2 (1967),

p. 86.
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process whereby instrumental goals take priority over terminal goals. If
the evaluator is to accept the féle of monitoping the program under conu-
sideration, hé must be aware of this possibility so that he can feed back
observations about apparent goal displacement as quickly as possible,
reminding the administrators of their original, long-range objectives., If
the evaluator himself does not have a clear conception of program goals,
this function will be undermined.l
Qur evaluation of the U.S.0.E. pilot project for the dissemination
of research and other "exemplary" information to school practitioners pro-
vides an excellent example of the difficulties of specifying the goals éf
new programs. The RFP (Request for Proposal) issued by the U.S. Office
of Education in early 1970 indicated the general structure of the projects
and also a number of project goals, both procedural and terminal.
Examples of procedural goals included gaining access to SEA staff consul-
tants who could help schools in using the research results, publicizing
the program to the target areas, and developing exemplary information
resources. Terminal goals included assisting school personnel in defining
and analyzing school problems, offering alternative solutions to the
problems encountered, and arranging for follow-up services to schools
availing themselves of the service. (See Appendix A for the original
RFP. ) Wiﬁhin this general framework, however, each of the participating
states was encoiuraged to develop a project that was tailored to the
existing capabilities, needs and problems in its area. Even before the
first contacts with the three states, therefore, the evaluators were

faced with a program that not only had multiple, diffuse goals, but that

lFor a discussion of the best means of measuring goals of different
types of action programs, see Appendix I, "Measuring the Goals of Action

Programs ."
30
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also permitted some latitude in emphésis on different objectives.

The proposals from the three states were less specific about their
intended outcémes than the RFP. For example,lthe main statement of pur-
pose contained in State A's proposal was the following:

The purpose of the pilot project is to design processes to accel-
erate the improvement of educational practices. This will be
accomplished through providing access to and encouraging utiliza-
tion of research information leading to the installation of
tested innovations and programs within a definite framework
operated by local school districts.

A few pages later, the proposal stated:

Needs established by the local councils [to be created] through
the application of the model will serve as the areas from which
priorities will be selected for local action. These priorities
will serve as the problem areas for which specialized information
will be requested. Initial problem areas will be defined simul-
taneously with the implementation of the model.

Such statements of goals were somewhat mystifying, for they were pitched on

a rather high level of generality. No doubt many school research offices,

regional labs and a host of other agencies would find it easy to subscribe

to goals so generally phrased. At one point, however, the proposal made

it quite clear that "placing information summaries in the hands of field
agents is not the chief purpose of the team processes--the utilization of
the information to effect change is the purpose."l The remainder of State
A's proposal was devoted to the objective of integrating the service into
the SEA's mission of "management by objectives," and to details of project
organization,

According to the proposal submitted by State B,

1

State A subsequently developed a list of "broad" objectives and
"specific" objectives, but this 1list was not shown to the evaluation team
until some time later.




'. ‘ :

The primary objective of the proposed project is to develop and

) test the effectiveness of a dissemination system based upon com-
puterized storage and retrieval of selected information and a
network or chain of interpersonal communication links,

From this high 1evel of generality, this proposal also moved down to the

"install a

level of specifying certain operational steps, such as to
systematic procedure to collect and evaluate information materials and
files," to "furnish a reader and printer for microfilm and microfiche,”
and to "work with the state television system to produce staff develop-
ment programs to transmit to local teachers." Thus, in States A and B

T we noted the absence of goals on the intermediate level of strategy;
.instead we were faced with a large array of operational tactics.

State C likewise focussed on operations at a tactical level, but
referred to the interpersonal linkage system proposed by Ronald Havelock
as the model that it proposed to followd According to the proposal, the
purpose of the project was

to test over a two-year period a model for increasing knowledge
utilization on the part of local school districts based on the
work of Havelock with the State Educational Agency assuming the
role of the regional resource linking center. . . . [The model]
provides for the task of building linkage to resource systems,
defining the school districts to be served, a program for
establishing the SEA's linking role with these school districts,
adoption or adaption of innovation, and the identification of
solutions that are missing and the development of solutions to
fill the gaps.

The model-was to be tested with reference to small rural schools where

"constraints on knowledge availability are acute." P

In sum, the impression that one gained from reading the pfoposals
was that the central problem of the American educational system--the

( problem of institutional change and improvement--was going to be attacked

lRonala G. Havelock, A Guide to Innovation in Educaticn, Center
for Research on Utilization of Scientific Knowledge, Institute for Social
Research; The University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1970.
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by rather picayune tactics, such as an information retrieval center, : |
readers for microfiche, a two-way communication system between schools and
the retrieval system, local councils to determine priorities, and similar
well-intentioned but purely mechanical means. Surely if the project per-

sonnel hoped to make an impact on education, a great deal more attention

would have to be devoted to the question of how such tactics and resources
were to be coordinated and brought to tear on the ultimate problem of

institutional conservatism, in short, the process of dissemination and

change that was to be pursugd. In slightly different terms, there was a
need to work out strategies, to relate tactics to strategies, and to
define the kinds of impact that were expected. 1In particular, the inter-
personal change strategies that the field agents would necessarily pursue
needed to be given far more searching thought. (The one possible excep-
tion to these weaknesses was the proposal from State C, which rested its
case on the Havelock model. Curiously,.there was extremelj little evi-
dence of having studied the research literature on diffusion and utiliza-
tion of knowledge in education in any of the proposals, although reference to
research was precisely what the applicants intended to stimulate in the
public schools.)

The first or-ientation meeting of USOE, training team, project
directors and the evaluation staff made it abundanﬁly clear that the

project directors were at that time far more concerned with setting up

the program than with defining the specific goals relevant to their
efforts.. In fact, it would not be an exaggeration to say that they had

| ( not given much thought to the specific goals which they expected to
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pursue. The evaluation team tried to instigate a discussion of program
goals at that time, but found that it was difficult to obtain much infor-
mation in the group situation. The project directors felt threatened by
demands that they list their goals; and there was a certain degree of
underlying rivalry between the three states which may have contributed to
a tendency to become defensive about their programs in an opén forum.

The objective of the evaluétioﬁ staff at that time was several-
fold. (1) We were concerned at the lack of, interest shown by the pro-
Ject directors in concretely defining their goals, although we understood
that problems of staffing and organization were of high priority at the
time. We felt that if the states did not define their goals fairly early
in the program, they would later find that they were not free to choose
between goals, but would have to acéept whatever goals were compatible
with the organization that had willy-nilly developed. Given the complexity
of the program, this could easily lead to overlooking serious problems in
organization until the program was well underway. (2) We were interested
in finding out the different emphases in project goals between the three
states, since this would provide us with a comparative basis for assessing
the workébility of the program as a whole. Although the states did share
many goals, it seemed that their interpretations of these goals differed,
and we felt that these differences might well affect the relative success
of the three programs. (3) It was apparent that the U.S.0.E. expected
the projects to be flexible enough to change if their original plans did
not 1ivé up to expectations. Because of the fact that the programs were

not installed at that time, and all plans were somewhat tentative, we had

34
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to antiéipaté changeélin organization énd goals over the period of the
program, and therefore needed some "base-line" information about goals.
(4) The distance 5etweeﬁ the three state;.and the locus of the evaluation
staff was so great that the opportunities for extensive and periodic
consultations about project goéls were limited. We also sensed that thé
project directors were reluctant.to spend a great deal of.time on such an
enterprise, since they were extremeiy ﬁusy with day-to-day organizational
matters.

We were thus faced with a situation in which it was extremely
difficult to obtain specification of goals and yet this was extremely
important, not only for our own research requirements but also for the
success of the program. We finally suggested, therefore, that we draw up
a list of all of the program goals ﬁhich might be éonsidered part of a
program of this sort. This proposai was unanimously accepted, primarily
because it entailed less work for the state project staffs than the
otherwise necessary conferences.

Another reason for designing a checklist of goals was to stimu-
latz the project staff to think more concretely about their objectives

and to aiert them to the range of available alternatives. (See Appendix B

for the goals checklists that were used. )

Originally we intended to list only about twenty or so important
outcome goals, and to ask the personnel to mark whether they were relevant
to the program in each state. As we began drawing up the list, however,

we realized that if we were to help the states to achieve their objectives

- in the course of our formative evaluation, we should pay attention to

ab
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procedural and input goals as well. We than went back to the original

proposals of each state and to the discussions -at the planning meeting
in order to determine the list of all possible objectives in the three

" "process goals" and "outcome goals." We

categories of "input goals,
also added to this list a number of goals that were not made explicit by
the project directors, but which we fg;tlmigﬁt reasonably be considered
part of the program. Finally, we iﬁclﬁdéd opposing formulations of a few
of the more important goals in order to determine how carefully the
project staff had considered a particular response.

We then realiéed that since most of the goals on the list were
worthy and admirable, wé might run into the problem of almost all of them
being checked as part of the state program. Also, we wished to determine
the hierarchy of goals in each state or relative emphésis placed on dif-
ferent aspects of the program. We therefore included a five-point scale
for each goal ranging frém "top priority" to "lowest priority," with the
mid-point of "undecided." (The term "top priority" was chosen instead of
"highest priority" because we anticipated a strong commitment to a wide
variety of goals on the basis of the discussions we had had with the
project directors. We felt that if we used the term "top priority," they
would be less inclined to mark a great many of the goals at the extreme
end of the scale. As a fufther check on the possibility that they would
not discriminate carefully between the relative importance of the goals,
we asked them to list a few goals that were the most important overall.)

The project directors were aware that they were to be evaluated

according to the goals which they checked, so we attempted to preclude the

6
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possibility that they would select only those goals which they felt could
be easily achieved by including a second five-point scale on which they

could mark the perceived difficulty of achieving each goal, regardless of

its level of priority. Our analysis here will be mainly confined to
priority levels. In a final section, however, we present the important
goals which were regarded as "most" or "next most difficult" to achieve,

as signified by the directors after the first year of operations.

The checklists were distributed by mail to the project directors
a few weeks after the original meeting. When we began analyzing them, we
were gratified to discover that they differentiated between the three
programs quite successfully, and both substantiated and extended our
intuitive impressions about the underlying emphasis of each state. In the
meantime, we had made brief visits %o the three states in order to
familiarize ouréelves with the other personnel involved and the organiza-
tional context in which the program was operating. During these visits,
we discovered that some of the goals which the project directors had marked
as being "top priority" or "low priority" seemed to be contrary to the
role expectations and objectives void®d by lower-level project staff
members.. We concluded that since the state staffs appeared to be unaware
of this discrepancy, it might be helpful to document the different view-
points within the different roles in each state and between these roles.
We therefore modified the project director's checklist for administration
to the rest of the staff, namely, the field agents and the retrieval

pe'rsonnel.l

1Here we report on the directors' goals only. The goals, or role-
expectations, of the field agents are referred to in Part II.
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An important aspect of this method is that we were able to obtain
this information without time-consuming consultations, which we sensed
would antagonize the project staff, and also without imposing our own
intuitive definition of goals. Another characteristic of the g.oals check-
list method is that it allows a periodic examination of the evolution of
goals within a project. Thus, a year after administering the first goals
checklist, we readministered it to all project personnel. (Several.addi-
tional goals which had come to our attention during the year were

included.) Also, in fhe second goals checklist we asked the staff to

report on the difficulty of achieving each goal in the past few months.
In ouwr analysis, therefore, we are able to report oﬁ the succession of
goals during the first year of the Pilot Dissemination Program.

It is clear that this technique of identifying goals is especially
useful when the program sites under study are dispersed over a large
area, making it difficult for the evaluator to become an integral part of
the project. In the case of a restricted pilot project, the evaluator
will normally reside near the demonstration site, and can therefore keep
a fairly close watch on the development of goals without too much expendi-
ture of money and time. With the growth in the number of large-scale
government-sponsored social programs, this convenience is often impossible
to attain. Especially when there are a number of sites with somewhat
different goals, it would be a herculean task for the evaluator to
personally monitor_ day-to-day changes in the program. Now let us turn to

the results of our goals analysis.
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Response Sets of the Directors
on Priorities and Difficulty

Some of the most striking differences in the checklists of the
three directors can be seen with respect to (1) proportion of goals
checked as "top priority,"” and (2) proportion of top goals checked as
"most difficult to achieve."

Table I.1 shows the proportion. of ggals that were checked accord-
ing to different levels of priority; .‘I.T‘irst', it is oﬁvious that over the
first year of the project all three directors tended to downgrade goals
from top priority to lower levels. This shift reflects both a more
realistic assessment of what can be accomplished by the program and a
sense that certain goals had been fairly well achieved and were no longer
of signal importa.nce.l In a moment we will see which goals dropped in
priority and which increased in priority. But first, two further obser-
vations are warranted which point up differences between the three state

directors.

lOu:r' feedback of the first goals survey may also have been a
factor in reducing the number of top priority goals on the second survey.
As we remarked in our report:

Although we do not question the fact that the states would
like to achieve a wide variety of goals in this program, in any
pilot project there will exist certain constraints on time and
money. As programs emerge, it is often necessary to specify
goal priorities fairly concretely so that the staff's efforts
will not be diffused. This is particularly true when the desired
goals are not easily achieved. It is, of course, impossible from
such a brief instrument to draw any conclusions about whether a
state's goals are too diffuse, but we urge the project directors
to take this matter into consideration.
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TABLE 1.1

THE PROPORTION OF GOALS CHECKED BY THREE PROJECT DIRECTORS
ACCORDING TO LEVELS OF PRIORITY, 1970 AND 1971

State A State B State C

1970 1971 1970 1971 1970 1971

Top priority L6% 28% 20% 16% 437 32%
Next to top 19 o7 il 46 35 32
Undecided 9 14 17 26 5 7
*
Low priority 7 16 22 12 17 26
No answer or
irrelevant 19 15 — — — 3
Total goals 100%  100% 100%  100% 100% 100%

(86)  (86) (86)  (86) (86) (86)

* .
Combines lowest priority and next-to-lowest on a five
point scale, the mid-point being "undecided.” i

Both in 1970 and 1971, the director of State B checked a smaller

proportion of goals top priority than the other two directors, and a

larger proportion next-to-top priority. This director also checked a
larger proportion of goals as "undecided" at both times. Thus, the
director in State B revealed both a more restrained approach to goal
setting, and a more tentative view of either the worth or feasibility of
certain goals. This perspective should be borne in mind when we examine
in‘de£ail tﬁe activities of State B and {the managerial style of its

director. (See Part IV, Chapter 9, for a discussion of differences in
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managerial style.)

Finally, it is of some interest that the director in State A
either refused to check a sizable minority of goals (in the first survey)
or checked them as "not relevant" to his project (in the second survey
vhere this option was provided). This response pattern was in marked
contrast to the directors in States B and C. In effect, the State A
director was registering his disapproval of certain goals even as options
for his project. "Low priority" was not low enough--they were to be
excluded altogether from the realm of possibility. The goals which he
marked "No!" on his first checklist were the following:

Involve as many schools as possible through a wide range of con-
tacts.

Insure that the primary loyalty of +the field agent is to the SEA
program.,

Insure that the primary loyalty of the field agent is to the
local schools or their representatives.

Diagnose the problems of clients rather than accept their own
definition of needs and problems.

Set up or conduct a training program for the school staff to help
them engage in ''self-renewal" activities, that is, to be inno-
vative, keep-up-to-date, etec.

Improve inter-group relations in the schools so that change can
take place.

In addition to these rejected goals, the director in State A marked
several goals as "not clear." What seemed to bother him most deeply was
the phrase '"change agent," for any goal which included this term was

' Through personal conversation, it gradually

designated as '"not clear.'
emerged that the director in State A did not envision "change" as an

Jintended outcome of the program. In his view, receiving and reading
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information was the only definition of utilization that he wished to

countenance.

Curiously, the dé—emphasis on change by this director, at least
.in his conversations with the evaluators, was at variance ﬁith his own
proposal vhich stated:

Placing information summaries in the hands of Field Agents is not

the chief purpose of the team processes--the utilization of the

information to effect change is the purpose.
Furthermore, in the first goals checklist, the dirggtor allotted top
priority to the goal "actively help schoels install new practices or
programs.” On the other hand, he allotted equal priority to "encourage
schools to adopt new practices- without becoming actively involved in
implementation." Thus, not only were his private conversations at vari-
ance with his proposal, but his reépopses in the goals checklist were also
contradictory.

This apparent vacillation over the goal of innovation in State A
points up the importance of taking into account the political sensitivi-
ties of administrators'when trying to interpret their objectives. No
doubt the main reason that the director in State A vacillated on the issue
of "change' was owing to the highly charged climate of public opinion
which accompanied desegregation in this southern state. His fear that
his program would be seen as another state or federal effort to enforce
local change in the schools prompted him to soft pedal the idea of
"change." Caution in this area apparently persisted over the duration
of the first year, for on the second checklist the director of Stéte A

indicated that he was now "undecided" about the active involvement of his
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field agents in implementation. (in point of fact, his agents had been
quite actively "changing" the schools, although they invariably presented . i |
themselves to clients as mere information specialists. We will return
to this point in our discussion of field agent roles.)

Examination of the levels of difficulty in goal achievement anti-
cipated by the three directors also reveals some telling differences.
As seen in Table 1.2, State A's director ahticipated a good deal of dif-
ficulty in his first checklist (1970), while the other two directors were
far more sanguine about accomplishing their "top priority" goals. (The
proportions of A, B and C top priority goals which were perccived as '"most
difficult" were L2 per cent, 6 per cent, and 17 per c-fnt ,' respectively.)
A year later, however, State A had dropped considerabl\y in its appraisal
of difficulty, and State C had dropped to a lesser degree; but State B
had increased its appraisal of difficulty. Thus, once ;gain States A
and B were sharply contrasted, with State C falling into an intermediate
position.

TABLE 1.2

THE PROPORTION OF TOP PRIORITY GOALS THAT WERE SEEN
AS MOST DIFFICULT BY THE THREE STATE DIRECTORS

State A State B State C

1970 - 1971 1970 1971 1970 1971

4o  21% 6%  31% 17% 4%

N top priority ’
goals (38) (2k) (17) (1)  (36)  (28)
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These shifts are consistent with what we have already observed,

namely, that the director in State A took a rather authoritative posi-
tion on goals (with the notable exception of the sensitive subject of
"change"), marking a large number as top priority and rejecting others
as definitely irrelevan£, while the director in State B expressed
greater restraint and more indecisiveness.. "For now wé find that the
State A director felt far more optimistic about goal achievement after
a year of operations, signifying a greater sense of accomplishment,
while the State B director increased in pessimism. In effect, we are
presented with an authoritative, no—non"s‘ense and rather self-satisfied
approach to the projec-t vs. a cautious, experimental and even self-
critical approach. (It should be noted, however, that the greatest satis-
faction in the second year was expressed by State C's director, as only
Y per cent of his top priority goals were viewed as having been "very"
difficult to achieve.‘) .Thus, the response-sets to a goals instrument
may throw considerable light on fund{:uﬁenﬁal perspectiyes and styles of
. .
management. A good deal more will be said on this subject at a later
point.

In viewing the small proportion of "very difficult, top prior-
ity" goals espoused by t‘he directors in States B and C at the beginning
of their projects (6 and 17 per cent, respectively), the evaluation
team made the following point in its feedback analysis of the first
goals survey:

Although it is far too early in the project to get a precise
idea of where problems in goal achievement will arise, it is

important not to underestimate the difficulty of making a
major innovation in education. The public schools are
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notoriously conservative institutions and, as any administrator
knows, are often reluctant to accept what may seem to them as
outside pressure-—even if it is in the form of help with specific
problems. Even in cases where schools are interested in the
program and go on to use it, there may be some reluctance to admit
to an "outsider" what their real problems are.

A second state of difficulty may occur when the field agent has
been able to get a client to request help with a significant
problem. The requirement at this point is to refer the client to
sources of useful , practical, tested information. Particularly
in the states where a retrieval unit is just being set up, this
may not be easy; yet none of the project directors felt that this
would be one of their major areas of difficulty, and two felt that
it would be one of their least difficult problems.

In light of the many difficulties that were encountered by all three states
in pursuing their goals, this cautionary note turned out to be more than
Justified, and should be taken most seriously by all who wventure on the
same path of offering a dissemination and extension service. low let us

turn to 'an examination of the nature of the input, process and out come

goalé of the three pilot state directors.
, Occgsionally we will use indices which combine a number of dis-
crei;e goals listed in the checklists as well as look at individual itenms.
These indices were constructed as follows. Within each topical category,
goals were ranked on a five point scale, ranging from 5 for "top priority"
to 1 for "lowest priority" and O for no answer or '"not relevant.'" The
category "haven't decided" was scored 3, since it seemed that the final
decision could move in either direction, that is, towards high or low
priority. The total scores for each index were then ratioed on a base of

100 for easy comparison. Thus, each point on our scale was worth 20

points.

as



The Client Scope of the Projecis

An index of overall client scope wvas composed of several sub-
dimensions: breadth of publicity, number of groups who were to be

contacted with reference to the program, intended users of the pro-

gram, and the variety and number of schools whose involvement was

sought. A total of 17 goals were includéd in'this general scope index.

In comparing the three states at two points in time, we find that
the directors in States A and C lowered their total scope of clientele
over the period of the first year. And interestingly enough, the scope

of these two states was reduced to approximately the original level of

State B. In the first survey of goals, the director in State A received
a score of 79 on. the index of scope, but this was reduced to a score of
54 at the end of the year. Similarly,_ the score of the director in
State C was lovered from 82 to 68. The director in State B retained his
original position on the scope index (62 and 58, respectively). Thus,
the clientele scopes of States A and C were reduced to the vicinity of
State B's original intentions. This would seem to testify to a certain
realism in State B's initial priorities, which we have already seen to
have been more restrained than those of the other tv}é states.

If we look at the sub-dimensions composing our total scope index,
we are able to discern where reductions of scope were most critical.

First, regarding thg breadth of publicity efforts (among local schools,

A




|
A )
\

parents and other laymen, state officials and legislators, and a national
audience of educators and laymen), we find that all three states reduced
the priority of goals in 'thi's domain. The ratios for each of the three
states (with a maximum score of 100) shifted from 75 to 50 in State A,
from 65 to 45 in State B, and from 75 to 60 in State C. However, publiciz-
ing the program still remained as an obJjective of middling importance.
Initially, State C placed high priority on publicizing the program

among parents and other laymen, while State A was undecided on this goal

and State B gave it low priority. States B and C both felt that it was

important to publiéize the program among state officials and legislators,

while State A was undecided on this point. The latter state, however,

felt that it was important to ensure a national audience for the program,

while neither of the other states was. committed to this goa.l.l This
downgrading of publicity efi‘dfﬁs probably denotes that publicity was no

longer deemed as necessary as in the early stages of the program.

lIt is perhaps worth noting at this juncture that State A played
host to two national conferences on dissemination during the period of
the pilot program. Their intentions in this realm, therefore, should
not be construed as mere rhetoric. ' '
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Similarly, in the early phase of the program, a good deal of

attention had been devoted to gaining acceptance among various groups of

" clientele (local schools; local educational associations or groups, and
local community groups concerned with education). But the lowering of
i)riority in this domain was not as marked as with publicity. Shifts within
each of the three statés according to emphasés on gaining aéceptance were
as follows: State A, T3 to 53; State B, T3 to 60; and State C, 100 to 87.

Gaining acceptance or access in local schools remained highly important

in all three states. It was the other two target groups which declined
sqmewhat in importance. Thus, as time went by, the project directors still
re‘cognized the importance of gaining access to schoo.ls, but tended to
ignore local professional associations and community groups.

A declining interest in laymen as potential clients of the service
was most marked in States A and C, and was reiterated with respect to
still another sub-dimension of our general scope index: +the clients from
whom requests for information were to be actually solicited. Overall, the
scope scores regarding the desired sources of requests revealed the follow-
ing shifts: State A, 83 to 60; State B, 53 to 63; and State C, 80 to 60.
Thus , once again we find that States A and C lowered their sights to a
level vhich was characteristic of State B at the outset of the program.
Significantly, these shifts occurred with respect to students, trustees
and other laymen in the community, rather than with respect to teachers or

administrators. (State B increased its emphasis on trustees, but main-

tained the same position regarding other client groups.)
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A fipal sub-dimension in our scope index concerns the number and

variety of schools to be contacted. The goals that we submitted 'in this

area were the following:
Help schools that have already shown themselves to be innovative.

Reach and help schools that are "backward" in relation to other
schools in the State. . . ;

Confine the field agent's work to a small, manageable number of
schools (scoring reversed).

Involve as many schools as possible through a wide range of
contacts.

Here there was no significant shift in level of priorities in any of the
three states., The shifts in scores between the two time pef:'iods wvere as
follows: State A, 40 to 50; State B, 65 to 60; and staté c, 80 to T5. p
Thus, at both times State C had the widest scope with respect to number

and variety of schools, and State A had the nérrowest. This rank order,

which did not change over time, conforms precisely to the comparative

sizes of the target areas in the three states, and hence the variety and

number of school districts to be found within these areas. Quité obviously,

the larger the territory to be covered by an extension service, the'
gfeater the number and variety of school districts which one must expect
to serve.

| On the other hand, the greater the expanse, the greater the diffi-
culty of reaching clients owing to sheer physical distance, and especially
in follow-up activities. In short, the issue of the size of the target
area is one that planners of future dissemination programs should W.eigh
carefully, for territorial size has important implications for the number

and variety of school settings that can be reached, as well as for the
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intensiveness of field agent activities and their availability for follow-
up work. This is a goal which does not disappear with the passage of
time,

The reader may have noticed that the lowering of goal priorities

over the first year of the program was directly related to the projects'
‘degree of control over the situation. Thus, -';gublicity__ declined to the

greatest extent, gaining access or acceptance somewhat less so, stimulating

requests to an even lesser extent (if we combine all three directors), and

reaching the existing number and types of schools not at all. The lesson

to be drawn seems obvious. Those features of the situation which are

least susceptible to control should be identified as early as possible and

appropriate plans made to deal with them, for these are the features which

will continue to occupy attention. In the present instance, the possi-

PR S

bility of reaching out to the broad rangé of schools in a given area should

be assessed at an early stage in a project, and suitable plans made to

insure good coverage--perhaps even by hiring additional agents. (Some

negative consequences of overexténding the services of a field agent will

PR ONICA RPN SIS

be spelled out later when we investigate the problem of case load in

Part II, Chapter k4.)

The Role of the State Education Agency

Thus far we have confined our discussion to the project's inten-

ror

tions vis-a-vis local schools. The location of the dissemination projects

within the SEA, and the role of the SEA in supplementing the service and

supporting the projects, were also issues of importance to the project

—
ST

directors. Clearly, the pilot state projects were not operating in an
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organizational vacuum. Indeed, the RFP to whiph the states responded had

stated that "successful dissemination practices . . . are expected to
become standard SEA operations." Accordingly, the goal of installing the
project in the SEA beyond the period of federal funding was strongly

endorsed at both points in time. We do find, however, that the project

. directors varied in their interpretatidn of the program's relationship

with their respective SEAs.

With respect to the general goal of "building collaboration

between other departments or offices of the SEA and the dissemination pro-

gram," we find that all three directors signified that this goal was of
great concern, again boﬁh in the beginning of the program and after the

first year of operations 1 A more specific and problematic issue was the

degree to which the projects were expected to be guided by SEA priorities,

and their possible role in enhancing the authority of the SEA over local
school practices. The following goals were grouped together in.an index

of SEA Influence:

Communicate the priorities of the SEA to the local schools.

1 Select for direct Field Agent help primarily major, or important
problems as determined by the priorities of the SEA.

Insure that the primary loyalty of the field agent is to the SEA
program. .

Increased influence of the SEA over educational practices in the
local schools (double-weighted in index).

Here the shifts in the positions of the three state directors are quite
varied. In State A, the director downgraded the influence of the SEA as
an objective of his project from a score of 60 to a score of 20. States

B and C, in contrast, slightly raised their scores: State B, 65 to T6;

1The extent to which the projects were institutionalized within
the SEAs is discussed in Part IV, Chapter 10.
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State C, 55 to 68.

Virtually all of the decline in State A's emphasis on SEA influence
was due to responses to the following .goal: "select for diréct field agent
help primarily major or important problems as determined by the priorities
of the SEA." The director in State A shifted his interest in this goal

from next to top priority in 1970 to lowest priority in 1971. This shift

in emphasis would seem to have marked a basic departure from State A's plan
of serving the SEA's "management by objectives' program which had been
launched prior to the inauguration of the pilot dissemination project. As
stipulated in the proposal from State A:

[This] proposal for the improvement of educational practice through

the installation of tested innovations and programs is structured

in terms of the long-range goal of program accountability by means

of management by objectives. Initial emphasis will be upon Federal

program management. Longer range emphasis . is upon similar manage-
ment by objectives of all State and Federal funded activities.

And more explicitly elsewhere:
The Field Agents will translate overall objectives into local
action following the policies of the State Board of Educatlon as
outlined by the State Department Chief.

It was precisely this emphasis in State A that prompted us to include

several goals in our checklist pertaining to the influence of the SEA over

local schools. Although this influence was highly desired by State A's

. @director at the outset of the program, it seems to have been demoted to a

level of insignificance during the first year, according to his responses

" to our checklist.

To a certain extent, the State A director had fulfilled his
promise to meet the priorities of the SEA by heavily servicing its staff

during the first months of the project. Up until December, 1970, more
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than half (55 percent) of the requests for information serviced by the
Retrieval Information Unit in State A originated ﬁith the SEA staff. This
figure contrasts with only 13 percent of the requests during the same
period in State B, and probably even a smaller perceﬁtagé in State C.
(state C did not begin keeping a systematic account of requests until a
few months latér.) It is doubtful, however;.that thosé neéds of igggi
educational clients which were met'diféctly by the dissemination project
were dictated by SEA priorities. In thé first place; the necessity of
gaining acceptance of the service induced the field agents to help with
whatever problems (or even solutions) were brought to théir attention.
(see Chapter 2 in Part II for an éxtended analysis of access problems
confronted by the field agents.) In the second place, the administrators
of the target area schools were almost completely indifferent to tle
established priorities of the SEA. For example, when the Superintendent
of one of the target afeas was asked by one of the evaluators how locgl
administrators felt about the SEA's list of eleven major goals, he repiied,
"Those are the State Department's goals. We didn't participate at all in
drawing those up." Indeed, he had his own list of goals which were drawn
up on the basis of a five-year plan that was approved annually by his
school board. When asked about the relationship between his list and the
SEA's list of priorities, the Superintendent forthrightly replied, "None."
When the same issue was raised with an Assistant Superintendent in the
second target district in State A, he noted:

What might be relevant for 93 districts might not be relevant for

a local district. The math and foreign language goals, yess
but the others are not applicable to us.
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We have dwelt momentarily on this point in order to remind the
reader of the power of the local .school district over educational priori-
ties. Consequently, aspirations of SEA personnél for widespread adoption
of their objectives on a local basis are probably utopian within the
existing home rule structure of American education. Hence, it is>
probably unrealistic (and fraught with political danger) to éxpect éxten-—
sion agents from the SEA to indoctrinate local educators with SEA priori-
ties. 1In view of this situation, the marked de-emphasis of State A's
project director on "selecting for direct field agent help primarily major
or important problems as determinéd by the priorities of the SEA" over the
first year of his projec;t would appear to have been a sensible bow to
political reality.

‘Not ohly was the goal of SEA influence a rather ambiguous one in

State A, but the objective of acquiring techinical assistance or consultants

from the SEA was also viewed as questionable. The directors in States B
and C strongly endorsed calling upon "consultants to ansver the special
needs of schools' and having "consultants or technical assistance teams
actively and directly aid the schools in adapting and installing innova-
tions" at the end of the first year. In contrast, the director in State A
marked both of these goals "undecided." This position of the State A
director is somewhat curious in view of the stipulations in the RFP:

[There will be] a Director, located in the SEA, at a level where

he can be assigned authority to draw upon consultants within the

agency as needed, and coordinate the Team's efforts with related

SEA programs [page 1].

The staff will also have established communication and an under-
standing with relevant SEA staff and developed an inventory and

o3
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; analysis of the range of information resources, consultants, and
r experts available to them both within the SEA and elsewhere [page
31.

‘[ The extent to which clients were actually assisted by SEA person-

| nel in the course of the pilot project will be described in Part II

l{ (Chapter 5). For the moment, it is sufficient to note that the State A
director did not strongly subscribe to this procedure, déspite the stipu-
lation of the RFP. Perhaps his attitude, at least as revealed to the
evaluation team, was related to his de-emphasis on SEA influence or inter-

vention in local schools in general , which was remarked upon earlier.

Relations with Intermediate Structures

The SEAs were not the only existing organizations to. which the
pilot projects were integrally related.. In States B and C, the field
agents .were loc_ated in intermediate service agencies which even had some
authority in their hiring. State A originally planned to set up local
councils of educators to determine priorities of need for the service,
but apparently this idea was jettisoned early in the life of that state's
project. Thus, in response to a goal listed in the first (1970) check-
list--""to create intermediate structures between SEA and local schools, §
e.g., counc.ils of school personnel, local resource centers, etc.'"--the
State A director checked "top priority." A year later, however, this goal
was considered "not relevant." Presumably, the existing authority struc-

tures in the two district offices, where the field agents were located in :

State A, were regarded as sufficient to guide and support their work. i

It is tempting to speculate whether the field agents would have

| poimea,

had greater support and clearer directives in the early stages of State A's ,
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project if such councils had been created. In particular, the agent who

was located in the urban school bureaucracy might have found it easier

to establish the legitimacy and credibility of his extension role had he
enjoyed the support of a relatively autonomous, top level body of school-
men in the area. As noted later in this report, this agent was hampered
in his work by the magnitude and structure of the county's district lével
office, which included a number of specialists who demanded a great deal
of the field agent'é time and atténtion in the beginning of the project
and who may well have viewed his direct contacts with schools as a threat
to their accustomed prerogative; and expertise. A special council to
monitor and support the agent's work might have made it possible for him
to avert these bureaucratic stumbling blocks.

. The use of existing intermediate agencies was regarded as either
top or next-to-top priority, at both points in time, by the directors in
States B and C. (Pr&ﬁiems, issues and outcomes in this area of inter-
organizational relations will be discussed in Part IV, Chapter 10.)
Further, all three directors initially felt that it wa; highly desirable
to "work with groups of schcols in the same area who may have similar

' and this endorsement was repeated a year later. Here, then,

problems,'
is another intermediate level to which the directors tried to gear their
dissemination service. (The ways in which this goal was pursued in the

field are discussed in Chapter L.)

30
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] .
’ Degree of Field Agent Initiative
and Involvement

We now move to an area of signal importancé--clarification of the
field agent's role, the key elément in any extension program. The states
were initially agreed on several eléments in this role, but differed
significantly on others. Areas of agreement included the fact that the

field agent should serve as a link between the SEA and the local schools,

that he should develop warm, personal relations with his clienté , and that

he should avoid becoming involved in local controversies. Differences

occurred over how much responsibility for the installation of new prac-

tices should be taken by the agents, how active a par{; they should take
in diagnosing client problems, and how much attention they should give to

interpersonal factors that might affect the receptiveness of schools to

the program's services.

In the following analysis of the director's intentions regarding
the field agents, we divide the field agent's work into two major phases:
input interaction with clients (before requesting information), and‘outnut
interaction (after delivering information).

We have already discussed the importance of publicizing the service,
gaining acceptance, stimulating requests and covering a broad range of
schools, which properly fall within the input phase, but these goals are
shared and pursued by the entire project staff. 1In addition to such broad
operational goals, there are several endeavors in the input phase which

are under the field agent's direct and sole control. These aspects of his

work might therefore be more appropriately called "role-expectations”

{, because of their relevance to interaction wi}th clients.
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First, let us examine the degree to which the field agents were
expécted, at least occasionally, to bypass the input phase entifely,
that is, the'quéstion of whether the agénts should providé information
about new practices without the client's having requestéd the information.
States A and B felt that this role-expectation was next-to-top priority,
although the director in State A moved to an undecided position after a
year. The director in State C, in contrast, felt that. this was next-to-
bottom priority at both times. The position of St;te C on this' issue may
be explained by the director's strong endorsement of the idea of
"problem-solving." Obviously, if information is to be provided without
being requested, a client's problem as presented or diagnosed is less
likely to be addressed. However, it should be observed that the director
in State A also shifted the goal fo "undecideq." Thus , there was some
dissensus among directors on this role-expectation, with only one (B)
continuing to endorse the goal after the first year.

Yven greater dissensus was evidenced with regard to the role-
expectation of "diagnosing the problems of clients rather than accepting
their own definition of needs and problems." State A's director was
initialiy uninterested in this approach and remained so (and on several
occasions denigrated the "Havelock model" as inapplicable to his
project). State B was in favor (next-to-top priority), but demoted the
activity to lowest priority a year later. State C,.however, shifted
diagnosis from next-to-lowest priority to top priority. Here, then, is
a role-expectation characterized by considerable between-state variation

and within-state fluctuation. (The problems of engaging in diagnosis

1 . . . . .
Or as phrased in the goals questionnaire: "Provide information

about new educational practices whether or not the client has requested
such information." —
>7
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are analysed at length in Part II, Chapter 2, and no doubt account for

the ambiguous status of this desideratum in the pilot state pr'ogram.)
There was another aspect of initiative in the input phase, how-
ever, which was uniformly endorsed by the directors at both times:

clarifying and helping to set educational goals. Thus, by no means were

the agents expected merely to serve as passive conduits for the requests
of school personnel., It is equally clear, hOWevér, that in States A and
B they were not expected (after a year) to delve deeply into the problem
or need presented by the client--or in psychological parlance, to get
behind the "presenting symptom" by intensive diagnosis.

Moving into thé output phase of interaction with clients, several
steps or aspects of this phase of information retrieval need to be dis-
tinguished: delivering information, interpreting or adapting information,
providing the client wit'h alternative golutions or viewpoints, facili-
tating field trials of a proposed innovation, helping with implementation,
assisting in evaluation, and providing for "self—renewfral" activities on
the part of clients. (An additional possible step that emerged in some
target areas was the screening of information for relevance and interest
after it was delivered by the retrieval staff. Had we anticipated this
function in the beginning of the project, we would have included it in

our checklists.)

Each of these steps was represented by one of our goal statements,

as follows:
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DELIVERING Expedite the flow of information from the re-
trieval system to the client. ' -

ADAPTING Interpret or adapt informa{;ion obtained from
retrieval system.

POSING Provide the schools with several alternative

ALTERNATIVES solutions to their problems, from which they

can choose.

HELPING WITH '
FIELD TRIALS Facilitate "field trials' of innovations.

IMPLEMENTING Actively help schools install new practices or

.programs.

EVALUATING Assist clients in efforts to evaluate innovations
resulting from the project (second goals check-
list only).

SELF-RENEWING Set up or conduct a training program for the
school staff to help them engage in "self-
reneval" activities, that is, to be innovative,
keep-up-to-date, ete.

As might be expected, all three project directors strongly endorsed

expéditing the flow of information at the beginning and end of the first

year.l Similarly, interpreting and adapting the information for clients,

and providing them with alternative solutions, were also highly endorsed

at both times. Only when we move on to field trials do we find one of the

directors with a lower level of aspiration-~but only at the beginning of
his project. 'The director in State A promoted this goal from lowest pri-;
ority to next-to-highest priority in the course of the year. The other

directors felt that assistance with field trials was next-to-top priority

lIt should: be appreciated that an emphasis on expediting the de-
livery of information can interfere with intensive follow-up by the field
agent. Thus, as discussed in Part II, Chapter 4, an agent who frequently
drops off information without personally meeting with his clients may,
under certain circumstances, be doing a disservice to the client.

/
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at both points in time. Here.again, therefore, was consensus on the
importance of follow-up activities.
As already mentioned, there was some uncertainty about the field

agents' responsibility for actively helving to install new practices or

programs on the part of State A's director. From a position of top
priority, this role-expectation dropped to an "undecided" position in State
A a year later. Likewise, the director in State B moved from next-to-top

"undecided." (At both times, however, it remained next-to-top

priorAity to
priority on State C's agenda.) Thus, active implementation was demoted by
two directors, which meant that dissensus emerged among the directors after
the first year regarding this role-expectation.

The difficulty of engaging in implementation may have been a factor
in the mind of State B's director, but not in the mind of State A's direc-
tor. The latter felt that helping with implementation was 'most qifficult"
at the beginning of his project, but "least difficult" at the end of the
first year. Here once again, then, we noté a high level of satisfaction
with the project's impact in State A. (Later, on the basis of our survey
and analysis of request forms (Part VI), we attempt to answer the question
of whether this satisfaction was warranted.) The main point with respect
to the agent's active involvement in implementation, however, is that this
is the first step in the output phase where we encounter some disagreement
among the directors.

{ A related aspect of implementation is helping clients to evaluafe

innovations or tryouts. This goal was not included as such in the first

{ survey, for it occurred to us only later as a result of certain clients
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requesting help from the projegt in evaluation of a new program based on
retrieved information. And here-once again wé'encounter dissensus among
the three directors. Thé director in Statg A avoﬁéd that the goal was
"not relevant" to his project; the director in State B marked next—to-
lowest priority and commented, "It should have a high priority, but we
have done very little'; and the directér in State C marked it next-to~top
priority. It may weéll have been lack of resources which prevented the
directors in States A and B from undertaking this objective; and even in
State C, the director noted that this was one of his most difficult

goals and commented, ""Need assistance in this area." (Problems of imple-
mentation are analysed in Part II, Chapter 4; and degree of implementation
is discussed in Part VI, "Outcomes.")

Finally, we come to a stage in which the field agent might help his
élients to embark on "self-renewal' activities, or as phrased in our
checklist of goals:

Set up or conduct a training program for the school staff to help

them engage in 'self-renewal' activities, that is, to be innova-

tive, keep-up-to-date, etc.
Two additional goals bore on self-renewal, although they were not restricted
to the field agent's role (they were located in the section of the checklist
headed "Outcomes"):

Increased disposition on part of schools to seek information for
problem-solving.

Increased tendency on part of schools to try out new educational
practices.

First, let us look at the extent to which the role-expectation of setting

up or conducting a training program was stressed for field agents.
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The directors in States B and C assigned this role-expectation to
a position of next-to~top priority in our initial survey; a yéar later,
the lattér director had backed off and dropped‘ thé goal to next-to-lowést
priority. The State A director, in contrast, shifted from a position of
né;&t-to-lowest priority to next-to-highest priority. Thus, two of the
directors swappéd positions on this goal. This would suggest a rather
ambiguous status for "self-renéwal" as a responsibility of the pilot state
field agents in general,

If we examine the desire to increase the disposition of school
personnel to seek information for problém—sol'ving or to try out new prac-
tices in the future, we find all three directors stfongly endorsing both
goals at both times. It is clear, therefore, that the extension service
was not conceived of as a hit-and-run affair, although the role of the
field agent in establishing a long~range tendency to seek information and
new practices through specific self-renewal efforts was less clearly held.

Our analysis of the directors' goals regarding follow-up activities
in the output phase can be summed up rather succinctly: the greater the
involvement required of the field agent, the greater the dissensus among
directors and the greater the fluctuation between the first and second
surveys. Thus, delivering, adapting, posing alternatives and helping with

field trials all enjoyed relatively strong endorsements and high consensus;

helping with implementation opened up an area of disagreement; and evalu-
ating and promoting self-renewal revealed even greater dissensus and fluc-

tuation over the year.
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These results point to.the importance of squarely facing the

issue of the desired degree of field agent involvement in change-oriented

activities as early as possible in planning an extension and r'e.trieval.
service. The ambiguities and problems confronted by the field agents on
this score (to be discussed in Part II, Chapter 4) may have stemmed
directly from lack of clear-cut guidance from the project director‘s
regarding appropriate depth of involvemént. (Suggested guidelines for
resolving the question of involvement with particular types of clients are

also offered in Part II, Chapter 4.) Given the ever-present problem of

overload in the field agent role, questions of involvement and the appro-

priate use of SEA consultants should be clarified early in.the life of

an extension and retrieval service,

The Retrieval Process

The project directors were also responsible for management and
planning of the process of retrieving and delivering information of
relevance to the client's request. While it might appear that information
retrieval is by now a fairly straightforward affair DPecause of the many
precedents and a rather strong movement toward increasing the efficiency
of information retrieval in a wide variety of fields, the pilot states
encountered a number of difficulties in setting up their routines. (These
are discussed in Part III, Chapter 6.) Thus, the goals of the directors
in this area are by no means only of academic interest.

One of the'most striking features of their aspirations concerned

the speed of turnaround. In his proposal, the director in State A put it

this way:
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It should be noted that the key to successful implementation
of an adequate information dissemination system is the speed w1th
which pertinent information can be uupplled
State B originally intended to utilize a network of tele-processing termi-
nals within schools, and noted that the system could handle up to 2,000
messages per hour. And State C went so far as to promise a turnaround
time of two days:
The project will develop the néceséary storage and retrieval
capability to respond with at least two alternative resources
with a maximum turn-around time of two days.
The emphasis on speed and efficiency in the retrieval process was
clearly apparent in the responses to our checklists of goals. The direc-
tors in States A and C gave top priority to achieving "the quickest possi-

1"

ble turnaround in information retrieyal, and the other gave it next-to-
top priority. These priorities remained after the first yéar of opera-
tions. As we shall see in Part III, Chapter 7, "Operating an Information
Retrieval Center," the states fell far short of a two-day turnaround, or
even a week turnaround--although in some instances there was same-day
service. One of the states had an average turnaround of a month.

We have anticipated our findings about the operations of the
retrieval offices because we wish to impress upon the reader the possi-
bility of a very large gap between expectations, on the one hand, and
achievements, on the other, in the domain of information retrieval. The
establishment and operation of a retrieval center is by no means a cut-
and-dried affair.

The goal of developing "a highly efficient, computerized

retrieval system" was assigned top priority by all three directors in the
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beginning of their projects, but the director in State C dropped the

goal to an "undecidéd" position after the period of a year. Pérhaps

this shift signified a realization that éfi‘iciency alone vas not thé
be-all-and-end~all of information dissémination. In general, however, all
of the goals in our checklist vhich bore on speed and efficiency were
strongly endorsed by the diréctors.

There was one retrieval goal on which the directors disagreed to
some extent in the beginning, but devéloped consensus over time: ‘qhé
provision of "packages of problem-solving material which may be used and
adapted on the local level." The directors in States A and B gave top
and next-to-top priority, respectively, to this goal in the beginning;
but the director in State C indicated that it was next-to-lowest priority.
With time, however, this director p.romoted the goal to next-to-~top
priority, which no doubt grew out of his experience with the packages of

information provided by the regional retrieval service.

Outcome Goals

Thus far we have looked almost entirely at input and process
goals. We also provided the directors with a list of ultimate or outcome
goals and, as one might expect, found that virtually all of these goals
were strongly endorsed. The only exceptions occurred with the director in
State A who, on his second goals checklist, indicated that the folloving

outcomes were "not relevant' to his project:

Movement from a relationship of authority to one of collaboration
between SEA and schools.

Increased competence of SEA to train more change agents in the
future.
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Increased influence of the SEA over educational practices in
local schools.

Greater willingness of local schools to provide funds for change-~
agent programs.

Mso, the following goals were marked "undecided" by the State A director:

Greater understanding in the SEA of local problems.

Improved relations between SEA and the USOE.
Since the latter goal was also marked as next-to-most difficult to
achieve, it is clear that the desegregation pressurés frem the USOE in
this southern state had left an atmosphere of distrust toward the federal
establishment which may have affected relationships concerning the dis-
semination Drogram.

Otherwise, all three directors gave top or next-to-top priority to

the following outcomes of their projects (in the second goals survey):

SEA

Improved relations between the SEA and local schools.
Willingness on part of SEA to advise other states on dissemination.

Installation of change-agent functions beyond the period of federal
funding.

Installation of information retrleval functions beyond the period
of federal funding.

Greater willingness of the SEA to support dissemination and change-
agent programs.

Schools

Increased disposition on part of schools to seek information for
problem~-solving.

Increased tendency on the part of schools to try out new educa-
tional practices.

Improved practices in schools which produce educational benefits
for children.

6
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Better school-community relationships.

Increased solution to educational problems based on new informa-
tion or knowledge. o '

Training

Development of a cadre of trained personnel to perform dissemi-
nation functions in the future.

Major Goals that Caused Problems

As mentioned earlier, in our survey of goals we furnished the
directors with scales of difficulty as well as with scales of priority.
If we look at the directors' responses to the second goals survey (which
referred to goals of the preceding months), we are able to'discern which
of their important objectives had given them their greatest trouble--
at least according to their own assessments.

In Table 1.3 we have grouped the directors’ important goals (top
or next-to-top priority) into several broad categories; and it can be
seen that difficulty was cited in all of these areas. Further, no single
area stands out as having been especially problematic.

One noticeable difference between the directors resides in the
domain of organizing the project. In State A, six out of 16 goals fell
into this category, as did seven out of 21 in State B. In State C, how-
ever, only a single goal fell into this area: "to hire field agents in
accordance with specified criteria." And this problem was é reference to
& single field agent who had been hired by the intermediate servicé center
and presented to the director as a replacement for a former field agent.

Thus, it seems safe to assume that the director in State C felt least
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TABLE 1.3
TYPES OF MAJOR GOALS WHICH WERE CONSIDERED
DIFFICULT TO ACHIEVE

Number of Goals

State State State
A B C
Influence on schools
Help install practices, solve problems,
define goals, gain support ‘ 2 3 b
Help make schools self—reneving . 2 1 1
Help evaluate innovations . - 1 -
Interchange with schools
Input interaction (stimulating demand,
gaining access, etc. ) - 3 2
Output interaction (interpreting, etc.) 2 3 -
Organizing the broject
Setting goals ' - 1 -
Building support : 3 k -
Hiring according to specified criteria 2 - 1
Team work, including intermediate agency
relations and consultants 1 2 -
Retrieval activities
(package, screen, provide unsolicited
information) 3 1 -
Training
For oneself 1 - 1
For others in project - 2 1
Improve SEA-school relations - - 3
All other - - 1
Total important goals cited as
difficult to achieve: 16 21 1h
Total important goals: L7 58 55
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concern about organizational problems. (The extent to which this
complacency was warranted is discussed in Part IV, Chapter 9, "In-
ternal Management.')

Another difference between the directors also relates to State C.
The director there was the only one of the three wvho cited the important
goals of improving relations between the SEA and local schools as having
been difficult, This suggests greater tension between state and local
levels in State C, a situation vhich is probably related to the direc-
tor's misgivings about the limited amount of freedom he had in hiring field
agents.,

Our main observation concerning difficulties, however., is that
all three directors reported problems in the important areas of influ-
encing schools, interacting with school personnel in both the input and
output phases, organizing and operating the project, and engaging in
train’ing. In addition, States A and B mentioned .iiffiéult goals in the
area of information retrieval. (Specific problems in all of these areas
are documented in the remainder of this report.) These results should
alert future project directors to the likelihood of encountering prob-—
lems in goal-achievement fairly frequently. They also justify the
emphasis of our report on identifying problems in the operation of an
educational extension system despite the successful showing of the

projects as a whole after a period of a year or so.
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PART II.

FIELD AGENT ROLES IN EDUCATIOH

CHAPTER 2

‘THE INPUT INTERACTION PHASE

The Pilot State Disseminati.on Project has attempted to institu-
tionalize a new role in the schopls: thet of the educational extension
agent, or as we call it throughout this report, the field agent. The
U.S5.0.E.'s specifications for this role were very general, indicating only
that the individual selected should live in the target areas of the

project, and serve as a personal linkage between individuals who wished

to receive information and possible sources of information at the State

Department level. In fact, one of the major difficulties encountered by
each of the projects in their incipient phase was defining the requnsi-
bilities and desired behavioral patterns for those individuals who would

be a vital link in the dissemination process. The shifting priorities of

the directors and the dissensus gmong them concerniné the behavior of

field agents is indicative of the ambiguities which surround this role.
The process of defining the role of the field agent was especi-~
ally difficult because of the paucity of similar roles in other contexts
to serve as models. The general assumption behind the U.S.0.E.'s program
was that the field agent would serve a function similar to that of the

agricultural field agent, but in fact there were a number of structural
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differences between the two roles which made it difficult to apply the

’

' agricultural concept without basic modifications in strategy:

1) The agricultural field agent works with individual farmers

who are relatively autonomous. The new educational field agent,
hovever, deals with individuals located in formal organizations
of some complexity. The educational field agent must therefore
work with pover structures, formal and informal groups within the
organization, and the barriers to access and innovation that

result from these factors.

2) The agricultural field agent's job is to "push" certain inno-
vations in farming techniques. The job of the present dissemi-
nation program, in contrast, is to solicit the needs of the
educational population, and then try to locate material that

might be helpful in solving these needs. This means that the
educational field agent must cope with a wider variety of issues

at any one time than the agricultural field agent. It also.

raises the crucial issue of how the field agent is to go about iden-
tifying the field needs of educators.

3) The agricultural field agent is in direct contact with a re-
search source, the agricultural specialist at the School of Agri-
culture at the State University. Thus, if he has any difficul-
ties in understanding the research, or how to use the research
product, he has a direct line of communication. The educational

. field agent in the U.S.0.E. Pilot State Dissemination Program is
not in direct contact with researchers, and must therefore look to
other sources if there is any difficulty in interpreting or using
research results.

k) The agricultural field agent, although he must deal with
resistance to innovation, has the advantage of working with a
population that is motivated to adopt the best practices for
their own economic good. The field agent, however, must deal
with individuals and groups that are not economically motivated.

5) The results of the agricultural field agent's work are usu-
ally quite visible. Thus, it is quite easy to prove that one
practice produces more or better wheat than another. The educa-
tional field agent's product is more difficult to assess, since
there is little consensus among educators on the desirability

of specific educational structures or practices, much less

on the best means of achieving these ends.

A good deal of work has been done on the organizational change

agent, a model that might seem to be somevhat more applicable to the

~%
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situation faced by the educational field agent. Here again, however, the
situation differs along several dimensiuns:

1) Organizational change agent studies have occasionally used as
a major variable in measuring success whether the agent is an
"insider" or an "outsider'" to the organization. Jones, in review-
ing the case studies of this type of literature concluded that the
inside change agent was somewhat more effective.t The educational
field agent in this project, however, is not really either inside.
or outside, but a unique combination. Like an insider, he has a
permanent place in the district and is familiar with the area and
its personnel; but he is not attached to any particular school
and, because his role is new, will probably not be seen by most
educators in the area as part of the school system staff. (This
will, of course, presumably change as the role of the field agent
becomes more institutionalized.)

2) Most organizational change agents have been invited in for an
in-depth diagnosis of the situation, and have a mandate to make
recommendations about change and help to carry them out. In ef-
fect, they are seen by organization members as "experts." The
educational field agent, on the other hand, has not been given a
specific task or area to work on, and is not an expert--although
he has access to experts.

3) Unlike the change agent who is located completely inside the
organization, the field agent would have a difficult time in
fully using the informal network of the organization to achieve
certain ends. Aside from the fact that he would first have to
gain access to the informal networks, taking advantage of this
force could be hazardous since administrators might resent the
use of such channels.,

The original state proposals for U,S.0.E. support reflected the
lack of a well-defined model of behavior for the new educational change
agent. Each proposal stressed the fact that the field agent was supposed
to be a}linker, but gave few specific recommendations in certain crucial

areas, such as the degree of directiveness that should be assumed in help-

ing a client to define his educational problem, the level at which the

1
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field agent should work .within the school system, .or the amount of in-
volvement he should have in actually planning and implementing innova-
tions.l
An example of the -lack of specificity in these proposals may be

seen in the following definition -of the field agent's responsibilities in
one state:

These professional persons will be members of the staff of the

State Department of Education and will be located in offices pro-

vided by the school districts under an agreement with the State

Department of Education. . . . The Field Agents will translate

overall objectives into local action following the policies of

the State Board of Education. . . . The agents will relate with

empathy to local administrators and will assist in welding a

workable team of State and local professionals into a coalition.

. « « State goals will be defined in terms of local conditions,

and the Field Agents will assist in reconciling differences be-

tween the two. . . :
Essentially this proposal defined the role of the field agent only in
terms of 1) his organizational locus and 2) the responsibility to mediate
between state and local goals. It said nothing about how he was to do
this. The other proposals defined the field agent roles at similar levels
of generality.

TFurther information about the state project director's conceptu-

alization of the role of the field agent ylelded additional evidence

l‘I‘his observation should not be interpreted as a criticism of any
of the three states. In an innovative program such as the present one--a
program that is characterized by new structures and roles for all of the
participants--it is entirely understandable and even desirable that there
be uncertainty as to how the strategies of the program should develop.
Also, since the Pilot State program was essentially quite decentralized
(although there was variation between the states in the degree to which
they emphasized central coordination and direction of field agent activi-
ties), it was difficult to define the field agent role without taking
into account the local communities and their ideas about the functions of
the field agents. Thus, it was necessary that the field agent be allowed
a good deal of flexibility at the outset.
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that no one had a clear image of Whaﬁ the field agent was to do, or at
the very least that there were latent inconsistencies in the expectations
held for field agents. This problem can be deiineated more clearly by
reference to each of the three states:

State A: State A initially had the clearest definition of the
role of the field agent, which perhaps was owing to the fact that
it was the most limited definition. The field agent was not to
involve himself in diagnosis to any degree, but was to accept the
stated problems of the clients at face value. His main responsi-
bilities were to help the client interpret retrieved material and
facilitate the installation of innovations. Great emphasis was
placed on the fact that the field agent was not himself a change
agent or initiator, but an individual who could help educational
personnel by providing the technical and practical assistance
needed to make innovations that would be planned by the school
personnel themselves. Even here, however, there were some incon-
sistencies. For example, although the project director felt
strongly that the field agent should not consider himself a
diagnostician of school problems, he believed that it was accept-
able for the field agent to furnish a school person with informa-
tion that he had not requested--presumably for the purpose of
stimulating him to think about an aspect of the school program
that had not been previously considered. Although the unaccept-
able activities were quite clearly defined (i.e., that the field
agent should not actively push innovations) the types of activi-
ties that were to be regarded as acceptable were less clear.

State B: Discussions and responses to questionnaires sent to the
project director of this state indicated that he placed high pri-
ority on giving the field agent initiative in diagnosing problems,
even wvhen they were not apparent to the school personnel. He

also placed high priority on involving state consultants in all
phases of the client relationship. He did not, however, feel that
the field agents should necessarily work along with the state con-
sultants once they were put into contact with the school. Thus,
he expected the field agents to be very involved initially, but
ready to "pull out" once an expert appeared on the scene. This
conjunction of goals potentially put the field agent in a very
ambiguous position vis-a-vis his clients. A further initial
problem in defining the field agent role arose from the fact that
the project director felt quite strongly that each field agent
should develop-his own style of operating without specific
guidelines from the project director. Thus, the director was
manifesting his concern that each agent develop a strategy that
was best suited to his situation and to his individual proeclivi-
ties. On one occasion he advised a field agent who was somewhat

4
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uncertain about his role that he should not discuss the matter in
depth with the other field agent in the state. Thus, although
the project director had some ideas of his own about how the role
of the field agent should develop, the field agents themselves
were not aware of his ideas until the project had been underwvay
for several months. ‘

State C: The Project director indicated that he felt that the
field agent role should be consistent with the "Havelock model"
of innovation in education,:L that is, the agent should develop
intensive relationships with clients and work through with them
all of the stages of diagnosing the problem, choosing a solution,
building an environment in the school that is open to change, and
so Fforth. Another part of the program that was equally important,
however, was the "Technical Assistance” aspect, which involved
getting State Board consultants out into the schools in increasing
numbers to perform the same functions that the field agent was
presumebly underteking. The relationship between the field agent
and these consultants was not defined in any detail, except that
they were supposed to work together most of the time. Another
problem was that the Havelock model presumes an intensive, and
therefore time~consuming, relationship. The structure of the pro-~
gram was such that the field agents were each serving eight or
nine rural school districts that were spread over a large area.
Another goal marked top priority (on a checklist of possible pro-
gram goals filled out by each member of the project staff) was
that the field agent was supposed to serve a large number of
schools. The various goals might be seen as incompatible given
the human limitations of field agents.

In discussions with the field agents, the project director placed
special emphasis on the process of diagnosis as a result of his
belief that the overt needs that people voice are usually not the
"real" needs; however, on a checklist which asked him to give
priority rating to the field agent activity of "diagnosing the
problems of client rather than accepting their own definition of
needs and problems" he marked this goal low. Furthermore, he did

- not give the field egents significant help in trying to define
what it meant to diagnose, and how the field agent was supposed
to go gbout diagnosing.

The main point that emerges from these experiences is that the
role of the field agent was initially quite vague. Not only was there

little consensus between the states as to what the field agent shouid be

lSee Ronald Havelock, A Guide to Innovation in Education, Institute
for Social Research, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1970.
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doing, there were inconsistencies within each state. At this point, how-

ever, some conclusions can be drawn about the problems and issues that the

seven pilot project field agents faced, and some of the solut"ions that
have been arrived at, both individually and collectively. The incidents
and illustrations discussed below are drawn from the first months of the
program's operations and do not necessarily reflect present conditions

in the program.

Gaining Access and fcceptance

The first issue facing each field agent was how to sell his ser-
vice to the educational community. Initial activities were, therefore,
publicizing the program, and in the process of publicizing trying to
stiﬁulate requests. Prior to sta;t_ing the job, none of the field agents
felt that this effort would comprise one of their more difficult tasks.1

In fact, however, it proved to be very time-consuming for some of the

field agents, and a number of false starts were made. The following cases

are illustrative:

A field agent made initial publicity visits to each school in the
district. In regularly scheduled faculty meetings the purpose of
the program was explained, and the procedures for retrieval of
material gone over in detail. After this series of meetings
(where a few requests were received) the field agent waited for
people to call her and request the services. After a week or two
she was not receiving requests from teachers and began doing some
research for the Superintendent of the district in order to gain
rapport. Realizing that her initial publicity attempts had not
been successful, she adopted two other modes of gaining access:
1) She took advantage of a district-wide textbook fair by setting
herself up in a booth with literature on the program. And she
reported that a number of individuals came up and asked her for

1([‘his conclusion is based on the responses of the field agents to
a goals checklist. See Appendix B for the checklist.
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more information about the program and how they could contact

her. 2) She arranged to meet with small groups of teachers in
each school on a more informal basis to discuss the problems

that they saw in their classrooms. She found that people were
more willing to open up about their needs and problems on an in-
dividual level than they had been at the larger faculty meetings.
This field agent has concluded that formal meetings provide in-
sufficient publicity for a program that requires considerable
interest and participation from individual persons in the schools.

Another field agent, who handled several districts, made initial
visits to many of the principals and Superintendents in the area,
as well as giving a formal presentation to a joint meeting of

all the Superintendents. WNext, he sent a letter, which was dis-
tributed by the principals, to all teachers in his area. This
method proved to be quite ineffective as a means of stimulating
requests, and the field agent finally decided that the best means
of reaching the teachers was to visit in the school lounges, lis-
ten to the issues that the teachers themselves raised, and show
them how the program could be of use in meeting some of their
reeds. These meetings produced a number of requests from indi-
vidual teachers. In addition, this field agent had access to an
internal television set that served all of the districts. A
short videotape aired over this system also helped to reach a

a large nurmber of educators. although the field agent noted that
this means of contact served only as a supplement to face-to-face
contact.

Another field agent had been a Superintendent in the state where
he was now serving. Consequently he enjoyed a number of long-
standing personal relationships with administrators in his area.
Taped interviews indicated that this personal familiarity was
very useful in stimulating initial positive response to the pro-
gram, partly because the client felt a desire to cooperate with
a friend, and partly because it was not necessary for the field
agent to legitimize to them his interest in and understanding of
school problems on an administrative level. This field agent
then relied on the principals to disseminate knowledge about the
program to their teachers, a method which may be effective in the
long run but failed to produce many requests in the short run.2

A completely different method of publicizing the program was
adopted by a fourth field agent. This individual met with

’ lMany teachers did, however, remember the field agent's name from
| the letter which indicates that this effort was not totally unfruitiul.

{ 2At the end of the observation period, this agent was still re-
’ ceiving a majority of his requests from administrators.

.
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principals at regularly scheduled district meetings. After a
brief explanation of the program, he used a "force field" tech-
nigque for diagnosing a problem volunteered by one of the princi-
pals in the group. The emphasis in the presentation was on the
technique of diagnosing school problems, rather than on describ-
ing the information services of the program. Consequently, it
seemed to have rather poor results in stimulating an interest in
acquiring information. In fact, many of the principals were
rather confused by the procedure. This agent relied on the
principals to publicize the program among their teaching staffs.

A fifth field agent sought to meet with groups of teachers. Be-
cause of the limited time allotted for his presentations in regu-
lar faculty meetings (only about five to ten minutes), and his
expressed concern for helping teachers with their "problems," he
vas received with skeptical caution. In one instance, a teacher
who had heard his presentation reported that the group was simply
amused by his presumption that he had come to solve their
"problems." '"What problems? Why, we don't have any problems!"
was the spirit of their reaction.

At the beginning of the second year of the program, both agents
in one state developed publicity films which could be shown
within the schools in their target areas. These films served to
remind local educators about the availability of the program and
to reach individuals who had not been contacted personally during
the first year. Since the agents were, at this point, very busy
in handling requests, they had less time to spend on individu-
alized publicity, and this mass communication technique seemed an
efficient way of generating renevwed interest at the beginning of
the school year.

After one agent had been in the field for several months, she de-

veloped a target area newsletter which incorporated descriptions

of the activities of the pilot project. In this newsletter. she

listed all of the requests that had been made in the target areas

over the past month. Seeing what other educators had ordered

often stimulated interest in receiving the same information.

These cases highlight some of the points that may be made about

the process of gaining access to school personnel and publicizing the
service. Although the number of cases was small, a certain consistency

in outcomes allows 'us to draw some tentative conclusiors about the initial

phase of presenting the program.
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Meetings with large groups of people created a certain level of

awareness, particularly among individuals who were already predisposed to
use a variety of resources in gaining information. Group meetings did

not , however,,provide a sufficient understanding of the functions of the
program and the ways in which the information resources of the progrem may
have related to an individual educator's.specific needs. Several factors
may account for this. Large meetings tend by their very nature to be
formally organized, and there is usually little two-way communication
between the speaker and the listeners. Thus, any confusion or uncertain-
ties about the explanation of the program often remain unclarified. Also,
group members tend to be reluctant to ask questions about how such a
service might relate to their own individual problems because they are
unwilling to highlight the fact that they do have problems in front of a
large formal group of peers. Finally, educa£ors are probably over-
exposed to meetings in which new programs, projects, curriculum develop-
ments, etc., are explained and endorsed; and consequently have a tendency
to listen to such material with only half an ear.

A second lesson that may be learned is that meetings with small
groups of teachers (or committees) seem to be a very successful technique
of stimulating interest in the program. Since teachers often have unarti-
culated problems or needs, informal and exploratory discussion with the
field agent creates a supportive group atmosphere which stimulates think-
ing about ways in which they might work on these problems together. 1In
effect, the program becomes more meaningful since the teachers can'begin

to relate the potential resources of information to their own common
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situation. Individusl meetings between a field agent and a teacher or
administrator serve a similar function but are somewhat less efficient
for reaching a larger number of people.

Third, prior familiarity with certain individuals or school sys-

tems tends to facilitate understanding between field agents and potential
clients. The total "outsider" status of the field agent is more quickly
transformed into the partial "insider" status ';Jhich the field agent must
assume if he is to work in depth 'with a need or problem.

Fourth, it is unwise and ineffective to emphasize the need for in-
depth diagnosis of problems when explaining the program. This diagnostic
technique tends to antagonize some individuals who may understandably
ask themselves why an outsider assumes that he has a better grasp of
their situation than they themselveé have. Also, a strong diagnostic
orientatioﬁ may serve '_to divert the attention of potential clients from
the fact that informatihon may help them with those felt needs that they
experience every day.

Fifth, all of the field agents generally agree that it is

important to éain initial acceptance, if not enthusiasm, from top admin-

istrators before proceeding to lower levels of ine school system. A

hostile Superintendent or principal can quash even the most active
interest among lower level pa:r‘ticipants.1

A general point that deserves emphasis is that in all of the
states .where the field agent confronted either a large district or several

districts, the process of fostering awareness was much more time-consuming

1See the case study of field agent C-3 for a description of the
difficulty of gaining access without administrative support.
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than originally anticipated, frequently running into months. One reason
was that the process of publicizing the program soon overlapped with
involvement in working with the first requests of clients. As the agent
became engaged in retrieving and discussing information with clients,
he tended to postpone encounters which were intended only for trust-
building. Thus, four months after the project had started, one field
agent had not even visited several schools in his target area. Another
field agent, who had realized early that the process of building aware-
ness would be time-consuming, did not actively solicit requests during
his initial visits, but waited until a second round of visits. This
strategy took him five months. Thus, although most of the field agents
have felt that geining access was not terribly difficult (in the sense
that they did not meet with resistance or lack of interest in the program
in most areas), it nevertheless required a tremendous amount of time and
effort.

Related to the above is an observation based on the experiences
of " field agents who initially attempted to use either ';rritten material
or the grapevine for publicity purposes. Although some requests will
usually result from this more indirect type of communication, it 1s inad-
visable to rely on these méthods alone if there is an interest in re:..ch-
ing people who are timid about using new resources. If the field agent
wishes to reach those typical mem;oers of the educational system who are
not aggressive innovators or self-starters, it is insufficient to wait
for people to come to him for the service. Active "selling" has been

recognized as a clear necessity by several of the field agents.
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A final point is that initial publicity procedures are very time-
consuming, and as the agent becomes more established in the target area
and begins acquiring a heavy case load of requests, he will inevitably
have less time to spend on intensive publicity. In such cases, he may
wish to engage in more mass media efforts, such as films, newsletters,
etc. Once a certain level of awareness in the schools is reached, such

efforts may have more impact.

Levels of Access

As our remarks on fhe methods of gaining access have indicated,
there is considerable variation as to how much attention is given to dif-
ferent groups and levels in the schools. This is not merely of academic
interest, since such choices seem to reflect a number of factors in the
personality of the field agent, his philosophy of change and initial rela-
tionships that emerge in each target area. Incidentally, it should be
noted that the project directors themselves indicated in ‘response to our
survey of goals that they felt that both administrators and teachers
should receive "top priority."

Early in the program, a short questionnaire was sent to the field
agents asking them to indicate the origin of their requests over the pre-
ceding months.:L An analysis of the distributions for each field agent
revealed that the modal group of clients represented the most recent
status in education held by the field agent himself. For example, the

field agent who had been a district specialist prior to taking the field

'T lSee Appendix B for a copy of this data sheet on field agent
activities.
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agent Jjob elicited 43 percent of his requests from district specialists;
the agent who had previously been a superintendent received 40 percent
of his requests from s.uperintendents; and the agent who had just left a
job as a teaéher received U7 percent of his requests from teachers. In
observing a tendency for the agents to gravitate to individuals who occu-
pied the positions which they themselves had held, the evaluation team
cautioned the project directors against over-specialization in this
respect. However, not only did this tendency fail to decline, but it was
increased over the ensuing months. As shown in Table 2.1, data based on
our analysis of sources of requests over a period of five months (which
occurred about a year after our original survey of the agents) indicate
that former teachers received most of their requests from teachers, while

former administrators received most of their requests from administrators.

Apparently, the tendency to seek clients among persons who occupy the
field agent's former status is virtually impossible to stem. Thus, as ve
recommend in Part VII., a team of agents should be used in future programs,
with at least one member having been a teacher and the 'other an administra-
tor. Otherwise, many clients who could benefit from the service will be
ign(;red by the agent.

While it is possible that the field agents felt greater security
in dealing with clients in their own former statuses, the particular
client group was not always a matter of the f‘ield agent;,'s choice. Often
clients themselves tried to define the population t:,hat shoulci ‘be served,

Two main trends seemed to arise in this area:

&.3
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TABLE 2.1

POSITION OF CLIENTS ACCORDING TO
FIELD AGENTS' FORMER STATUS¥

Agents vho had Agents who had been
| been teachers administrators
l . * Position of clients A-1 B-1 C-2 C-3 A-2 B-2 C-1
? ' Teachers 9% 58% 50% 52% 36% -32% 29%
Administrators and
district or
intermediate :
specialists 16 -39 W7 L8 59 65 11
[ Other (students,
school boards) .5 3 3 - 5 3. -
100% 100%.  100% 100% 100% 100%  100%
N (31)  (13)  (28) (37) (33) (85) (28)

; ¥SEA, college and university clients are omitted.

1) When the field agent was recfuited from a teaching background,
he often had to overcome an assumption on the part of the administrators
that his major effort would be devoted to teachers. Fc;r example, .one
field agent found tha't a Superintendent whom he visited felt that inasmuch
as the field agent had little personal expertise in higher level adminis-
l trative problems, his help would not be useful to Superintendents.

Another former teacher reported that principals were encouraging him to

work with teachers as contrasted with aduinistrators. Both of these

field apgents later developed a number of contacts with administrators, but
only by making extra efforts tc prove that they could provide materials

that would be useful to them. Sometimes this was a matter of supplying
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material to an administrator even when a direct request was not made.

Or, the field agent tried to prove himselfl by bringing in consultants with
expertise in administrative matters. Again, on many occasions principals
became interested in requests made by their teachers, and thereby gained

insight into the potentialities of the program for themselves. In any

[}
v

case, it seems fairly clear that field agents who came from the lower
levels of the educational hierarchy had to "prove'" their usefulness to
administrators to a much greater extent than to teachers.

2) A different type of problem seemed to arise for field agents
recruited from higher level backgrounds. Such fisld agents were so
eagerly accepted by administrators that they were soon monopolized by
them. Naturally, however, when the field agent was dealing with several
rather complex administrative problems, it was difficult to find the time
to extend the service to teachers. In some cases the agents were actually
discouraged from moving toward more involvement with teachers. For
example, one field agent was discussing the problem of reaching classroom
teachers with one of his more active clients (a district level staff
person) when he was told;"I have been wondering whether ygu want to work
directly with teachers in this district or if you want to hold only to
principal contacts." The staff member then warned the field agent that he
would have too many requests to handle if he began to solicit requests

directly from teachers.l

lIt may be argued that in serving principals! requests the field
agent is often reaching teachers, since relevant material may be passed
down. However, the nature of the requests received by the programs indi-
cates that in many cases the felt needs of the principals and teachers
dre not completely overlapping.
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3) Another tactor that seemed to influence the levels on which
field agents worked was their perception of where the leverage for educa-
tional change was located. Roughly speaking, two main philosophies
emerged: one viewed the locus of change as residing in the administra-
tion; the other viewed it as residing in the teaching staff.

The first view assumed that the purpose of such a program was to
produce fairly widespread or long-range projects that will affect a large
proportion of the school staff in an area. A further assumption of this
view was that administrators were, in general, the only group with suffi-
cient power to carry through major shifts in educational philosophy,
initiate structural changes, purchase new materials, and so forth. Thus,
although requests from individual teachers were accepted it was most
important to involve administrators when trying to pull together the
strands of larger issues or innovations. One field agent, for example,
indicated that teachers had voiced many diverse problems, but that his
main task was to "determine how I can best work with that school .
get at these specific problems and launch into a more QWeeping endeavor
with [the principal]." Another field agent devoted his first year to
working with whole school districts on needs assessment programs with the
intention of prompting Superintendents and principals‘%o express long-
range school needs that could be dealt with during the next year. A third
field agent signified at the beginning of the program that what he really
would like was the authority to be able to mandate changes himself--in
the absence of such authority, he felt thét it was important to work with

those who did have it.

-
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The second viewpoint embodied more of a '

'social work" philosophy
-~-that is, while the main purpose of the program was to create change, one
of the best ways to achieve this objective was to help individuals solve
their own problems. Often the people with the most interest in working
on teaching and curriculum problems were teachers. Principals and Super-
intendents tended to be very occupied with other administrative tasks, and
wanted a ready-made solution to these problems. Thus, comments like
the following have been made:

My particular position or job is just to be a resource, whatever

that resource is . . my objective is to help in one area in

every school in every district. . . Here is something that I

have fourd every time I have dealt with . . an administrator.

We are not going to get anything disseminated, as far as I am con-

cerned, if we expect the . . . Superintendents to be the ones we

are disseminating to . . these administrators are not in key

with what is happening in the classroom, and they are not so keen-

1y concerned sbout getting information that will help them to do

their job better . . they're looking for magic.
Another field agent noted that she did not think that her job was that of
a "change agent," but someone who should go to clients, find out what they
wented and give it to them. The same field agent felt strongly that she
should meet as many needs as possible, and not get too involved with any
one project.

It should be noted that none of the field agents adhered to

extreme positions of either philosophy, and all of them have done some

work in both areas. In fact, a major skill needed by educational field

agents is the ability to recognize vwhen different philosophies or
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strategies are most appropriate and to be able to shift between them as

the need arises.l

Diagnosis Versus Acceptance of Felt Needs

In one state, as we have already noted, great empha-sis was placed
on diagnosing the root cause of a problem raﬁher than providing informa-
tion to alleviate the direct or indirect effects of the problem. Thus, it
was expected that if the field agent found a teacher who complained about
low reading la2vels in her classroom, he would not merely retrieve mate-
rials which might help her to improve her reading program. Instead, the
field agent and the client were supposed to work through in detail the
causes of the reading problem, e.g., 1a§k of articulation between reading
prograzﬂs in the different grades, lack of reading material in the
children's homes, too much heterogeneity 1n the class, etec. Thé assump~
tion was that the teacher and others affected by (or helping to cause) the
root problem would work on it together using matefials ‘from the ERIC
resource base.

Underlying this keen interest in intensive diagnosis of school
problems was the justifiable feeling that improving education was not
merely a matter of patching up small rips in the fabric, but of locating
basic weaknesses in the cloth itself. This would seem to be an admirable
and reasonable goal for a project. whose overall direction is to solve

educational problems through the application of exemplary knowledge.

In practice, however, because of the structure of the prqject and the

ror suggested guidelines, see Appendix G, "Developing a Strategy
Based on Particular Clients and Their Setting."
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expectations of clients, it was not always easily achieved. This was

true for several reasons.

1) The Tield agents were not trained professionals in the field
of educational and organizational diagnosis. Also, as noted above, they
lacked a mandate to come into the school for the purposes of intensive
diagnosis. Attempts to initiate a diagnostic period under these condi-
tions may well produce resentment on the part of clients.

One field agen£ initially attempted to use needs assessments as a
diagnostic tool. He felt that with the results of a needs éssessment,
the administrators in the school districts woﬁld be aware of the major
areas of concern to students, teachers, parents, etc., and also that they
would have a roster of major problem areas to work on. But several draw-
backs to this technique emerged. First of all, many of the principals
were not enthusiastic about the idea of exposing their schools to exami-
nation by outsiders (i.e., parents and community members), and did so
primarily because it was requested by the Superintendent. One principal,
for example, stated that he felt it would cause a lot éf problems for him
administratively because "maybe kids and parents don't like what you're
doing, but it's the best thing. . . ." Another objected that "people
don't know enough about the schools . . . they won't have any [informed]
opinion." Mirther, the process demanded a great deal of time--several
months for each school--and absorbed most of the field agent's energies.
During thris period the agent had little opportunity to respond to the
felt needs of these potential clients. Also, for principals who had

initially evinced enthusiasm, the lapse in time between the original idea

~
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and the end product was so great that they had fqr the most part moved
on to other problems that were more immediately pressing.l

As the field agents became more experienced in their work and more
familiar with the schools with which they were dealing, they were able
to develop diagnostic skills. Most of them agreed, however, that unless
the client himself was enthusiastic about engaging in an extended study
of the problems that faced him, there was little to be gained from overt
attempts to change the client's approach to the situation. Indeed, the
state that originally placed the greatest emphasis on locating the root
problem of clients later moved to a much more flexible view which takes
into consideration such factors as variations in the needs of different
clients and in their acceptance of diagnostic efforts.

2) Another tactic in the diagnosis of problems was to delegate the
responsibility to consultants. Although the consultants were seen as
experts in areas where the field agent was not, it might be noted that
difficulties still arose. In several cases, the results of such meetings
were very unsatisfactory from the client's point of view. One client
commented that diagnostic periods had been unproductive because the con-
sultants had been unable to tell them anything new. Another client
stated that he felt that the consultant team had been.trying to give a
"hard sell.”" In another case a field agent commented that the consultant
had lots of nice theoretical ideas, but few relevant practical suggestions.

Again, it ghould be emphasized that success in the use of consul-

tants during the early phases of diagnosis was highly dependent on the

lOther aspects of the needs assessment are discussed in Chapter 4.
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client's attitude toward such é step. Often there was some reluctance
on the part of school persomnel to call in outsiders from the State
Department or from universities.

3) The need for quick action on a problem may make any kind of
extended diagnosis impossible. (Most of the field agents seemed to feel
that an in-depth diagnosis requires more than one meeting between the
field agent and the client.) Many clients felt that the field agent's
contribution resided in being able to obtain information regarding their
felt needs much more quickly than they are able to get it themselves;
thus, the speed of the service is often important. As one client stated:

The main drawback with using state people is that when they are

asked to come into the district they have to fit your request

into their schedu-es, so that they may finally show up after

the whole issue prompting you to call them has blown over. On

the other hand, [the field agent] is close to the problem, he

can identify them more easily . and he responds to problems

generally more quickly.
This comment highlights a characteristic of school systems in the United
States, namely, that they often operate in situations of crises. ZEduca-
tors frequently feel that their problems cannot wait fﬁr thorough investi-
gation. They value the service, therefore, because it helps them get to
work on a problem much more guickly than would normally be the case.

4) In the beginning of the program, the field agents often found
that their main responsibility to'a;client was not to diagnose concrete
needs or problems, but simply to gef him interested in using external
information. This was particularly true in the case of rural educators,

many of whom were unaware of the potential resources of educational litera-

ture. Thus, some of the field agents reported that they were simply



playing the role of stimulating interest in the potentialities of the
literature.

The easy availability of packaged educational material (PREP, CAT,
CAP, etc.) was most helpful in this effort. Thus, as one field agent
reported:

Well, you Jjust sit down and talk to them and ask them what subject

they're interested in, even that vague, and they'll say something

like counseling, and you show them that [package]--and it's so

easy, you get six requests--they just go wild vhen they see

those. « . .
Another field agent began sending out lists of available packages to
people vho had been relatively uninterested in the program, and found that
many of these individuéls who had been unresponsive to a discussion of
particular needs appreciated receiving and discussing a package.

The above comments should not be construed to mean that diagnosis
is not valuable within this type of program. There were at least two
ways in which in-depth diagnosis was useful. First, there were many
school people who were only dimly aware of their own I?asic problems and
who appreciated assistance in articulating ané in gaining a perspective
on an underlying question. Second, the field agents occasionally
stimulated the formation of ad hoc committees or study groups to work on
specific areas. These groups themselves often gradually moved toward
diagnosis, providing there was enough interest and expertise present.
For example, one teacher made a request for material on individually

prescribed instruction. In the course of looking over the material with

other teachers, the idea of a learning resource center for the whole

school developed. In another instance, the field agent facilitated the
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formation of a social science teachers' council for an entire county.
This group was enthusiastic about looking at new developments in social
science and making long-~range plans.

Still another occasion for diagnosis arose when the field agents
began to work with some of their clients on several problems. This sitﬁ—
ation presented an opportunity to discuss ways in which the separate
problems might be related to one another. Clearly this type of inter-
action with clients--based on mutual trust and recognition of a certain
expertise on both sides--may take quite a long timé to develop. One
field agent, for example, took advantage of a simple request for indi-
vidualized math textbooks to stimulate a whole series of structural and
programmatic changes. Although she realized from the beginning that the
school was open to new programs and ideas, she introduced the possibili-
ties of more major changes only after the school personnel had become
excited about some of the material that was provided.

If immediate, intensive diagnosis is not ofteq the best tactic
for stimulating use of the service, at least some effort in specifying
the problem is essential. In most cases it is important to have some
contextual knowledge about the client's need if relevant information
is to be retrieved. If a teacher wants information about new reading
programs, it may be necessary, for example, to know what the spread of
ability is in her classes, whether she is willing to look into individu-
alized instruction, what specific difficulties in her present program
motivated her request, ete. Several of the field agents adopted the

strategy of obtaining quite general material (perhaps a PhEP packet when
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one was available), and then usirg the requestor's reactions to these
materials to help specify more precisely the Locus of interest.

The importance of specification was highlighted by several

instances in which an educator made a very general rcquest, and then com-
plained that the material returncd was ''irrelevant" or inapplicable to
his school. By discussing the request with the client, the field agent
vas usually able to avoid such occurrences. Since it is very expensive
to run large, general computer searches vhich then have to be screened
for relevancy, the specification process has an impact, not only on the
client-field agent relationship, but also on the efficiency of the
retrieval process. This point will be expanded in Chapter k4 of this
,report.

In summary, opportunities for intensive diagnosis (vhich is not
the same as specification of a request) will be affected by a number of
factors. One of the most important of these is the client's trust aud
respect. Since good working relationships often teke some time to
develop, the field agent should be somewhat cautious in moving toward a
long~-range diagnosis, insuring first that the client is interested in
such efforts and is prepared to consider seriously the outcomes and

potential areas of change which are thereby illumined.

Building Trust and Confidence

The theme of building a trust relationship with clients has
appeared indirectly at several points in this paper. We have noted, for

example, that there was some hostility toward attempts to gain access

il

that v:z2re too directive, that school personnel were sometimes reluctant to
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depenid upon field agents recruited from another organizational level, and
that access was occasionally hindered by colleagues in the intermediate
organization who were somevhat anxious about the field agent's role rela-
tive to their own. All of these exampleé indicate the imp..rtance of
developing relationships of trust and confidence, and also of developing
a strong reputation among local educators as a responsive, involved
individual.

All of the field agents in this pilot project recognized the need
to build trust relationships with clients in order to overcome anxiety
in revealing problsms or skepticism about the benefits of the program.l
For the most part, they were also aware that this goal could not be
accomplished évernigllt. One field agent, for example, wrote that the
first stage ‘of +he field agent's work was to

create an atmospherc of warmth and fellow-feeling from which
trust, faith, confidence and belief can be developed by the

client regarding [the field agent] as a person rather than the
selling of a product. . .

Other field agents have mentioned specifically that it is important to

build confidence within a vhole district, as well as with individual
clients if their work is to be really effective.

Most of the field agents began this task by working from the top
down, even when they concentrated primarily on working with lower levels
of the school personnel. In those target areas which included several
districts, the field agents tried to establish with each Superintendent

the ways in which they should operate in their particular district.

lThis point is clearly substantiated by the agents' responses
to our goals survey.
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Thus, one Superintendent wanted a field agent to inform him every time
he intended to visit a school in the d‘istrict; another said that he
would be satisfied with a monthly summary of-the field agent's activi-
ties; and still another gave him a free hand and required no formal
feedback whatsoever. By establishing these requirements before actually
beginning to solicit requests, the field agents were able to avoid
potential conflict over matters of authority and to gain edministrative
support later oﬁ for changes proposed by teachers. In effect, such meet-
ings served to demonstrate to the Superintendents that the field agents
had no intention of ";rc;rking behind their backs."

Another symptoni of the skepticis;n of individual educators in the
districts was that several of the field agents reported that clients had
made requests just "to test" the capabilities of the program:

We're getting the feeling that when we go in and ask for requests

we're getting something superficial. off the top of their heads.

+ « . Then, vhen we get back to them, that wasn't what they

wanted anyway. . .
And another:

« + « Next year I think our requests will be more refined.

People will be more honestly seeking information instead of test-

ing the water.
A speciaiist at the district level made a request on a subject that he
had been gathering material on for a year simply to determine whether he
would get the kind of in-depth coverage that he sought. Elsewhere, a
client reported that he had made a request on a topic in which he wasn't
really interested just to see what he would get back. The field agents
responded to this initial skepticism by noting that it was essential

to produce some concrete evidence of the worth of the program early in

o 1 ;
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the game. According to our case studies and observations; an early suc-
cess in retrieving relevant material or in helping to solve a visible
need in a district seemed .to be of tremendous help in building up a good
reputation.

The tendency on the part of clients to "test the water" means
that the field agent cannot be too selective in accepting requests in
the early stages of the program, even when he feels that requests are

irrelevant, that clients are not truly involved, or that the need is

not one that can be solved by research or other expertise. HRach field
agent answered some requests of this type early in the program. For
example, a field agent ﬁas asked/%here to locate a book that a social
science teacher wanted to use &n her course. Although .the field agent
felt that it was not part of his role to perform such minor services, he

found the book and also put the teacher in contact with the state libra-

rian. Another agent tracked down information about graduate programs in
vocational education as a personal.favor for a client Vho planned to
return to graduate school. A third agent helped a client to write a
proposal for a grant that would allow the client to develop his own cur-
riculum.. After the role of the field agent has become securely estab-
lished, it is much easier to indicate to a client that his request does
not fall within the purview'of the project.

“fwdgther"séurcéglof resistancg encountered by the Tield agents were
(1) a reluctance to get involved in more new programs of unproved worth,
(2) fears that the program was just another attempt by the State Board

to undermine local control of schools, (3) a sense that ﬁhey vere already

07




(.
j

suffering from an overload of information rather than from too little.

Several of the field agents responded by trying to "tease'" a prospective

client with a piece of information that seemed particularly relevant to

the school. Initially, however, most of the field agents attempted to
work toward more productive relationships in order to get the program
established lo?:ﬁlly. Another tactic was to try to gain the client's co-
operation in defining the role of the field agent in the distriet. In
an initial meeting with a Superintendent, the agent avowed that his role
was not really well defined, and that he would like some help in develop-
ing it. This approach had some unfortunate consequences in that it gave
the impression that the field agent himself was not sure about the pur-
1;oses of the program. It also elicited some suggestions for the role
that were incongruent with the way in which the role was defined by the
state project. For example, several superintendents replied that what
they really needed was someone to improve communication between schools
within their district so that new, "home-grown' practices would be
brought to everyone's attention. One of the main purposes of the dis-
semination.program, however, was to put educators in touch with develop-
ments on the state and national level. Field agents who tried to define
their functions quite concretely in the beginning of the program rather
than eliciting the expectations of the client did not run into this
problem.

An important aspect of developing a relationship of trust is
to make the client aware that the field agent will not divulge certain

information to the client's superiors. This issue goes b'eyond the
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problem of mere skepticism and is more a matter of apprehensiveness. One
field agent indicated that she thought it was absolutely essential to
make clear in the beginning of the relationship that the client's confi-
dences would not be violated. And the Superintendent with whoni she
worked agreed that one of the field agent's strong points was that she
never "tattletaled": "The teachers wouldn't accept her if she did."

A corollary of the above point is that the Afield agents have dis-
covered that it is essential for them to remain "outside of poiitics."
This was brought home very forcefully to the two field agents who were
situated in target areas where a school coordinator had previously per-
formed many of the same functions as the pilot state field agent. In
both cases the coordinator had been forced to leave the district after
becoming involved in infightipg be£ween various administrators. These
two field agents (and their immediate superiors as well) noted that it
was important for them to be discreet and not too aggressive in the
beginning inasmuch as people were still suspicious of this type of role.
Another indicator of the fact that fhe field agents believed in avoiding
involvement in "political" problems was seen in a checklist of goals
sent to all of the program staff. One item on the list, "[the field
agent shou1<;] serve as a mediator in disputeé between the State Depart—
ment of Education and local schools," was rejected entirely or given low

priority by all except one field agent.l

. l'1‘he problem of staying outside of conflict areas is discussed
- further in Chapter 4.
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A final point on building confidence and trust concerns the de-
gree of formality in client-agent interaction. There was great vari-
ation among the field agents in this regard. Some were informal and
even chatty in meetings with clients--discussing the hunting season,
what they had been doing on their weekends, etc. Others tended to focus
almost exclusively on the business at'hand. As far as we can tell, this
factor did not have any appreciable effect on the field agent's success
in building trust relationships with their clients., All of the agents.
however, felt that it was important to develop .empathy with client needs,

and not, to allow the relationship to become entirely formal.

el

Conclusion

In every new social service program or pilot project there are
two major objectives. The first is to establ.ish the program and build
acceptance of it among the group whom the program is to serve, while the
second is to develop procedures which will help to ensure that the pro-
gram does what it is supposed to do. It is clear that the second objec-
tive cannot be accomplished without at least a solid beginning on the
first. The above discussion has concentrated on some of the major
problems and issues in developing acceptance for the new role of the
educational field agent--not because the problems have outweighed the
successes, but because it is hoped that future projects of this type will
be able to learn from the pioneer efforts of the first states to have
insj;itutionalized the field agent approach to dissemination of educ,a-

tional information.
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- articulate that need so that those responsible for acquiring the right

'least, some appreciation of the difficult task of reducing user language

CHAPTER 3

RELATIONS WITH THE RETRIEVAL STAFF--

REFERRING AND SCREENING

To a significant extent, the roles of field agent and retrieval
staff overlap. In the first place, it is not enough for the agent to com~

prehend the need or problem of the client--he must also be able to

resources can understand the dimensions of the client's problem and situ-
ation. Since many requests will eventually have to be reduced to "com-
puter language," this means that the agent should have some understanding

of the parameters used for coding in the retrieval office, or at the very

to retrieval language.

In the second place, the agent himself might try to retrieve
resources; either by resorting to ERIC and CIJZ catalogues or to other
locally available materials and personal assistance. And finally, the
agent may wish to screen, annotate or organize the materials delivered by
the retrieval center according to criteria of readability, relevance and
feasibility.

In short, the agent's responsibilities are by no means restricted

to matters of interpersonzl finesse in dealing with clients. A certain
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amount of clerical work and conscientious retrieval effort are also de-
H

manded of him. In fact, it would not be amiss to conceive of field ag:ents

as semi-retrieval specialists. Only by interlocking with the work of

full-time retrieval personnel will educational extension agents be able
to perform the task of enabling clients to absorb and implement the body
of educational research and other resources that are made available to
them through the vehicle of a dissemination service. The present chapter
is devoted to documenting this poiht by reference to our observations of
the Pilot State Program.

Communicating the Client's Request
to the Retrieval Staff

The issue of developing adequate intra-organizational communica-

tion networics and procedures is a prominent one in the literature of
organizational management. While the pilot projects are not typical of
bureaucracies because of their small size and lack of well-defined levels
of management, they must cope with the same communica_tipn problems con-
fronted by any organization which is structured around a central office
with geographically dispersed field offices.l Owing to this organizational
dispersion, the communication of client requests to the retrieval staff in
each of the projects was primarily through written request forms, supple-
mented with telephone calls and occasional letters. To a large extent,
the success of the program depended on the adequacy of these written com-

munications. Without proper specification of the client's request, the

: lMamagerial problems which arose because of organizational dis-
( persion are discussed in Part IV., Chapter 9.
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information that is finally retrieved' is likely to be irrelevant or inap-
plicable to the client's particular needs or situation.

As noted previously, it is the responsibility of the field agent
to discuss the request with the client in sufficient detail so that cer-
tain facts may be pinpointed (such as the grade level, financial con-
straints, school or grade characteristics and one's motivation for the
request). The field agent (or his secretary) must then transfer this
information to the request form in such fashion that the specific nature
of the request can be easily understood by the retrieval personnel. While
this procedure appears perfectly simple and straightforward, it is inevi-
table that the use of abbreviated written communication will cause
occasional problems.

Some of the difficulties .that arose appeared to have beeﬁ caused
by the field agent's impatience with paper work, or his lack of under-
standing of the needs of the retrieval staff for certain types of infor-
mation which would help them define the descriptors to be used in a com-
puter search. In one case the retrieval staff complained that they were
constantly having to telephone the field agent to ask him about the
meaning of his requests since they were not self-evident from the written
forms which he forwarded to them. In another case, the retrieval coordi-

nator noted that he and his staff had felt an increasing need to get the

field agents to give them more background on the client's characteristics

so that they could be more helpful in screening the material after it
was retrieved. This experience suggests that as the retrival staff

becomes increasingly accbmplished at its job, the need for well-defined
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communication linkages with field agents will 'a.lso increase.

' In another state, where great reliance was placed on packages
offered by a regional ;retrieval center, increasing responsibility for
filling out the final request forms was delegated to th;a field agents,
In the course of meeting with clients, the field agents helped them to

' . select appropriate titles from lists of the available packages, and then

merely sent these titles and numbers to the regional service. After a

short period, however, the regional center personnel requested that the

field agents send a record of the request itself for record-keeping and
evaluative purposes. When they began doing this, it was discovered by
the retrieval center that the packages selected by the field agent were
nbt always the most relevant to the client's problem. It seems that
inasmuch as the field agents and the. clients!were not ,completely familiar
with the contents of all the packages, often! they vere compelled to make
their selections on the basis of the general subject areas that were
listed. The regional center therefore reques‘ted permission to change or
add to the packages requested by the field agents vhen they felt that
other material would be more suitgble. The head of the retrieval unit
reported that substitutions were consequently made in a substantial
number of cases.

When in-depth searches as distinet from pre-packaged material
were requested, the retrieval coordinator in the state mentioned above
often attempted to supplement the computerized material from her own
subject matter files. In general, she found it neéessary to call the

( field agents on the telephone when this type of request came across her
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desk as the information routinely provided on the request forms was inade-
quate to steer her in the proper direction for a search. 1In shoft, the
frequent need for clarification of requests suggests the possibility of
increased communication problems as the service expands and more searches-
in-depth are requested. While clarification by telephone is adequate at
the present stage of project development, it would certainly be difficult
(and would most likely slow down project operations) if it were necessary
to make individual calls concerning twenty or more SIDs per week-l

In still another state a great deal of emphasis was placed on get-
ting specific delimitations of the pérameters of a request, such as the
target audience to which the material was to be directed, the grade leyel
of the request and characteristics of students and schools when relevant
to the request. There were apparenttly very few communication problems in
this state although, again, the telephone was used frequently to discuss
specifiecs with field agents. 1In general, howvever, the request forms con-
tained more detailed information which presumably aided the retrieval
staffs in completing a request.2

In summary, although the process of communicating the request
from the field agent to the retrieval staff has not been a major problem

in any of the three states, the process is by no means a simple one.

14 1ittle more than a year after the projects had begun, two
states were handling about 12 SIDs per week while the third was handling
about six per week.

» 2Inf9rmation contained in the request forms is analysed in Chapters
T and 13. A "model'request form is presented in Appendix F.
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Problems vhich have emerged have been primarily a result of failing to
anticipate the kinds of specific information needed by the retrieval
staff.

In order to avoid problems in this area, we would recommend that
the nature of retrieval needs be carefully explained té the field agents
before they go into the field.l In one state which was training informa-
tion go-betweens in the schools, a small brochure drawn up by the
retrieval people was also found to be helpful. This brochure set out in
detail the kinds of parameters that should be put on the request form in
order to ensﬁre accuracy in the search process. While frequently
the telephone is useful, and essential in the case of requests that are
unusually complex, it is preferable for the conservation of time and
money to develop requests forms' which stimulate the field agent or indi-

vidual client to answer routinely certain types of question about the

~ request.

Centralization vs. Decentralization

of Retrieval Activities

As the program has developed, the field agents have naturally
begun to accumulate in their own offices a certain amount of information
from previous requests. Furthermore, they have become familiar with the
local reservoir of resources in the form of innova}tive school personnel
and local college.s or universities. Sevefal of the field agents were

located in intermediate agencies (or districts) which gave them access

1In the present pilot program, the retrieval staff were learning
the proper procedures for retrieval of information at the same time that
the field agents vere learning their role.
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to preexisting files on various subjéct matter. Thus, it is to be ex-
pected that some requests that are received may be handled locally,
either in conjunction with a retrieval search or in place of one.

Even in the early months of the program, the agents handled a
sipgnificant proportion of requests with local resources or by referral
to someone besides the retrieval staff in the SEA. According to a survey
of the agents, conducted in about the third month of work, the following
proportions of requests were handled without referral to their
retrieval offices (see Table 3.1). Only one of the agents asserted that
none of his requests had been handled without referral to the retrieval
staff. At the other extreme, field agent B-1 indiéated that almost half

of his requests had been so handled.

TABLE 3.1

PROPORTION OF REQUESTS NOT REFERRED TO THE
RETRIEVAL STAFF (EARLY IN THE PROGRAM)

State A State B State C
1 2 1 2 S o 3

8% -7 L87% 10% 17% 25% %
N (52) (28) (25) (20) (175)  (80) (150)

%
Original field agent, later replaced by
another agent when he moved into SEA job.

The frequency of answering requests by some means other than re-

ferral to the retrieval staff is explained neither by the length of time

that the agent had been working in the field nor by the type of

18
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clientele in which the agent specialized. Agent C-3, who had been work-
' ing for some time, was as unlikely to handle requests by himself as
agents A-1 and A-2 vho had been working a mucﬁ shorter time. And those
agents who specialized in serving teachers included B-1l, who frequently
handled requests himself, as well as A-1 and B-2, who rarely did so.
We also obtained information about how such requests were actu~
ally handled. In our questionnaire, we gave the agents five alternative
procedures and instructed them to indicate how often (frequently, some-

times, rarely, never) they had pursued each of these alternatives. As

shown in Table 3.2, the agents most often '"handled the request myself
(e.g., gave advice, used ERIC abstracts, recommended a book or article.)"
Two agents did so frequently and three agents sometimes. Second in

order of occurrence was ''referred client to someone in another school who
had information about his need or problem.'" All except two of the

agents sometimes encouraged this kind of lateral communication. Third
in order of frequency was ''referred client to an expert in a college or
university (other than an R & D Center)." Finally, only one agent
referred a client to an R & D Center or lab sometimes, while two agents
did so rarely. In sum, frequency of handling requests not sent to the

———

retrieval staff descends from the agent himself, to other schools, and

finally to wniversity and SEA experts, This sequence represents an
expanding circle of reference from strictly local to more cosmopolitan
sources. When the agents handled a request without referral to the
retrieval center ir; the early months of the program, therefore, it was

{ clearly not a matter of their referring the requests to outside experts.
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The tendency to provide the client with local resources raises
the spectre of short circuiting the retrieval of validated or exempl'a.ry
information from the national pool of expertise. Because the agents were
far removed from the retrieval center in the SEA, it would not be sur-
prising if they tended to inflate their roles in an effort to overcome a
sense of marginality in the target area. (The problems of marginality
that arise in this type of dispersed organization are discussed at
several junctures in the report.) One vay to inflate one's responsibili-
ties is to take greater initiative in serving the client. It seems
doubtful, however, that initiative in the retrieval of information is as
valuable as initiative in helping the client to interpret or use informa-
tion. Under certain conditions, the former might actually be detrimental
to the goals of a dissemination sefvice‘ The advantages and disadvantages
of localized retrieval will be discﬁssed more fully below.

| The three states varied cons iderably. in the degree to which they
encouraged decentralization of the project. The most centralized project
was that of State A, as already suggested by the fact that the agents
located there almost always referred requests to the SEA retrieval staff
in the béginning of that project. The major varisbles affecting centrali-
zation seemed to be the relative emphasis on the use of packaged
materials, the capabilities of the retrieval staff, and the specificity
of requests.

One of the states, as mentioned previously, depended heavily on
the packaged material available from a regional retrieval center. The

{. field agents often used the lists of available packages to solicit

11
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requests from prospective clients, a procedure which was endorsed by the
project director as the best means of getting large amounts of informa-
| tion into the schools. In a team meeting several months after the com-
‘, mencement of the project, the director told the field agents that part of
their responsibility would be to distribute the lists of packages among
their clients and to encourage them to make orders in those areas that
interested them most. As the director pointed out:

Every time someone requests one of these current awareness files

[a series which is updated with new abstracts every quarter] your

secretaries should make a note of it and send them the next one

on that subject when it comes out.
The topical nature of the packages makes it very easy for the field agent
to anticipate areas of interest to clients, and to back~order large
nubers so that he will have them available as he mekes his rounds. Fur-
ther, the packages (or parts thereof) can be duplicated in the local
office, making it unnecessary to submit a formal request every time that
a client expresses a desire for one of them. One client noted that "all

" so he went to the

of my teachers are looking for something like this,
intermediate agency and asked them to duplicate 50 copies of a single
PREP kit. The retrieval coordinator, for her part, distributed a full
set of the PREP packages to the field agents so that they would have them
on hand.l

Regarding the effect of retrieval staff capability, the retrieval
personnel in this decentralized state consisted of one persoh who shared
a single full-time secretary with the project director. Thus, she had

liﬁtle help with the more routine aspects of her work. Consequently, a

b decision was made to delegate part of the retrieval task to the field

In subsequent chapters, we suggest that State C went too far in
the direction of becoming a packet-order service.
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agents and their own secretaries. When a field agent received a request,

it was his responsibility to consider the best means of filling it, i.e.
by package, search-in-depth, technical assistance, etc. One of the
alternatives vas an "instant search," for each field agent had in his
office RIE and CIJE indices. If this method was chosen, ‘the field agent
himself looked up references under the appropriate descriptors. The
secretary then typed the references onto the retrieval form, which form
was then submitted to the state office. The microfiche of the whole
document could then be pulled from the files in the office and sent out
immediately. On the whole, however, the field agents did not seem to
have used this method o.f filling requests with great frequency. One
agent complained, for example, that the office secretary was not well
trained at looking up the ED and EJ abstracts, and also that she had
little time to do so.

Even when the "instant search' was not selected, that the field
agent helped to make the initial decision of how the request should be
filled involved him in the retrieval process to a greater extent than in
the other two states. Despite this partial decentralization, the
retrieval coordinator noted that few requests could be handled locally
in their entirety. In most cases, the local material was backed up with
some use of the regional retrieval center, even if it was only to
provide a package that was not on file in the field agent's office.

The other two states were considerably more centralized, although
there were differences between them in this respect. The most central-

ized of the states (State A) had no access to packaged sérvices. As our

1:3




4 109

sbove discussion of the state indicates, the use of packages to answer
all requests of a general nature tends to lead to the storage of at
least some of them in thé field agent's office, and hence to local re-
trieval. Also, this state had the largest retrieval staff (at present b
professional-level individuals involved in full-time retrieval) and was
thereby able to devote considerably more time to each request. (As we
will see later, the modal method of answéring requests in State A en-
tailed a combination of manual and computer searches.) Although they
vere sometimes able to f£ill requests by using material retrieved for
a former client, most of the requests in this state still tended to
require at least some ﬂew search process. Still, despite the gbsence of
a formal policy' which advocated local retrieval, in some cases local
retrieval occurred there as well. For example, a field agent received
a request for classroom bibliographi‘és on Black literature. She knew
that the other field agent had been working on a project of this nature
with a teacher in his target district, and therefore telephoned to get
the informetion rather than going through the nmore time-consuming process
of requesting a computer search. This particular field agent also had
easy access to a local university and on occasion used the library to
find specific articles for clients.
The third state fell between the two states discussed above.‘

; Mthough there were some indications that the field agents planned to

. build up their files of local resources (and were encouraged in doing so
by a moderate use of pre-packaged material), the retrieval staff was

{ able to meke decisions about how requests were to be filied without
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field agent help. Since the project did’;not have 'a budget for the
reproduction of packages, PREP packages went out on loan only when a
specific request was made for them or when the retrieval staff felt that

they were the best way to address a client's need.

The degree of decentralization of the retrieval process has clear
implications for both the role of the field agent and the organization
of a dissemination serviée. An attempt will be made below to outline
some of the major issues in this area.

(1) There are certain benefits to be derived from partial de-
centralization under optimal conditions. Given a field agent who has a
reasonably good idea of the client's needs and interests and of the
available material (in particular, packages of the most frequently
requested material), local storage and retrieval can greatly speed up

the turnaround process. Whereas the elapsed time between the submis-

sion of a request and the client's receipt of the materiél was rarely
less than two weeks when a centralized in-depth search was run, local
searches frequently received either same day or next'd.ay service. When
the client's interest is high or the need is pressing, this is clearl;;r
an advantage.

(2) Another distinct benefit of using local retrieval for some
types of easily reproducesble materials concerns expense. With the
exception of the state that was still using the regional retrieval
center (vhich charged a flat yearly fee), the cost of searching was at

least $7.00, not counting the time spent by SEA personnel in clerical,

slcreening, and packaging operations after the material came back from

,;'s&‘
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the computer (the estimated time for this in one state was U5 minutes).l
The cost of reproducing particular sbstracts or packages locally would
clearly be lower than this. One might object that the types of materials
which are worth reproducing in bulk will seldom answer the specific
questions that an educator may have on a topic. The use of such mate-
rial, however, could lead to greater specificity when ordering a com-
puter search later on since it may hel_g the educator pinpoint in his own
mind more exact topics of interest.., To a large extent, this outcome will
depend on the field agent's followup.':

(3) A potential drawback of reliance on field agent retrieval
is that it requires the field agent to be much more knowledgeable about
the data base in educational research than would otherwise be the case.
In order to make a reasonablé» selec;tion among the various types of
.information which might benefit the client, he must be considerably more
familiar with resources and materials in FRIC, CIJE and the contents of
the packages than was true of most of the field agents in the pilot
project. This conclusion is supported by the fact‘ that the regional
retrieval center sometimes found it necessary to substitute the packets
requestea by the field agents located in the most decentralized state.
In order to reach the necessary level of expertise, extensive training
and periodic updating of knowledge would be necessary. Requiring the

field agent to handle such responsibilities in addition to those he now

carries could produce serious overload problems, unless of course the

l'I‘he cost-per-search has since been reduced in one state to
below six dollars. '

26
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n\mber of educators serviced by the tield agent were to be reduced. The
faqt that the field agents in the most decentralized state did not use
thé "instant search" method with great frequency indicates that they had
little time to do so. |

(k) A serious problem concerns the basic objective of an educa-
tional extension program. The a'ssumption underlying the present program
was that there was a need to tie educators into a national data base.
Localizing the retrieval process through the accumulation of hard-copy
material on file might reduce the impetus to move out to this more
remote but probably superior and more up-to-date data base. (On the

other hand, the possibility of using remote terminals hooked up with

regional or computerized national sources may lessen future needs for

large—scale, centralized retrieval.) Since present programming systems

for ERIC and CIJE retrieval are somewhat cumbersome and difficult tc

use, there are experimental programs being tested which would make local
retrieval possible. Such retrieval, however, would not substitute for
the valuable services performed by a retrieval staff with extensive
knowledge of potential consultant services inside and outside the local
State Depértment of Education, with new projects or curricula which are
being developed at the U.S.0.E.-sponsored regional labs, and so forth.
Again, it is difficult to see how the field agent could be expected to |
keep in touch with all of these resources in addition to the duties which
have been thrust upon them without intensive and recurrent training.

In summary, given the present situation, we would support decen-

{M tralization only to the extent that it leaves open the possibility of
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delivering some material very rapidly to certain needy clients and in
anticipation of other materials to be obtained through a centralized

retrieval system.

Screening of Material by the Field Agent

All three of the states did some screening and preliminai’y read-
ing of the information before delivering it Lto the field agent or
client. For the retrieval staff, this is useful for gaining firsthand
knowledge of the quality and relevance of the material for future
reference. In many cases the field agents also scanned the material
before delivering it to the client. Although the project directors did
not insist on this procedure, the agents found that it was helpful in
establishing their role with certain of their clients. Familiarity with
the material signified an interest in the client's request on the part
of the field agent, and also allowed him to discuss the ideas embedded
therein.

In a sense, it is essential for the field agent to be familiar
with the data if he is to move beyond the role of conveyor toward a
more catalytic or change agent role. Knowledge of the information base,
as vell as of the client's problem, will make it possible for him to
help the c'lient in deciding which steps to take next, what options are
available, what further provisions are required, etc.

There are two primary functions of reading the material aside
from simply gaining knowledge of what it is about. The field agent may

do additional screening of the material beyond what was accomplished by

1:8
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the retrieval staff. Since the retrieval staffs varied in size, and
therefore in the ability thoroughly to screen all material, the need
for this type of activity varied from state to state. Typically, how-
ever, the field agents reported that they screened the information for
relevance and feasibility. As one field agent noted,

.« + . if we're working with an entirely white school population,

and if we receive maybe four, five abstracts concerning Negro

schools, unless I can see that the program being used there

could be incorporated [in our situation] I may note on there, 'I

question the value of this,' or 'this has no value whatsoever.'
Another field agent, however, noted that he did not edit unless the
package of material returned was exceptionally large.

The other function performed by reading retrieved material was

to direct the client's attention to points which the field agent felt vere

particularly important or tellingf Most of the field agents used a pen
or marker as they read and made notes in the margins or underlined sec-
tions or lines.

In State A, where the clients received lists of titles of jour-
nal articles as well as abstracts, a field agent noted that she read all
articles requested by a client before delivering them:

I read it every single time. . . . What I do is read every one of
the abstracts; and then we prepare a format for them, listing the
articles that we think are particularly relevant and that they
might want to look at . . . after the information comes back to
me from them saying that they want to see so many journal arti-
cles and so many abstracts, then I never take that . . . back to
them without reading it. That's a never.

It should be recognized that the field agent (or retrieval staff)

has a great deal of control over what the client actually notes. Unless

the client is especially devoted and exceptionally skilled at reading

19




research materials, his eye is likely to drift to tlie items or articles
marked by the field agent or retrieval staff. While this outcome is
probably an advantage--and a nunber of clients remarked that the field
agent's comments were very helpful--there is some danger in having a per-
son who is not an expert in the topic screén and edit material for another
person who is also inexpert. One field agent who was aware of this

problem pointed out that the danger is greater when the primary source of

material is abstracts rather than hard copy:

Those abstracts are sometimes pretty hard to read » sometimes
the client will ask me 'what does this one mean?' and I will have
to answer that he got just as much out of it as I did. They

really just don't give you enough information in them to be able

to judge.

A field agent in another state who was _éflso sensitive to this problem

noted:

Once in a vhile, when I take the complete' Journal article back
to them, I will say that 'this looks particulerly interesting.'
. But I don't want to lead that client in the direction that

I think is right, so I don't hide complete journal articles. I
hide only abstracts or the [journal titles] that I think wouldn't
help. But they usually see that themselves without any influence

from me.

The main drawback to fully perusing all material is the amount of

time required. Especially for those agents who cover a large area, or

who have a large audience of potential clients, it becomes difficult to
go over all of the requests with care. Since the field agents did not
maintain the same case load in every month, the amount of reading material

sometimes became unbearable. One of the agents noted this problem early

in the project, saying:

I generally try to make time [to read] I would say ninety .per
cent of the cases. . . . Now I don't know that I'll always be

10
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able to maintain that. I think the time will come when that per-
centage will drop lower and lower. . . .

» Another field agent noted that he solved the overload problem by ignoring
| abstracts on any topies with which he was unfamiliar. Thus the

; field agent is drawn involuntarily into a conflict ‘between selectivity
and quantity in helping clients. If he insists on reading all the
material, he will have difficulty handling case loads which increase
every month; if he does not read the material, he may be less well
equipped to assist the clients.

It should be noted, finally, that a complete lack of screening
may produce situations which damage the reputation of the project, par-
ticularly when it is jt;st getting off the ground. A certain percentage
of searches inevitably produce material which is not relevant to the
question asked by the client.l If such material is simply delivered
without explanation, the client's faitﬁ in the service is likely to be
subverted.2 Others who receive valuable information may be disconcerted
by the apparent bulk or lack of organization in the material, and especi-
ally when there are a number of abstracts. Once,when a field agent de-
livered materials to a client without sorting it into areas of separate

requests, the client was left confused. ". . . This sorting would have

been very helpful to me," said the client. 'It would be helpful to have

lA questionnaire sent to users of the service revealed that 12
percent of the clients in State A, 19 percent in State B and 20 percent
in State C felt that at least some of the material that they received was
not relevant to their problem. This is, of course, after screening.

- 2This is probably less likely to occur in states. vhere the
4 retrieval staff screens intensively, but cannot be completely avoided.
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the field agent screen information when the request is very specific, but
l I don't know if [the field agent] has the expertise to do this. . . ."
Other clients commented as follows:

Of fifty-four original abstracts received, only five were applica-
ble to my study--a waste of %time sorting through all these ab-
stracts. . . . I realize the gigantic problem involved here, but
with the present system the frustration of reading and sorting so
many abstracts that have nothing to do with a person's study is
quite irritating.

‘The material was too burdensome to get through. . . . When a
teacher needs assistance, they need iti[in a] concise form and
fast . . . too much junk was involved.

Thus, even in cases where the field agent does not have the time

to read thoroughly all of the retrieved output, it is probably a good
idea for him to glance over it briefly as a safeguard against the reac-

tions cited above.

1 . . .
Comments were obtained from questionnaire.

.‘::' r'(‘.l
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CHAPTER &4

THE OUTPUT INTERACTION PHASE--

DELIVERING AND ASSISTING

As the agent moves into the output interaction phase with clients
he is presented with the opportunity, and frequently with the necessity,
of shifting from the roles of messenger and vetrieval specialist to

those of interpreter and change agent. The groundwork for this shift

might have been laid during the input interaction phase, depending upon

the uhderstandings that were reached between the c¢lient and agent about

the latter's future role. Quite often, however, it is impossible to

anticipate the degree and type of involvement required of the agent ' %
before examining the information délivered to him by the retrieval staff.
As the agent begins to explore alternative solutions with the client
based on the information at hand, new considerations are brought to the
fore, Such questions as the following almost inevitably arise: who
should be'involved in decisions, how should authorization be obtained,
what organizational or social constraints need to be taken into account, :

what resources are available or need to be mobilized, and so ond

lFor a set of brieff useful guidelines to the practical decisions
that have to be made when considering the installation of a new practice,
see Innovations Evaluation Guide, 'The Center for Vocational and Technical
Education, The Ohio State University, 1972. The research on which the H
gulde was based was conducted by William L. Hull and Randall L. Vells. ;
An early version of the guidelines was submitted to the Pilot States for j
commentary and assistance in their further development. j
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Answers to these questions will often influence the style and depth of

follow-up activities. In short, with the delivery of information a new
social situation emerges, and therefore a new mode of interaction with

clients must be sought--providing that the agent wishgs to go beyond his
former responsibilities as messenger and retriever. It.is at this point

that the value of the agent's repertoire of skills begins to pay off.

- .- -

Shifting from one baéis of interactions to another, however, is
beset with difficultieé. First, there is the seemingly trivial question
of whether the agent.should deliver the information in person. As.we
shall see, this is ;n extremely important matter. The way in which
delivery is handled may affect the whole future history of the agent-
client relationship. Several solutions were tried under different cir-
cumstances, and these are described.in the present chapter.

There is also the critical éueétion of the extent to which the

¥ agent should intrude himself into the client's deliberations or situa—

tion. There are many pressures acting on the agent to push him in the
direction of either under-involvement or over-involvement. Unless he
remains alert to these pressures, he runs the risk of behaving in an
erratic,'opportuniétic fashion which will defeat the purposes of the

~program. Thus, decisions about how deeply to become involved and when
to withdraw have to be made quite carefully on the basis of certain
considerations spelled out in the present chapter.

Every decision to participate with a client in bringing about
change must be weighed against the loss of time spent with other clients,

g“ real or potential. Given the omnipresent problem of overload, when
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becoming heavily engaged with a particular project the agent must
constantly bear in mind his duties to other school personnel. This
brings us to a discussion of the dilemma of quality vs. quantity of
serVice, and one of the most interesting findings presented in this
chapter concerns this problem. Based on the responses of clients to our
questionnaire, wve are able to demonstrate that under conditions of heavy
case loads, output interaction is more likely to suffer than input
interaction. In particular, it is ‘the "implementation" activities of
the agent which tend to be Jjettisoned when case loads become burdensome.
We therefore discuss several methods warked out by the agents to deal
with problems of overload.

While the chapter focusses on problems encountered in the output
interaction phase, a final summary section is devoted to solutions, again
drawing on the efforts of the agents in the Pilot State Program.to cope
with their difficulties in an effective manner. One of these solutions--
delegation of certain responsibilities to school personnel as a means of
reducing overload--has radical implications for an extension service and

should be pursued with utmost caution. What needs to be kept uppermost

in mind is that the field agent's revertoire of roles must be safeguarded

against tendencies towards delegation and specialization. To our mind,

the extension agents in the pilot project were successful precisely
because they were able and willing to shift from one role to another as
circumstances dictated. ‘

As we phrased it in our introduction, it was the informatior role

that legitimated their presence and activities, but it was the change

1:9
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agent role that got things accomplished. Without the former role, the
latter is unlikely to be performed, for the role of information speci-
alist not only helps the agent to gain credibility with clients, but per-

mits him to do so without posing as an expert. The common resentment

and skepticism toward outside experts, and especially toward state edu-
cation personnel, is neatly circumvented by this arrangement. In effect,

substantive expertise is separated from the person, thereby eliminating

(1) the agent's identification with poor information, and (2) any status
differential between agent‘and client which might threaten their rela-
tionship. The agent, then, is able and often encouraged to participate
in the planning and impiementation of change on a basis of collegiality
and trust.

. It might be helpful if the reader loocked at certain of the case
studies in Volume I1I to supplement his reading of the present chapter.
Many of our conclusions are drawn from these in-depth case studies, which
are referred to throughout; and although we have sought to reflect the
concrete circumstances of the case studies when using £hem for illus-
trative purposes, it is inevitable that some facts are omitted. In par-
ticular, the full sequence of events is impossible to convey in a chapter
which is analytical rather than descriptive. For this reason, it would
be advisable to read the case studies of the field agents before pro-
ceeding to the subsequent sections of Volume I. (Part III.) on the

process of information retrieval.




R 2

l
f

piid

123

Deciding About Initial Follow-Up

At the outset there was some dissensus among project stahff over
the best way to deliver material to clients. Some agents felt that it
was advisable to deliver the material personally and also to discuss
it, at least briefly, at the same time. Others agreed with the impor-
tance of personal delivery, but felt that an appointment should be made
to talk about the contents at a later date, thereby giving the client
some time to look over the materials. Still others felt that it was not
essential to deliver the material in person, although they agreed that
in general an appointment chould be set up for future discussions. Here
are some comments of the field agents bearing on these different view-
points:

I favor returning it personally. I have, on occasion, when there
has been a rush situation for the information, returned it by
mail . . . on most that I have sent out by mail, I have always
tried to be out in the distriet within the following two weeks
and check in [with the client] .

I return the material personally . . . mainly because you have an
opportunity to communicate with the individual. The client has
to establish some trust in you . . . before he will use your
product or believe in it . . . then the product itself will take
on a different meaning and it is easier to fit a request to the
client's needs.

It depends upon the material. Sometimes material which I have
returned [personally] I could have Jjust as easily have mailed,
but generally I have had some reason to be in the area. And
again, I think that this is important: you can see the client,
fine, and if you can't, in some cases it doesn't make any differ-
ence . . . I had a request recently for [a catalogue of articles
in vocational education] . . . I just sent him the catalogue.
It was very clear that he d.dn't need my thinking that over. It
would have been stupid for me to make a trip . . . to talk that
- over [since it was an area that I knew nothing about]. R T




Clients themselves also varied in their expectations. A number

of clients mentioned that discussing the material with the agent at the

time it was delivered serve to motivate them to read and consider the

material sooner:

I like to have things returned personally. If I have a stack of

papers to correct and I get [information] in the mail, it would

get pushed aside .

I have too much paper work. If [the material] were by mail, I

would be prone to let it slide. You need the personal contact.

I become enthusiastic as I talk [to the field agent] . . . it's

mainly psychological.
Another factor mentioned by some clients is the timesaving aspect of dis-
cussing the material with the field agent. A busy principal reported
that he was extremely impressed with thAe fact that the field agent was
well prepared to discuss the materials with him, and that he appreciated
this because it saved him the time of going through all of the materials
in detail. A teacher reported that "it shortened the tin;e for mulling
over to have [him] there"; and a Superintendent remarked that he was
happy that the agent had taken the time to synthesize some of the material
and to go over it with him, since this allowed him to go té a Superin-
tendents' meeting that same day and make a brief report on the ideas.

In the early stages of program development, and for first users
of the ﬁrogram in particular, personal delivery (or an early scheduled
return visit) is important to explain how to use unfamiliar regearch
materials, and to describe the follow-up services available through the

program. A number of first users who did not. receive this kind of per-~

sonal explanation reported some confusion and dismay. A teacher who
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received a CAT package in response to her request for materials for use
with an exceptionally bright kindergarten student stated that she had
absolutely no idea of how to use the material provided to her. Another
client indicated that he had found the abstracts interesting, but wanted
to read the articles in their entirety and did not know where to find
them. No one had yet explained to him the possibility of ordering
microfiche of the entire documents. In another case, a client commented:

I was a little surprised that I got one packet of material and

that was it . . . it would have been better if I had been told

what to do next . . . from the outset I would have understood

more usbout it if I could have seen samples of the material [de-

scribed in the packet]. =

Another client, who received material that was inappropriate to
his problem, remarked:

I felt that . . . maybe that [was] as far as the program was
supposed to go. I didn't see the point in pursuing it further.
However, this lack of information on my part on the full extent
- of the program may have caused this . . . I didn't know it could
be pursued any further.

As the program developed, and the field agents became more in-
volved in dissemination and utilization, it became increasingly difficult
for them to deliver all materials in person. This problem was especi-
ally burdensome for those agents who covered large territories. As a
result, a number of agents reported that when the client was in a rush
and needed the material immediately, they would send it out by mail,
sometimes without even reading it. One field agent who delivered every-
thing personally during his first year noted that this procedure will

become less necessary as people become more familiar with the program.

Later, this agent began to make exceptions to his policy of personal

1-8
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delivery when he felt that the client was sophisticated in the area of

the request and in using research.

Another field agent reported that he had begun to send out
material by mail when he felt that there was little he could do to
clarify or expand on the ideas presented therein. Our observer
described his procedure as follows:

If his only input in returning material is to guide the client
through the format of the abstracts and show him how microfiche
is used, and if there is someone in the building who has had
this experience, and if he is pressed for time, he is likely to
mail it out with a personalized memo instructing the client to
seek aid from this experienced person and to call him if any
additional help is needed.

This particular field agent noted that initial output interaction with

a first-time user was not usually substantive, but dealt primarily with

the technical aspects of deciphering ERIC numbers and other practical
aspects of the information. Therefore, delegation of this responsibility
to an enthusiastic user within the building will provide substantially
the same service.l

It should be observed that not all clients felt that personal
delivery was important. One client, who had had considerable contact
with the field agent, was asked whether it would have made any difference
to him if the material had been q§liv6red by mail, and he responded in
the negative. Another u%ef/gg;;;nted that it would be nice if the field
agent coulq/pr ide initial interpretive comments about the material,

P
but he doubted that this was possible in the case of requests like his

) lThe above discussion touches on one of the major issues in the
g@ field agent role, namely, overload. The general problem of overload in
- the output phase, and field agent solutions to the problem, will be dis-

cussed in detail later in this chapter.
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own, vhich were on a relatively specialized topic.

Thus, there is no ready-made solution to the question of whether
the field agent should strive toward personal interaction in the initial
delivery of materials. Some clients were deeply appreciative of the
"personal” touch in this area, while others found it unnecessary.l Thus ,
one aspect of learning the field agent role is to become familiar with
the characteristics of clients and of requests which are most likely to
call for personal interaction. This learning process may become an
important time-saver for the field agent, since there is 1little point in
driving many miles for the sole purpose of personal delivery to a client
who wishes to spend onl'y a few minutes with the agent.

Our qualitative observations and case studiés indicate some
factors which should be consxidered by the field agent in resolving this
question:

1) 1In the course of defining the problem with the client, the

agent may probe about the client's desire to have the material delivered
personally. While direct questioning may not be sufficient to assess
this completely, some clients have feelings or assumptions about the
issue which could be teased out. WNaturally, it is also important to
clarify with the client the possibility of his initiating follow-—up
assistance even in cases where he does not desire personal delivery of

materials.

1A large number of clients who answered the user questionnaire
volunteered the information that it had not been necessary for their
purposes to have any detailed follow-up interaction with ‘the field

agent.
131




128

R/ 2

D
iy
¥

2) The nature of the client's reouest may affect the need for

personal interaction. Two factors which might help to define the nature
of the request are a) specificity of the request and b) scope of the
need or problem.

a) Specificity of the request. Requesters may have a

variety of purposes in making requests, including a desire to update per-
sonal information on a topic with which he is already familiar, to
elaborate on specific solutions to a well-defined problem, or to search
for a variety of possible solutions to a felt need. In general, it is
reasonable to expect that the client who knows exactly what type of
material he needs willibe less likely to require the interpretive services
of the field agent than those who are unsure of the desired outcomes,

b) Scope of need or problem. The scope of the request may

range from relatively small (e.g., teaching techniques to be used with

individual children) to massive (e.g., plans to reorganize pupil testing
and evaluation throughout a district). While we would in no way claim
that requests of small scope are less important than those of larger
scope, these requests may involve fewer problems in decision-meking and
implementation, and thus require less technical assistance or consultative
help at a later stage. On the other hand, the "personal touch" in de-
livering materials may be more necessary with classroom teachers who are
unaccustomed to dealing with technical information, while disdrict level
staff may be better able to handle the materials alone.

3) Characteristics of the client and his organization may have

considerable impact on the need for intensive output interaction. Client

l‘) m
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characteristics which would be salient here are: expertise in the area
of the request, general motivation to innovate as indicated by past
innovativeness or present enthusiasm, "power" in the system or ability
to‘make the changes which are felt to be needed, and general profes-—

sionalism. Likewise, school or district characteristics which might

- signify lesser need for follow-up activities would include past innova-

tiveness and general support of experimentation, the relative formality
or informality of the system and strength of administrative support.

4) Characteristics of the material. Some of the material

available through the retrieval center was relatively easy to read and
use (PREP kits, full arficles, etc.), vhile other material.teﬁded to be
more difficult, particularly for the requester who was not familiar with
research abstracts. Where material appears to be readable and clear,
the field agent's input may be less important.

5) Field agent familiarity with the topic. When requests are

made on topics with which the field agent has absolutely no. familiarity,
it might be wise not to devote the effort required to familiarize him-
self with the area. If, for example, a request is made on small group

counseling techniques, and the agent has no knowledge about developments

ﬁn counseling, it is unlikely that he will be able to add insights

which will be of great benefit to the requester. This factor should
probably be taken into consideration only under conditions of severe
overload, however, since reading and helping with materials in areas
vhere he lacké knowledge is one of the ways in which the agent himself

can keep up~to-date with new educational developments and concemns.
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Appendix G , "Developing a Strategy Baseda on Particular Clients
| ' and Their Setting," should give the future field agents some useful
hints on how to determine which clients or schools will require more

; time in follow—u.p.l The following table illustrates a few additional
possibilities of using easily available information to make such a

logical determination.

A SAMPLE CHECKLIST FOR DETERMINING
THE NEED FOR PERSONAL FOLLOW-UP

High Medium Low

School Characteristics:

Innovativeness
Participatory administration
Likelihood of administrative

support .

Client Characteristics:

No desire for output interaction

Innovativeness

Professional orientation

Relative power or leadership in
the system

Expertise in the topic

1]
1]
1]

Characteristics of the Request:

Scope of the request
Specificity of the request

Characteristics of the Material:

Readability, comprehensibility

Field Agent's Lack of Familiarity
with Topic

lThe strategy dimensions in Appendix ¢ also refer to input
interaction and type of material to be retrieved. Here we are chiefly
q"f concerned only with output interaction. '

i34 - 'x
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The field agent can mentally run through a list of this kind and
meke checks along the high-low continua. A large proportion of checks
toward the high end of the scale should indiéate that it is unnecessary
and perhaps undesirable for the field agent to become heavily involved
in output interaction./.,Many checks toward the low end of the scale would
indicate that the field agent should definitely begin to involve himgelf
as soon as the material is delivered.

It should be emphasized that deciding against intensive immediate
follow-up does not eliminate the need for at least some interaction with
clients at a later time. At the very least, it is important to keep track

of clients in order to stay"up‘-toh-date on what is happening as a result

of the program. In other cases, the field agent may find that an initi-

ally non-problematic request has been expanded or changed its direction,

and therefore that he should reevaluate the need for assistar_lc':e. Con-

tiﬁuous follow-up also allows the agent to assess his own performance,

~ and to feed back information about the usefulness and validity of wvarious
types of retrieved material to the central staff. Without any follow-up
whatsoever, the role of the field agent becomes limited to that of a
mere courier. (Many examples of the value of follow-up are provided
in our case studies, Vol. II.)

While the project staffs, the training team, the U.S5.0.E. and
the evaluation team were all aware of the importance of follow-up, the
development of adequate and efficient follow-up procedures had its
difficulties. 1In %;he first section of the following discussion we will

i» outline some of the problems which emerged during the first year and a
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half of program operation, and will then proceed to detail the solutions
which vere developed by the field agents in order to deal with these

problems.

Problems in Follow-Up

Under-Involvement and Over-Involvement

If there was some initial confusion among the field agents as to

the best strategies for gaining access and acceptance in client systems,

uncertainty about involvement in follow-up or implementation activities
was even greater. While all three of the directors felt that the field
agent role should focus'on getting requests gand delivering material,
there vas considerable disagreement about the degree to vhich the agents
should be involved in the client's utilization of materials. As noted

in Chapter 1, "Goals," all three directors felt that the field agent

should actively help the client to interpret materials received from the
retrieval center and to implement new practices or programs. But in
response to another item, two of the directors noted that they wanted the
agents to encourage schools to adopt new practices "without becoming
actively involved in implementation." Also, two directors (not the same
pair) espoused the idea that the field agent should help to facilitate
field trials of innovations, while the third stated that this was of
lowest priority. B

The agents too were initially unclear about this aspect of their

role, One of the seven agents marked on the Goals Checklist that becoming

involved in implementation was top priority, while another felt that it

1756




was not part of his role at all. The latter agent felt that he should

help clients only after they had made the decision to innovate and then
refer them to appropriate experts. Other responses to goals concerning
output activity indicated‘that.the field agents had only a vague image
of what was .expected of them in this domain.

The field agents were well aware that output involvement was a
provocative issue in the program, since there was considerable debate
about it at the first training session. One of the project directors
objected strenuously to the use of the term "change agent" because he
felt it denoted too much directiveness on the part of the field agent in
making clients utilize vmaterial. Another project director felt that the
field agents should definitely behave as change agents, but placed
greater emphasis on diagnosis than on implementation and assumed that
responsibilities in the latter area would be delegated to technical
assistance teams from the State Department of Education.

The training session did little to clarify the issues involved
in output interaction, as it focussed on the more immediate problems of
gaining access to schools and negotiating requests. When the matter was
discussed it was clear that the training team felt that the agent should
be involved in follow-up activities in only a limited way, sincc they
were not "experts" in substantive education fields and therefore could
not provide the needed assistance in decision-making and implementation.
They recommended strongly that the retrieval staff accumulate a file of
consultants who would be willing to take charge of complicated implemen-

tation efforts.
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g




134

In view of all these signals, it is not surprising that the
field agents felt more uncertain about this facet of their role than any
other, Given little guidance from the initial training, and conflicting
or confusing directives from the project directors, each agent vas

.obliged to develop his own style of output interaction. Since the
problems associated with output interaction were even more complex than
those involved in gaining access, the agents themselves became increas—
ingly concerned about their performance in this area, This can be

clearly seen in a checklist of training needs administered about a year

after the beginning of the program (see Appendix H for training needs) .
Six items out of eighteen which were relevant to the field agent's role
were marked as of "utmost concern" by at least five of the seven agents.
Of these six items, five related to output interaction:
Helping clients to understand or interpret information.
Helping clients to translate research into action alternatives. :
Helping clients to select appropriate solutions. E )
Motivating clients to utilize information or to try out new
practices,
Helping clients to install innovations, helping in implemen-
tation.
Given this distribution of responses, we may conclude that the agents

felt that to some extent they had mastered the issues of input inter-

action, but were still very uncertain about output in’ceraction.l

lAs we shall see in Chapter 5, the clients in States A and B who
received assistance with implementation tended to feel that the agents
had done a good job. However, help with implementation was not as com—
mon as other field agent activities. 1In States A and B, only a half to
two-thirds of the clients reported any assistance in implementation on
the part of the agents, In State C, help with implementation was much
more frequent, but also much less appreciated than in States A and B.
Presumably in the latter State the agent's help was either more super-
ficial or the clients were more impervious to change efforts.
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This uncertainty was reflected in the behavior of the agents
during the first months of the program. In some cases, there were even
tendencies to reverse their assessment of the importance of follow-up
involvement. A field agent with a strong background in educational
administration (B-2) initially indicated that he hoped to become inten-
sively involved with selected projects. He was interested in the problem
of civil 1liberties in high schools, and actively encouraged several
Superintendents to work with him on developing guidelines in this area.

His personal knowledge of the issue led him to behave as a consultant

vis-a-vis the Superintendents. In another instance, he picked up on a

Superintendent's desire to inprove the vocational program in the high
schools and helped to make arrangements for the development of an inter-
district, cooperative, work-study program. He was discouraged from
these efforts by the cooment of a training team nember during a site
visit to the effect that he was tai{ing t'o‘:o much initiative on the work
experience project, and also by his imp‘re'ssion that the program would be
evaluated largely by the numbers of requests generaﬂ;ed.l Since that
point, which was a fev months aft_g:-r. the beginning of the program, he was

not much involved in decision-making or implementation activities of

lThis impression was gained from a paper written by the team
which raised the issue of quality wversus quantity. While the evaluation
team did not favor quantity over quality, it found that it was difficult
to eradicate the impression that it had created by collecting informa-
tion on the number of requests vhich had been generated in the first
three months of the program. Since this particular field agent was
originally behind the others in number of requests, his resentment over
our revealing these comparative statistics may have caused him to
emphasize quantity thereafter. Eventually he had a higher caseload than
any other agent.
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of clients. In contrast, another field agent, who initially felt that
he did not possess the expertise to be involved- in output activities,
became highly involved as he gained confidence and acceptance in the
target area.

A major factor affecting field agent involvement was the diffi-
culty of developing a systematic backup of readily available consultants.
While the training team, and also the state project directors, empha-
sized the importance of turning clients over to state department consul-
tants in the implementation and decision-meking phases, it is clearly
impossible to send out a consultant to work on every request. Further-
more, it took some time for the projects to develop adequate linkages
with specialists in the SEAs so that technical assistance or consultant
help could be proffered. Without this automatic backup, it was natural
that some of the clients should turn towarci the field agent, not neces-
sarily as a substantive expert, but as someone who had the time to help
them work through their problems and the alternatives offered by re-
trieved materials.

While the field agents continuously improved their ability to

handle all aspects of their role, under-involvement in output interaction

continued to be a problem for many of them during the first year and a

half of the program. There are a number of apparent reasouns for this.
Several of the field agents felt that the initiative for follow-

up activity, other than merely delivering material to clients, should be

left to the clients themselves. The reason for this ceemed to be a fear

of imposing themselves or of appearing to be directive and thereby
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producing antagonism,
« + o You can become so directive people will get tired of see-

ing you. You lose your usefulness for a particular situation,

So, you don't become a nuisance for something that's good. You

provide a client with what he wants to satisfy his needs; you

don't become a harassing figure to a person.
This uncertainty about how clients will perceive follow-up visits does
not seem to stem from lack of expertise in the consulting role, since
two of the agents who voiced this reluctance were previously consultants
in their own specialties before assuming the field agent job. One of
the agents in this situation seemed to have wanted to be more active in
his constituent district, but felt that his role was still not well

enough established to allow him to take a great deal of initiative.

Another factor wvas psychological insecurity owing to the mar-

ginality of the field agent role or the agent's doubts about his

competence to engage in more intensive follow—up efforts, even when there
was little evidence to suggest that his effort.s in this direction would ‘
be rebuffed. One of our observers, for example, felt that an agent was
extremely slow to develop past the point of merely generating requests
and delivering information simply because of felt insecurity.

Leaving the initiative to the client may not be unwise in many
circumstances, as mentioned earlier. However, clients may wish to
receive more guidance but be reluctant to call on the field agent because
they perceive him as being a very 'busy person. On one occasion a client
who had received no follow-up after the initial visit felt that the field

agent was sufficiently experienced to provide consultative help but could

not possibly handle that type of interaction in addition to his other work. : |
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Thus, the field agent must be careful to make cleér that he is willing
and available for future discussions. Several instances were reported
wherein a client expected the field agent to make further call-backs,
while the agent expected the client to call him. (See in particular the
case studies of Field Agent B-2 in Volume II.) This type of misunder-
standing clearly leads to an impasse.

Leaving the initiative to the client also eliminates the agent's

role in stimulating a passive user (one who is not a self-starter or an

innovator) to considzr the possibilities for implementation inherent in
the material. As was noted above, many of the clients felt that one of
the best features of the agent role was that it "gets people turned on"

and motivates them to move more quickly. While it is clear that the

agent who pushes the client too fast will have 1little success, there do
not appear to have been many instances vwherein clients felt that the
agent was pushing them harder than they wanted to go.l Thus, while there
is some reason to bg cautious , particularly where the field agent is
relatively marginal or not yet accepted by school personnel, reliance on
client initiative is not a uniformly suitable tactic.

Another reason for poor follow-up may result from general over-

load. In one case, a field agent anticipated that his Jjob would be
cyclical. He saw himself making a round of visits to administrators,

getting requests, and then later making a second round of follow-up

visits to all of them. The agent did not anticipate the rapid increase

. 1 . X C
i‘h For a discussion of one case in which there was some resent-
2 ment, see the following section on gver-involvement. ;
]
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in the number of unsolicited requests, and subsequently found that he
had little time for an intensive follow-up period. This agent lost track
of some of his clients to the degree that he did not even know whether
they had made any use of the material. At one point, he was very sur-—
prised to learn that a junior high school had implemented a learning
resource center as a result of material that he had delivered six months
earlier.

Other instances of poor follow-up occurred because of a lack of

material directly relevant to the client's problem.l In one instance,

for example, a field agent noted:

I haven't heard anything [about the results] of that request
either, and I haven't contacted him since it went out . . . I
know what he wanted, and vhat he didn't want was what he got.
What he wanted was a packaged plan of what to do . . . and there
isn't one.

Another factor which helps to account for inadequate involvement

in the follow-up phase is a lack of understanding of the overall goals of

the program. ' Several of the agents initially felt that the main purpose
of the program was to disseminate rather than implement information. The
emphasis Placed by one of the states on the importance of diagnosing
"real" problems, while designed to guard against ad hoc changes or
"change for the sake of change," also may have initially diverted the
agents from thinking through their responsibilities in terms of M_t_

as vell as input.

lIt should be noted that one of the most important functions of
the agent in some cases was to compensate for poor materials. See the
case study of A-1 for an example of how one agent made use of other
resources when the retrieval center was unable to provide the needed
information.
443
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While the above problems all play a part in the output phase,

o ey o,

probably the most important factor is the sheer complexity of dealing

with implementation in the schools. While a request may comé from an

individual, in most cases implementation within the organizational con-
text of a school will require dealing with a group. The field agents,

in order to provide significant input into the decision-making or imple-
mentation process, must have an intimate knowledge of the school, its

personnel, possible negative reactions to the irﬁplementation,_ possible )
reactions to his own involvement in decision-making and implementation,
feasibility, external support, etc. Since the agents have received only
a little training in interpersonal process and organizational change, it
is not surprising that they did not always feel that thej could provide

the resources needed to catalyze a situation where enthusiasm and com-

mitment were not overtly present within the client group.

The opposite problem in defining the field agent role is over-
involvement. While most of the agents tried to avoid devoting themselves
to only a few clients or problems, the motivations for beéoming over-
involved in certain cases were very strong.

Several agents noted that there was a great deal of frustration

connected with perceiving oneself as a' change agent, on the one hand,

and having to wait for a client's slow or overly cautious response to
new data or ideas, on the other. One agent compared it to switching on
a light, expecting it to come on, and being disappointed when it does not.

Another agent complained that the necessity of disengaging himself before
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a project became fully operational violated his. self-image:

It's not a particularly rewarding job for me. . . . As far as
innovation goes, I'd much rather be out in a school district
. . . actually putting [innovations] into effect. . . . [This

job] makes too low a demand on ny expertise. . ., .
A third agent indicated on several occasions that he had a deep personal
need to feel that he was "ieaving something" in his district.
A second motivation for selective over-involvement is the desire

on the part of an agent to receive recognition of the service for having

instituted important and successful projects. This motivation was par-
ticularly strong in the beginning of the program., when it was felt that
having visible impact was necessary to help institutionalize the service,
In aadition to a desire to justify the service, some agents felt a per-
sonal need for recognition of their own contribution. One agent, for
example, noted that he was very sorry that he had not maintained more
intensive follow-up on a project which he had helped to design because
"nobody remembers now that I started it."

Finally, it should be noted that a number of clients urged the
agents to become more involved than they initially intendéd, either
because they saw the agent as an extension of their own staff resources
or because they were overextended time-wise on other projects.., (These
points are demonstrated in several of our case studies.)

Despite the strong motivations toward selective over-involvement,
the agents continued to remain aware of the problem. An’'examination of

several instances of over-involvement from the early stages of the pro-

gram will indicate the kinds of problems +that can arise from over-

involvement, problems which motivated the agents to become more »;':

et A
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self-conscious about their degree of involvement.

In one case, a field agent entered the project with a specific
area of interest which he hoped to explore with Superintendents in his
target area. During initial discussions with the Superintendents, he
introduced the possibility of working on this problem; but only one dis-
trict was interested in pursuing the matter further, and even in this
case the problem was apparently of relatively low priority. The agent,
however, §ontinﬁed to be involved to the point where he began writing a
policy for the distriet without strong collaboration'from the administra-
tor involved. VWhen the observer asked him vhy he was writing the policy
himself, he responded that it was because he wanted to. While there
does not appear to have been any resentment on the part of the Superin-
tendent at the agent's involvement (possibly because the two were good
friends), it seems clear that if the agent really wished to gain some
commitment to the effort from the district personnel, he should have
arranged for more joint preparation of the policy wunder consideration.

As mentioned in Chapter 2, one agent was very active in initiat-
ing the idea of doing ''needs assessments" in all of the districts in his
target area. It was clear from the conversations of administrators in
planning meetings for the needs assessment that a number of them were
uncertain about conducting this type of evaluation in their district,
and that they were a little fearful that too many negative comments
would‘be generated by the procedure. Despite the fact that the agent
was well aware of the anxiety of the administrators, he did little to

involve them either in the construction of instruments or procedures to




be used in the necvds assessment, and he conducted the assessments him-

self with the aid of state department consultants. Because the adminis-
trators vere not completely committed to the project, and also because
they indicated that they felt that there had been too much influence from
the agent, few of the districts really used the material which emerged
from the assessment. A Superintendent commenting on the impact of the
needs assessment stated:

Tt has not made much change in [our] county. Some people feel

that [the agent] influenced the answers on the needs assessment.

The opinions were not high on the needs assessment, and didn't

have too much meaning. We didn't even finish it out in [one

town] because of negative feedback. It was too highly struc-

tured. People didn't get a chance to say what they really

thought. The teachers thought it was routine.

This comment indicates the extent of resentment in at least one of the

districts which had agreed to cooperate with the assessment. While it is

possible that these educators would not have been enthusiastic no matter
what the agent did, the above comment indicates that it would have been
ﬁlore successful if local personnel had been permitted to develop a less
structured type of instrument.

In yet another case, the agent became very involved in the pro-
duction of a televised in-service prograxﬁ on teaching techniques in
elemtnary school vhich was to be shown to all of the teachers in his
target area. His commitment was stimulated, in part, by the project
diré'ctor's commitment to experimental use of the internal educational

television system present in the target area. The agent, however, became

considerably more involved than the project director had anticipated,

serving as the narrator of the television production and conducting a

{
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full-scale evaluation in conjunction with the media specialist in the
intermediate organization. While the agent Jjustified his nearly full-
time involvement over a period of almost three weeks on the basis of the
publicity which it gave to the pilot project, and also the fact that the
media specialist needed him, the task occupied much of his time during
a period when other field agents were busy making personal contacts with
potential clients of the service.
The above cases illustrate several important consequences of

over-involvement. The first is monopolization of the agent's time over

a relatively long period, ranging from several weeks to months. While in
some cases this is prob'ably ,justifigble, the benefits of intensive agent
involvement must be constantly weighed against the fact that the agent is
then prevented from spending time with other clients. This problem is
particularly crucial when the agent does not withdraw even after the
client has the resources and motivation to continue the implementation
himself. As one Superintendent, who worked very closely with an agent,
nofed:
Once [the agent] does her job of generating information on a
" problem, inspiring people, being creative and helpful, she must
be pulled out of the project. Once it is set up, if she becomes
too involved in its administration, she won't have the time to do
her job anymore. . . . Once projects are set up, other people
must be put in charge of them, no matter how enthusiastic she
. becomes. . . . I almost fell into this trap at the beginning, and

I think she did too, . . .

The second problem which is illustrated by the first case is that

]It should be noted that our observer felt that in the long run
the agent's involvement in this program did not detract from the develop-
ment of the project within the target area.
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over-involvement may undermine the initiative and commitment of the

client. If too many decisions are made by the agent, and if the agent
takes too much responsibility for implementation without engaging the
client, the latter may come to feel that the project is being imposed
upon him. Small group research on the process of implehenting change
indicates that individuals who are not involved in making a decision are
much less likely to change their behavior,l and agents should take this
into consideratibn even when they are'placed in a consultative role
vis—-a~vis a client.

A third problem which has emerged on several occasions during
the program is the field agent's involvement with relatively low-impact
programs. While it is n?t necessary to limit the agent's role to
working on large-scale change effoftn, it is‘reasonabié to expect that
the agent wﬁll choose to be involved in projects which seem to have
either important educational merit or some reasonable potential for
ultimate impact on the target educational system. This involvement
problem seems to have arisen largely from the desire to produce visible
results in the program.2 Thus, one agent spent a great deal of time

working on a project to determine whether inter-school wrestling should

1 . . . . .
Lewin, Kurt, "Group Decisions and Social Change," in Swanson,

G. B., et al., Readings in Social Psychology, New York: Henry Holt and
Company, 1952.

2This procedure is especially unfortunate when such low-impact
projects are used for publicity purposes for it might deflect the atten-
tion of potential clients from more important services which can be
provided.
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be part of the elementary P. E. curriculum.l Another became involved in
the writing of nature walks for an elementary school teaéher, and even
| volunteered to takl one of her classes out on the walks. In yet another
case an agent listed as one of her early achievements a request which
resulted in placing radios on school buses to improve student discipline.
While these activities are not educationally irrelevant (and judgements
about the educational merit of a project are necessarily somewhat sub-
jective), they do not seem to represent the best possible allocation of
an agent's time, particularly given the normal constraints of overload.
The problem cited above seems almost inevitable in view of the
fact that the field-agents were not fﬁrnished guidelines on how to
develop priorities in the area of follow-up. In the absence of such
guidelines, one of the most logicai ways of judging where follow-up is

important is by assessing client enthusiasm «nd desire for agent partici-

pation. Even this method is insufficient, however, in cases where the
client urges the agent tc become involved with projects which may divert
attention from other, perhaps more important aspects of his role.

A fourth consequence of over-involvement is the development of
a sense 6f identification with the clients, or what might be loosely
called "territoriality." There was some indication during the early

stages of the program that one of the field agents was developing a

lIt has been pointed out to us that the agent became involved
with the project during the summer months when business was slow. Thus,
the agent was not required to make a choice between projects on which he
wished to spend time. If this had occurred during the winter, however,
he probably would have been required to do so. See Case Study for Agent
B-1 for more information on implementation of the wrestling program.
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strong protective feeling about "his" clients and "his" area. This
agent felt so strongly that all materials be delivered through him that
he once objected to a suggestion that a retrieval staff member come out
to deliver material. The retrieval specialist also noted that the agent
was adamant about the fact that all specialists referred to his area
work through him as well, rather than going directly to the client. In
one case, he appeared anxious about the delegation of some responsibility
for a project to a state department specialist, aﬁd directed several
queries to the project director concerning his role in the project.
While it should be stressed that this indentification has produced no
problems to date, it is possible that there is some potential for

' So far, there has been relatively limited use of

"bottlenecking.'
specialists; however, if the use of outside experts increased, and the
agent still felt that it was essential that they always work through him,
scheduling problems could occur. It is also possible that an agent with
a more highly developed sense of "territoriality'" than the one referred
to above might become resentful or feel competitive with experts who
participated in projects which he had initially considered his own.

.It should be admitted, however, that when the field agent is

Just beginning to operate in an area, it is important to estsblish the

significance of the role and of the project by creating an association

in the minds of clients between the agent and their use of materials.

LA

A certain degree of "territorial" behavior may have the positive effect

of increasing this association. In the case cited above, for example,

5 the agent felt that his insistence on being involved in all transactions




148

—— - ) Sammd e = s AYdl Lagina L3

with clients was important in the early stages of the project when
requesters were unsure of what to expect from the service. In the
agent's own words, his major goals were "to offer the maximum necessary
personal linkage, to assure high level communication, and minimize poten-
tial misunderstanding and bomb-outs." Also, it appears that collabora-
tion between consultants, the agent anq the client are quite desirable.
The agent may assist the specialist by filling him‘in on the background
of the problem and the client's genérél orientations. And by being
aware of what the specialist has recommended, he will be in a position to
provide continued support and follow-up.

Despite the attention given to over-involvement in the foregoing
section, it should be emphasized that this problem haé occurred in only a

small minority of cases during the pilot period. The major problem was

that of under-involvement.

Problems in Choosing Options and

Strategies in Qutput Interaction

——Quantity Vs. Quality

Ideally, the field agent provides individualized service to

many clients. Unfortunately, these two goals are not compatible. While

the agents did not begin to feel overloaded at the same point in the
program, all of them have expressed a great deal of concern about their
ability to handle the quality-quantity issue. One observer noted in the
early months of the program that the agents vere already finding it neces-
sary to bring materials home with them at night and on the weekendsl At
this point the case load for the agents was only about 20 requests per

month. Another field agent responded to an inquiry by an observer by




S by _

o

saying:

I get fifty requests a month, and as a result of last month's
requests I have fifty return visits to make. Giving myself
twenty workdays a month, I have to make five visits a day. Given
this saturation of requests, I have no time for in-depth work.

In another case, the observer stated that the agent was having difficulty

in developing sustained contacts with informal leaders Who might help to

"alleviate his problems in handling many clients:

He's still having problems in establishing priorities. He may
develop some good contacts, but because of the need for increased
coverage, he often has to drop these contactus [temporarily].
After all, it's such a big area.

The optimal strategy under these circumstances would be to add

another field agent and reduce the burden on the existing agent. In the

context of the Pilot State program, however, this was financially unfeasi-

ble. The two options available to the agents were 1) to limit the number
of requests that are handled every month in order to maintain individuali-

zation for every case; or 2) to routinize the handling of many of the

requests, giving them less individual attention. Because of the pressures
on the pilot project to justify the retrieval program, and to show the
importance of the field agent concept, most of the agents have opted for
the la.ttér solution, at least in part. While they may work intensively
with a few projects, most are treated with a certain degree of routine-
ness--not by choice, but by necessity.

One way to measure the routinization of client interaction is
simply to note the frequency with which certain field agent activities
occurred under conditions of high and low case loads. If those activities

which entail in-depth or individualized treatment are less often performed

133




150

P

when case load is high, then we can assume with reasonable assurance

that sheer quantity depresses the level of individualized treatﬁent. Our
data from the survey of clients in the three states permit just such a
test.

In the quesfionnaire, we asked the clients to use a five-point
scale for rating the agents on nine aspects of their role. In addition,
we asked them to indicate whether they had in fact had any opportunity to
observe each of these aspects. Here we use the percentage marking "can't
Jjudge because did not occur" as an indicator of routinization. Further,
three of the activities listed in the questionnaife wvere selected as
being especially indicative of in-depth or individualized treatment of a
client's need. These items were: ffurther specification or diagnosis
of my need or problem," "helpfulness in interpreting materials returned,"
and "helpfulness in implementing or installing a new practice.”

Table 4.1 shows the mean proportion of each agent's clients who
did not experience each of these three activities (i.e., degree of routini-
zation) and also the case load of each agent during the five-month period
of our survey. (In the final chapter of this Part of the report, we pre-
sent the ﬁroportion of clients who experienced all nine aspects of the
field agent's role which were listed in the questionnaire. There we also

show the clients' ratings on each of these activities. At present, we

are only concerned with the issue of routinization and case load.) Com-

puting a rank order correlation, we find a correlation of .65 between

non-occurrence of individualized attention and case load. Thus, we may

{’ conclude that agents who received requests from more clients were less
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