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oo . '  PREFACE

This report presents interim findings. from Abt Assooiates'fstudy of
- the Research and Development Utilizstion (RDU) Programe An “"action _research”
- effort sponsored by the National Institute of Education (NIE) and adminis-

P tered through seven organizations or pro;ects, the RDU Program was jnitidted

. as an effort to close the communications gap which exists between thd pro- .
’ 'ducers and consumers of(knowledge. This goal was, to "be met by helping local
schools improv?'their capabilities ‘in the areas of rational problem solving
and knowledge utilizstion in order to stIEngthen administrative and instruc- \.
. tional practices, and-to éda‘to existing knowledge about the design, opera—

-

tion), ahd results of dissemination programs in education..
Ayhile -the federally supported servige delivery phase of the RDU
Progrmm has been completed, data collection, analysis, and reporting are

-~

still in progress. Thesgfore, this report is an interim one in two senses:
first, 1t addresses onlya subset of the issues and questions dealt with in
the progn‘n‘study ano, sec0nd. it is based only‘in preliminary data that were
available to us 'in 1977 arid 1978. . In.particular, it is important to empha=- -
size that.the najorftopic of program outcomes is addressed in only limited

\ : ) - ’q
wvaya since information regarding this criticsl asgﬁct'of program functioning

‘e

is not .yet available. X
- ¥ - . f

The major objectives of this repdrt are:

o fo describe the similarities afil differences in
structure and function which exist amorig the ‘seven
projects operated under the RDU Program; ' . £

o + to examine the first steps taken by ‘the schools 'as
. they attempted to develop new school improvement
< strategies, “‘particularlys the problem identification
process and. its outcome; and

+

-

o to descrihe the role of the external 1inking agents .

) ., who represent a key strategy for delivering technical .
< assistance and i{nformation to local schools. - .-
N .. (/)}For;those readers #hp are interested in®additional doouments_that'
S will be produced from the study, a diagram outlining the report structure is

t presented in the Appendix. Future reports will cover such topics‘as selected'
R&D products; findings relevant to practitioners; linking agent support'snd

L

training; project management issues and practices; the role of the sponsor’

»

- . (NIE): and the important policy questions to emerge from the study. SN
. . . i ) . . ‘ ’! .
+ ' 1 b - '.) ;
- - :
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N .- . INTRODUCTION ' ﬁ S
¥ A number .of federally imulated efforts #n-the field of education

have focused on finding solutions to local'school problems, and nave res‘ulted.,

in- the development of.. inno\rative curricula, raining methode, and class-
room materials- hy many local schools, universxties, and resea.rch organiza-
tions. Unfortunately, th’e use of these and other educational reseeu;ph and
i developm%nt {R&D) products has often failed to spread far beyond the places
where they _were’ initially developed. As a consequence many schools across
the’ oouh&i‘y arej still Strhggling with ‘the same problems, some try to solve
their problems by using local ingenuity and, in the process, invent the whéel

-

many times over, a few adopt programs or techniquea which have been tried
elsewhere b havé not been proven effective, and manyJesign—thmeelms to
the - 08 quo. | . - " N, '
In recent years, however," both fbderal and s‘tate’ govermments have
o | ~ begun .sponsoring disseinination'projeots designed to close tne communications
gap which exists between the produ:cera' and consumerg of ,new educational
. -producxts andg -kn'oyléag"e. One. such ,effort,‘ the Research and Deve_lopmbent
Utilizetion_ {RDU) .'Prdgram, establi'sehed by the .National Institute oﬁ Edudatlon
(NIE) 1in 197‘&, is unusual in its emphasis on a ‘regsearch~-based, rational
approach,l to local schoel improvement through the use of exist:l,ng, validated
products Of federally ‘funded research and development activities.

- L3

. Regarded as an “action reseaxrch" endeavor, this program has two

/major comgonente. seven operational projects and a research study (reported'

. hex_:ein). These two tcmponents Mve beéen designed /éo achieve three major ,

objectives: - R . . .

o to'.help' schools alleviate specific, locally defined .
‘. ,probleme in the areas of basic skills and/or caréer
education; \ -

~ - - . .

; ‘ ‘ T .
\,“ ’ 0 to help school and community personnel learn ahout
o the products of educational RsD; and ,

, o - o to increase- mfderstanding of how the local prOgram.
' ixnpr vement process can be better mnaged and became
> - more effective. . . §~ ..

’ <
\J L 3

.. , +  In pursuing these object‘ives, revery participatinq_ achool site was

given external&assistance in following the eequ@ice of activitiee ]:isted‘

below. . ‘ . . ' . ‘. .
. ¢ © idéntification of a problem or set of problems, _
[ T mainly by the'local school staff; “ .

-

. i - r - .
- ’ <% . ’ \ . :
S e - . . .. \
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. e examination of alternative solutions to the problem;

e selection of specific R&D products considered gapable
of reducing these problems;

e implementation ‘of new practices within thefappropriate

setting; -
&« incorporation of a solution and evaluation of the
entire process and its results., ‘ SN~

«

. For many schools, .this problem-salving capability has been applied‘l
to the basic skills curriculum of reading or math. In other schools, the
emphasis has been on career education--supplementary lessons to improve the-

career awareness of primary school students or the career knowledge of

[}

-~

seconda}‘y school students.' whiche\rer the case, the new educational practices

employed were based on ‘a pool of R&D products specifigally selected ‘to serve

5

local needs. -~ = . , /

» When compared witn other federally funded strategies that are
designed to impr'ove the educational systefn, the RDU Program‘is“ unusual in its
approach because it is equally concerned rwith the use of R&D products and the
development of local organizational capabilities* to solve problems, other
federal programs have. tended to concentrate on one or the other of these
.strategies. Figure 1 \illustrates these three possibia._.ities: A products

Ctraﬁew, an orgsnizational capacity-buiiding strategy, and a‘ mixed ) (RDU)
str&_tegy. P ! .

_ For example, the main objective of the” National Diﬁfusion ‘Network

(NDN), supported. by .the U,S. Office of Education (OE) since 1975, has been to

*~  aiffuse specific exemplary practices and mater,ials that ha‘ve been deemed
' ,successful , using a certification ,procedure involving the Join};: Dissemination
Review Panel. ‘l‘he NDN system does include a whole support system of organi-

iations external to the school '‘which magp act-.as "developers or "facilita‘tors.

’

'l‘he program is designed ‘however, to provide only limited technical assxstance
. t.'b potential adopters "of prodtfcts wit.hin :ihe product pool. An example of

© the, organizational capacity-k;uilding approach, on the other hand,ﬂ has been

I3

'ﬁhe‘.nocume'ntatién .8nd Technicil assistance Prodram sponsored by NIE, The

. 0
- ‘e
. N o

R .
- ¥ P bt .

+ " ) ) 8
. \
. -

-

- . Local school systems are also “developers" -of specific R&D
greducts. However, the NDN program does not ‘generally involve explicit

capacity—building of the school system as‘'users of R&D. - . SRR
. . : \ T )
2 ; | -
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Figure 1

THREE FEDERAL STRATEGIES FOR PROVIDING EXTERNAL: ASSISTANCE
. . FOR IMPROVING SCHOOL AND STUDENY PERFORMANCE
N . » . . . - . a -
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| pTT s | o
‘ -STRATEGIES | / ! ILLUSTRATIVE
: b ; ACTIVITIES
. ; :
]
1. Product’ . ! ° Develop, Test, E ‘— National Diffusion ‘
- Strategy H & Disseminate * ¢ Network (NDN) [‘%)
\ - Exemplary Practices -+ T ' .
; : and Materials ' .
: | '
, ' ’ H
\ '
N | - - ¢
. i
3. Mixed ] , | L ,
. 1 — R & D Utilization Improve
Policy Initiatives Strategy ' - E Program (RDU) Sch:ol and
by Federal Support e : L - Studeni
Agenc:es’ (OE & NIE) ‘ E . H . | Performance
. { < e : ‘
' I '
. ' '
' r - i
1 ~ Improve H
_ i SEA & LEA !
" e S E Organizational -+
- . 2. Orgamzatnongu\ . Capability ! y —Documentation and
. . Strategy ! ' ‘ ! Technical Assistance Project
3 | | (DTA)
| '
! i
Y N ] i
, P R, cmmccmmme—ane————————
R ’ '




i

Al

»

assistance provided by this. program was not based on the assumption that a,

_Specific set of validated practices and materials are available for Yeplica-

tion. Instead, theﬂprogram had three objectives: 1) to define what ‘consti-
tutes. organizational capacity: 2) to transform this knowledge into informa-

tion that could be useful to other schools; and 3) to assist in delivering

s L
the packaged information to other schools. While the program had a strong

B . . ~
diffusion component, t primary emphasis was upon the improvement of the

cnange process, and not upon any spécific set of golutions to instructional
or classroom-related'needs. | ‘ .

| The mixed RDU Prdgram strategy represents a potential centerbiece
among federal edycational efforts, for four reasons. First“Ehe prﬁgram is
at once both groduct— and process—oriented and can thus yield usefui informa—

A\
tion about the advantages of each strategy for, improving school énd student

performance. Second, most of the program has been directed atﬁbasic skilfs

curriculum, which has not necessarily been the primary focus Af the oth§?
programs cited above,’ even, though local school systems. have béen under public
pressure to improve this aspect of their offerings. Third( the program has

D ™
been designed to ‘improve the organizational c;pabilities of local school

systems, thereby attempting to make thesg systems better users of R&D and
better implementers of improvai practices. Fourth, the program, involves

a network-building effort that may, in the long run, imﬁrove the intergovern-

mental structure for 1inking federal, state, and local education activities.

Thus.,£ a ‘major component of the program is the use " of intermediaries, or
R BN .

linkihg,agents. .

* As depicted in Figure 2, the RDU pfogram operated through seven
geographically dispersed projects: four under tﬁe direction of state educa-
tion agencies (in Pennsylvania, Georgia; Florida, and Michigan) and three
managed by multi-state consortia (the National Education Association, based
in Washington, D.C.; The NETWORK ,Consortium, based in Andover, Maspachusetts?
and the Northwest Reading Consortium, based in the state education agency in
Olympia, Wasn}ngton).’ Overall coordination of the RDU Progr&n was the_re—

. ‘ . , *
5ponsibi¥i!y of Nlﬁ's Program on Dissemination and Improvement of " Practice.

T ) 4\/_ ‘ A\

-

*Responsibility for the seven operdtiona™ projects resided with the
Regional Programs (RP) unjt. ' Responsibility for the study of the program
(reported herein) lies with the Research apd Educatdonal Practice (REP) ‘unit.
Both unit¥ are part of NIE's Program on Dissemination and Improvement of
iractice.

\
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‘Figure 2 -
GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION OF R & D UTILIZATION PROGRAM
: PROJECTS AND SITES
x ’ ‘
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o This study- ofr tl'}e RDU 'ﬁProgram provides, a challenging opportunity_

\‘L
to make major obptg%bﬁtxons to zhe understanding of rational problem - solving
in local gchoo by expmininq ow schools utilize externally developed R&D

'products to gmp{ovegfadministrative and instructional practices. It also
Lrey o

‘ promises tb ﬁncﬁsasé the sflore. of relewant information about the. design, -
s {;‘
operatxon, dﬁ? r6§ults of dissemﬁnation programs in education. Six major

4 .

~ questions ar? QQQressed in the study: .

. 0 How da different agencies’ providing services to
LY * . schools coordinate their actLVities?

o To what deyree can federally funded intervention
¢ +° programs help schools overcome bg;riers to successful
problem solving?

Q To what degree is available R&D int\r_ation relevant N

f‘ , 'to local. schools?_
=l .
N ~_ © What are the potential and actud&limpacts of educa-
.Lj :g tional R&D products on local echoolgi
RS

7 '3¥0 What factors facilitate the institutionalization of
innovative practices?

y o How can external agents and agencies assist schools
in the process of school ipprovement?

; This interim report-:is a summary of analyses of a limited set of
dgta c_llected during the fitst year of the study. The data sources "include
local'school site demographic forms (N=178), surveys of "principal infor-

_malts$ conducted in each site” shortly after the beginning of the ,program
'(N2499),. an administrative report completed after problem . identification
SN=99), gite visits to 19 participa‘ting schools ‘nducted by Abt Associates

std&ﬁ?members, visits to headquarters of the seven RDU projects, and as formal

» [
A
mgiled suxrvey conducted with the linking agents (N=56) who served ‘ag tech=-
N nical assistants to participating schools and districts.
' ¥ i . . .
L . . \ . - T
é -
t ’ !‘ - -
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s ’ ..7 ..: THE RDU PROJECTS; THE CONTEXT FOR SCHOOL - .. .
- - . P : . ‘ . « - . _ . . -
. e .- * R L '\.\ . . J hd : 4 )y
N L Pt IMPRO ‘ T:EFF?R‘?S. . ;o
e ) . . L - e , . v . . _. : : Lt - B ” - e - ‘ ‘
L o Thie eeqpion is intended ta provide an derview of the structufe and s
O . functioninég of the service delivery sfstem of the RDU Proqram ‘as it operated
y through the . eeven projects. Those project features common to all seven will® L

" S w.be descrined followed' by project-epecific descriptione, idbluding some e
information ebouq the types of $chools which were seqped by each project.
. . . ‘:‘ ‘\ * * . o * '
3 - e . . - : S " - —
Common Eeetures v ~ o - . .
Yoo - ) L ‘ ‘ : R &
Sehool, improvement activities do not just happen; tﬂ!y are the ‘
result of huhen actions. In the case of the RDU Program, these imp;%vements -

- -

,‘were expected to ote not only aa a consequence of the technical assistance

pré;ided bx the seven RDU'b(ojects, but dleo beceuse,the participating ;

schools see the need for change. ‘ - ) -

” <

The crganizetion and fundtioning of each project was different, but

. despite these differences, there were certain aignificant coqponalities whioh

ran. across the' seven projecte in the structure of support*serviceh provided
to local schoolse \ . ‘ , - _ - ‘:1

« o the operation of a project headguarters to
coordinate the services which were supplied ‘
_directly to echools under the RDU Program;

o thg development and administration of.a _ ,
knowledge base, composed of educational ) .
research and development products, supported . : .
by some form of validation or other evidence ~ ' ’ ‘

of impect; «

o the development of training and technical
S assistance components to serve project employees R
’ who were providing school~based services and, in ' A
- . some cases, to provide simultaneous training for
school personnel; and ' :

0 the development of, pr;ject evaluation and

regearch activities designed to augment a _
. national research data base and to facilitate
- local self-evaluation.

" All of the projects emphasized one major objective: the igprovement

of local problem-golving capacity, essentially through the use of externally
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,develoPed.énd validated educationai”programs_and products. To achieve this
objective, each project providéd'technidal assistance to schools during sev-

* eral phases*of a problem-solving process. Such support was prévided over x
. 3 1l

e FEach projeo‘ksuppbrted two oxr more linking agents
who ‘coordinated the services provided to local schools
. and school districts. Most operdted out of an inter- {
hediate service agency (ile., multi-district resource - \
_agencj}ior a state .education égency,'and'eacﬁlserviced
a specific, limited set of local schools or districts.

e - Each project streased the importance of local
decision making. In most projects, RDU-sponsored
school 'improvement agtivities were supported at -
Sthe site level through the establishment of local
decision-makKing &tructures such as advisory
councils or local action tgams.

e In addition to the linking agents, each project
" - relied to some extent on a network of resource
agencies which cooperated in pr viding assistance
ito schools or performing o;her-project*related tasks.
These agencies included state education agencies, .
intermediate service agencies, public and private
universitié$ and collegeg, federally funded R&D
centers, teacher centers and Andependent firms.

Figure 3 presents a ;pcture“of the RDU project structure from its
commencement (tpéqugh state funding) to its final gtep, classroom impiementa*

tion of improvement activities.

S

Distinctive Features

L3

-
-

] " The sevgﬁ RDU projects and their particip&ting sites, while sharing
the key characﬁeristiés outlined, varied in three important ways.

- While NIE‘provided at least 90 percent of the funds supporting RDU
activities to each proj_ t, some of ;he project structures were specifically
established for purposes of pé;p}cipation«in the prograi, while others

incorporated RDU activities within an already existing ‘structure or network.

1, L’

substantjal périod of time (m years ‘or more) fhe following pro-, W
. . . \‘ N . - . ’
¥ ‘cesses were also common to all projects:
e The projects-all dealt directly with the local - - .
o SChools or school districts being served in tle '
program. Interaction between the project and, the
e« . local schools was on a facé-thEacg bdsis‘in some
cases. ' . et
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The definition of- a participating site varied’ frem project 'to

proyect. In some cases, a” site was a single classroom or group of classrooms .y h
: "within . { school;« in others’ it was a par}:icular grade level across schools -

in a school district, or several schools within a district, and so on.

(Generally, however... in this report the term site is used interchangeably ‘ o
\_ g ) with “school, since RoU activ:.ties are targeted to school implementatioq) |
The kinds ‘of services pro\rided to Sites by a givwen project also

. varied. . In some cases, the technical assistance and. information service

' delivered to clients was c’oordinated solely by a fullvtime 1inking agent\vith S

- \d

a limited number of client schools. In other casés, linking agents had a
more limited relationship with schools in the RDU’ Program, spendin'g portions i ' : f
N ' of their work time on itivities not associated with RDU; and/orx were -as= | g
gisted in the provision of services by a variety_ of ‘other agencies. ‘ '
The following brie‘f descriptions of the Seven projects indicate the. .-

N ' distinctive features of each, and Fiqure 4 details .project characteristics. .
-~ é
These data were collected from demographic surveys, pre-project documents,

and proj ect administrative reports written early,s,in the life of éach project.

\ ! ) ,.//
P * /
Northwest Reading Consortium (NRC). “This project,, under the overall

_direction of the Washington State Education Aqency, opera’ced as a consortium

of four states in the Northwest: Washington, Oregon, lz(-ka,“and Idaho. The »

" condortium built upon the states' existing Riglt to!Read (R2R) programs; each -
/ of the approximately 40 participating schools was an R2R school.* Considered
" . an extenaion of the R2R experience, the project provided the schools with the
knowledge and resources to seek R&D-based solutions to ‘problems identifi;ed .
through- comprehensive needs asgessments. Support . ‘services were provided to
the. local schools by a Ffull-time linking agent housed in each of the four
linking agencies, which included intermediate service districts in Washington,
Oregon, and Adlaska, and a university ip Idaho. - An additional affiliate of x
the congortium, the Northwest Regional Laboratory (N\*!L), was responsible for o
training the linking agents and alsc for compiling, the knowledge base’ of
available R&D products to which the gchools could’ refer.

The Northwest Reading Consortium s RDU project served 40 schools

with an average of 594 students in each school site. The racial composition 5
« of the participating student body wagé 94 percent white, three percent Native

American; and less than one percent each of Hispanics, blacksy.and others.

while all grades were served by the project, about half of the schools sexved

only grades K-6. Thirteen percent of the NRC sites were located in urban )

communities, 30 percent in suburban, 33 percent in rural, and 23 percent >

in mixed Areas. - .

¢
* -~ -

*Right to Read is a nationwide program sponsored by the U.S. Office
of Education to eliminate functional illiteracy. '

. .«

. ' . f12




. Figure 4

e [
s - >
PROJECT, SCHOOL, COMMUNITY AND LINKER
i CHARACTERISIICS FOR SEVEN RDU PROJEQTS
\ “ e
' A NAME OF PROJECT ]
P Y — 1 , - . e
. Characteristics - " NRG Eoorata Pennsylvania, NETWORK NEA~ Florida Michigan |
) . ‘ . A . ‘ ’
[ ) h . * ) . * ’
. . ] ) . ; . . ! . . «
a Knowlédge base K : » Reading Reading, Mamly . Reading--| Inservice ~ Reading Career - |°
(Cdntent area of ~ T ) Math &: )Readlﬂb B Mate.rials . . & Math “Ed ¢
. R & D. Produats) ~.CarberEd | - . 'y '
2) Total Funds to . - : ‘ 7
o Each Project* 1266 | 835 1,144 1,421 1,183 1421 - | 1002 |
(8000} - p i
3) Number of local \ ‘ & + N -
sites : 40 38&’ o7 24 57** - 28 48"
S ;
4) Project Funds 't - ‘
available to , : "
" each site ] .
(8000)*** X 6 .5 5. | ! 5 o
| * .
5) Types of Schools ¢ )
Served . < b 1.
_.a) % Elementary 50% L 82% * 77% 16% - 100% * No Data )
b} % Middle 2266 | - 18% 18% 18% -
¢} % Secondary . J0%, _ T 4%, _ -
d) % entire LEA - 100% - —— - 65% —
. K L ‘»\\ . . i .
6N Mean School Size 504 528 442 . 652 609 619 | No'Dats
" 7) Type of Community . L
* J7 a) %Urban 1 1% 4% 29% .36% 17% 24% No. Data
: b)) % Suburban 30% _ 18% 23% 35% 31% .
c) % Rural .. 33% 93% 53% . 27% - 39% 45%
d) % Combination 23% a% | = K- a% —
1 | . >
8) Numbgr of Linkers : 4 7 2 6 22 8 46 -
' 9) Type of Linker Mainly ~ Mainly non- | State Depts. ¢
~ Host.Organizations ISAs™ ™ "y ISAs ISAs profit educ. | & State Ed. ISAs ISAs
. T . centers . Assocs. ' .
10} Mean no. of sites “ . ' ; —
per Linkau_' . 9 7.7 5 , 4.5 4.5 A -2
11) % of Time Linker . e p :
spenids an RDU Project 100% 67% 97% \ . 92% 2% _ 66% ! 7%
. . N \ - .

* Source of information: ‘NIE

e

Q wose lntermediate servsces agency or dastrict

<

.
»

..
¢

.

}

-

' 13

** This is the number of school districts; "the number of schools is larger but unklpwn X
. *** In most projects the funds are distributed aﬁncremental steps of the problem solvmg process. The numbers represented here are
maximum fundsavailable,

N .
‘

/
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- able through the §tate department of educa ion upder Title IV-C of the

»

[

.
.
f‘ . W

A

. - . ‘_‘ - \ . ; ¥
. Georgia Departmént of'Educ’at‘ion. The gen'\phasis of »the‘Rﬁ.Ur, project in
Georgla was on building local gducation agency (school district) ca cities in

the early Stages of plajpming and program selec ion. Tt)\\acpi-ev.e this purpose, . .
services and - funds were provided to 38 par_ic}p?ating_ sghool’ districts to Te .
assist them through: these'early stages, Th ' “implementation phase of the;

-problem-solving model, was subdequently carried| out: with federal funds avail-

Elémentary and Secopdary Education Act. The schoo} ‘dispricts participating o ¢
in the project were located’in three of the stai;g'.fs—ds/{iriéemediate service

laqencies,.‘ea_cﬁ of yhichexqployed/ffom one to four linkihg agents (most of whom

.'served part-time in this role) to assist the local: scHool .personné€l in carxy-¢ A
ing out their planning and program selection - activities. The ‘extent of v e
. involvement of these linking -agents in loqal-‘-écti)fities varied considerably; . .

gome offered extensive personal assistancé and consultation and gthers simply -
monitored and prowided liaison to projegt staff/,/at the state level. . 0

! Ny .

The Georgia RDU Program-’/yas 'impl,_ghented‘ on the school district -
level. . The -average number of stulents served was 2,700 per local education
agency, or 528 .pser school. Rr},{xr;l'flg 67 percent of the students were white,
and the remaining .33 percent we’r‘e black. .’ . : ’ T

All but two of the/ local edycation agencies were reported to be in o

rural districtsy with the, remaining/two being cat?orized as either urban or

mixédd.” The "average 'sigé of the.ccmmunity, based on 25 reportsw was? about
18,000, A PR .
Phe ¢ ! ‘ ‘ . 3

o P;ennsylvan-:[; Department of Educations4  The participa't;ing, resource ,
agencies of the‘fhigi‘lsylv_ania "RDU ﬁrojgét, in addition teo the Pe;;x‘ania

pepartment of Eucafion, were Resedrch for Better Schools (a regio educa-

+

ticnal laboratory),x Resehych and Information Seivices  for Edudation (an
ihdependent ;information ¢ ' diisgemination gservice), the Learning Reseaxrch and

‘Development Center. at the University of Pittsburgh, and two of, the state_'s .
intermediat& service agéncies. - Two full-time linking agents--one in each

intemed{ateﬁ- sexryice, a_g"gng:y, each working with five _sghools--served as, the : }‘_
primary project K contacts for their respective’ schools and coordinated all
project services to tfxose'schopls._ In addition, they frequently visited the = -
sehdols“,t'oeca;my-’ out needs' assessment activities and~to assist 'in group .
planning and decision-making sessions. fhe project's pyoblem-solving model,
which was developéed by the p@rt_j.cipating resource agenties, involved numerous.
defined- steps, Yncluding a series of formal sessions at the school sites..
These sessions ‘were attended not only by the local action team and the
linking agent,.but also by a team of regource agency personnel. : 0

-' " ' — S : . L k- : .
Fourfeen (82 percent) of the seventeen schools in' this project «were'
‘elementary sghools l‘gre}:des K-5); the other three were middle schools (grades.-
6-8): ,The average site ‘served about 440 students. Eighty-eight percent of
the, studemts- were white, seven pexcent HisPinic, and a little over one
percent black. . . . ' :
Y National Education Association. The Natiopal ‘Bducation Association . ..'7?
(NEX) operated its project in collaboration with the gstate education agencies '
and coxresponding state education associationa:in 12 states: Alabama,
California, t Ibwé, _Mg'ssachusetts, Michigan, Mirnesota,: Ohio, Pennsylvem'ia,

\" 7. N ) <. ' )
. . 1 14 \ '
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Tennesseej Washipgton, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. In contrast to moé}\of'the
other RDU pro;ects, this project focused on the improvement of>teacher
in-service education. Local in-service eduoation committees in approximately

+ 60 schosl districts decided on' 1ocal needs for teacher in-ser¥ice education

and communjcated these needs (via a toll-free telephone call) to one of two
;nformation specialists in NEAYs 'Wasflingtomn, 'D.C., office. Using an informa-
tion. system that  contains descriptions of hundreds of in-service training
progrdms, the information specialists theh selected those iniservice. training
packages that. seemed most appropriate and sent deBcriptions of these packages

J*'to the site. On-site support for neéds assessment and problem identification

was provided by two linking agents -in each state who also trained tha loca

.staff in ways to utilize the information system. ©One .of these linking agents

{state’ facilitators) was a staff member of the state education agency, and
the other was oD,the gtaff of the state education association. Each commit-
ted about 10 to.15 percent of his or her ttime to the RDU project. eLe

¢ . . ".' )

This project served 57 sites and, 1like the Georgia RDU project,
operated primarily at. the district level. Unlike ‘Georgia, however, the NEA
project also had individual school: sitds which were part of the project.
Over 120 schodls were idnvolved in the project, with a mean pupil enrollment
of 609. The racial distribution of students was 84 percent white, 10 percent
black, 2 percent Hispanic, and 1.5 percent Orieatal. "‘ R

Florida Department of'Education. Under this project, the Florida
Department of Education began development of a linkage systa& involving the
department, the state universities (including among them Florida State
University and the University of Florida), ,6ight of the atate's Teacher
Education Centers (TECs), approximately 30 aéﬁka&g in the eight TEC areas,
and various othex agenciea. A distinctive fqatpyre of this-project is that
training in group problem-solving techniques was provided not only to the
linking agent (one of whom is located in each TEC), but also to seleqted
local school staff, called school site facilitators. The school site facili-

tators, with the help of their respective linking'agents, weré responsible -

for leading the staff at their sites tbrough the entire problem-solving and
knowledge—utilization process. The TEC linking agents played an important

' monitoring and facilitating role. Their involvement with the pProject ranged
from half--to full-time. Each school was also asaigned a university-based’

linker who played a less active, consultative role.

. With the exception of 'the Georgia and NEA projects, Florida's

individual sites servel more studénts (17,943) in its 28 sites than any of

the other projects, with ‘a focus on reading and math cug:iculum projects.

All 28 of these schools were at the’ elenentary level. Sixty-four
percent of the students were white, 31 percent black, 2 perqént Hiépanic,
and less than one percent each of the other categories. Almost half of the
schools were located in areas identified asf{rural. )

L SR - T .

Michigan Department of Edu on. The RDU project in Michigan was
designed to help local sites meet the requirements of state career education
legislation passed in 1974. * One of the project's major objectives was to

develop a permanent dissemination and dﬁffusion system in career.education.

“ | v
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Because of this emphasis on pexmanence, the project attempted to work with
existing structures rather than build new ones. Part of this strategy wyas to
- use as llnklng agents  the 49 Career Education Planning District (CEPD)
- coordinators located within the state's part1c1pat1ng intermedidte service
dgencies. The CEPD coordinators, were responSLbIe for monitoring, assisting,, .
4 and documentingyproject-related activities at the site level. However, this E
project differs from most of the RDU projects in that it placed less emphasis
on the linking agEnt role; }n fact, the project proglded no salary support .
for the CEPD coordinators. The primary strategy was to provide*direcﬁ
. tralnlng and programmatic funds to coordinatorg who were staff members at the
local sites, thus bulddlnq‘the sites' internal capacity for pursuing a
problem-golving sequence .and implementing - inndvative pregrapms ih caieer _J?
education. Forty-nime school or school district sites’ (one each in all but 5 °

N of the state's 54 intermediate servide districts) werd ‘assisted through this
project. -Nq@ data on school or distritt characteristics are presently .avail-
able. AN )

. ~ . .

* The NETWORK. Under the.overall management of- The NETWORK, a
non-profit research .and service organization in Andover, Massachusetts, a
consortium of aqenc1es in six states was fbrmed to improve the utlllzatlon of
R&D projects in reading in selected local schools. The six-state consortlum .
M was designed so that the member agencies would refléct a variety of organiza- *
tion types. In Mlnnesota, the agency involved was a teacher center asso-
. ciated with a unlver51ty, in Washington, a local school distric®y in Califor-
nia, a regional educational laberatory sponsored by NIE; in Kansas, an’
independent statewide education diffusion organization; in Connecticdt, a”
cooperative service agency supported by local school dlstricts. and in
_Massachusetts, a division of The NETWORK itself. Approximately 25 school
sites were Sexrved by the project s llnkind agents, who ‘wer commltted to the ‘f
L) project approximately full-time. Partlpular lmportance was given to thelr\
role as managers of the change process whogcoordinated both the intermal and :
the external resources necessary fQr proble solving and R&D product utiliza-
tion. A considerable améunt of direct technical agsistance and support was
“provided to the llnklng agents by the central project office..

-

| | €
e NETWORK conso ium's-RDU project *served 26 schools with an
average of 652 pupils per sthool. of all the RDU' projects, The NETWORK
served the largest percentage of urban siteg. Thirty-six percent of ﬁhe
schools ‘were in urbap areas, 14 ‘percent were in mixed areas, and the remain-
der were rural or suburban. W _ - .

N
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_PROBLEM_SOLVING AND KNOWLEﬁée UTILIZATION IN LOCAL SCHOOLS:

L 1

SOME PRELIMINAR! OBSERVATIONS | .

- . . — o

-
-

All of the seven projects have completed the: federally suppeorted

R Y
servic:e~ delivery .-*phaeg o;f their activities. Howevex, the research effort
will centinue uptil late 1980, and- the following discussion .is based—on pre-
liminary daté,- the sources of which include surveys of a prin01pal informant
at each aig?(anpducted shortly aftegﬁentry into the program, a project site
report completed after the end of the problem identification period (usually
lasting 4 months to a year), and interviews,with’site staff-conduqted after

~

the beginning of the program. o . ;

This repqrt covers the first stages of activity engaged in by local
' schools as P?rt of their id&olvement in the RDU Program. The main focug is
on the following, topics:’ '

\2

® pPre+~RDU problem identification efforts.' o N .
and local educators' perceptions of the

+ barriers to ,resolving problems;
&

e .the process of identifieation of particular '
school problems requiring innovation and chat\ge ;
* -and; :

-

- A
.

" @ preliminary outcomes or 1mp4cts(uf"the early
stages of the RDU Program.

. Priox to desérlbing the‘procese and outcomes iu.greater detail, a
m&%ezholfetic view of what happens #n schools as a coneequence'of involvement
in e Rbu Program will be presented\ Tﬁe followftq viqnettes were chosen to'
'ré;fzct gsome of the more comson ways in which school—based activities varied ‘
by schodi type, by the degree .to- which they represented new ;xtimities.
versus complemeﬁtinq ongoing efforte to innovate, and by the type of problem

identified by the achool. Although thege three capeules are factual accounts,.

the scﬂ%ol nameSfare fictitiocus. @ - . ’

4 .
CB Feding High' School: ) :
High School Teachers Develop Cross-Departmental Reading Program

Reding High School is located in a suburban northeastern community
with an economically and racially ni¥ed populatioﬁ. Local ‘teachers bélieve
that there has bgen a serious reading problem in the senior high school “for
years," ~lmi: that in the past five years it has become significantly worse.
Recent efforts to improve the reading program- 'in secondary schogls have in-
volved “pull-but" activities for low-achieving students, which h e lessened
the proble&e only slightly. |

4 .~
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The decision to selectQkhe schpol for, #articipatggn in the RDU
Program was made by the district-based reading specialist in gonjunction with
the .superintendent.- The principalhwas supportive, but. teachers were. initial-
ly skeptical of the program because they saw it as another'district program”

Yand felt that if was not the job of high schools to compensate for weakness
in. reading,that the students had acquired during earlier-grades. A committee
composed* of the. chairman of the language’ arts department’, the school reading
specialist, the district reading sFecialdst, and several oth lary age arts
teachers ‘worked over the first. year to determine what could\'e dbne at the
. - high scho6l. -It wds decided that becausF supplenentary readiny uprograms were
already employed, the best apprecach would big;re *#hich incorpgdrated reading

o=

. with basic disciplinary instruction. o Right To (
“ selected at the end of the first! year of'tﬂ@ hchool's‘p"’
.. . the RDU Program. ' \ S . ¥/
. T One of the nots?le features og’thgs reading prpogramiig that it
- .. requires 1ocal adaptation of' materials ‘and implementatio 'strategies.: The
- committee made a deCision that impleméntation!should no e confined to lan-
© ‘guage arts classes, and solicited support from sqcial sqdnies. At that point,
. the chairpan of the science department.alse asked if he' could participate in
'early,pse and materials development. A new committee was formed to refleact -J\
the cancerns ‘of all these departments. Committee mewbers are enthusiastic -
) about their work so far, and feel-that thefmost impprtant sport—term ougcome
‘incregsed communication across degaf?nents, which. previously had “ been -
, - minimal. . S . ‘ ’

\
4

Smokey Valley Elementary School: ' 7o

Reading Impro¢ements Geb.Helping Hand &,“ ‘f‘
[ J - e -
Some years before Smokey valley Elementary School became involved
in the RDU project, a diffrict-wide commfttee had identified a .need for more
agsessment, management, and grade—to-grade coordination of the elementary-
level reading programs Moreover, the teachers did not have adequate means of
assessing or recording the pupil‘s reading progress or idsntifying low
- -~ achievers and gifted students. -

-~

By the time Smokey Valley entered the RDU Program, a standard basal
reading geries (Ginn 360) had already he;: adopted district-wide, and a deci-
sion had been made to use the Wiscons Design reading management system.

The school entered the RDU Program hoping to use the additional re-
sources to plan for implementation of the reading management system and to
*"identify and implement other strategies for improving the reading program.
During the project, members of the Reading Task Force (at times in collabora*
tion with teachers from other achools. in the district) modified the reading
management gystem for use with the Ginn 360 series; develogpd a detailed pro-
.cedural handbook for teaching reading; assembled and reorganized all of the
school s reading resources; and adopted special programs for -very able ‘read-
ers and for kindergarten pupils. The RDU linking agent assisted in this
effort by arranging support for in-service and release time for planning, and
, by providing access to information from the project's knowledge base.

1 . . \ -
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— / Springville School District: .
Teachers Take Responsibility for In-Service Program
. N ‘ : .

The Springville School District consists of an- elementéry, school,
a. <junior high school, and a high school in one building cémplex. Before the -
RDU project was initiated, the elementary school principal and secondary
school principal had planned and conducted in-service.meetifgs each year. As
. part of the RDU effortk an in-gervicg committee was formed involving both -,
¢ teachers. and administrators.. Under the directiqn ofithe committee leader (a
teacher), a needs assessmert was undertaken anfli target problem areas were
.selected. -~ Using an 7800" telephone number, descriptions of gptentially rele-
- vant in-service programs were obtained and evaluated, and several were
= ordered for use. Committee members then assumed responsibility for the \
. entire in—service program, planning an in-~service session durithg the year.
! . It is anticipated that the new decision-making structure for the
. design of in-service programs will become a,permanght feature of the district,-
in large measure because of teacher enthusiasm for their expanded role. -

a . . ¥ . . . . . . -

~

- Problem Identification: First Stage A
: - A - \ - - /, ¢ -~ .l"
‘I‘he specifications set forth by the Natipnal Institute of Education
#\
. for operation -of the RDU -Program restrieted the tocus of RDU activities to .
o - :
RN prohlems j,n besic skills or career education. Problem identification in the

-

local scho&ls or school diStricts was usually in" a two-stage process. In‘ ’.
almost all. cases,,schools had already identified a general problem area prior

to- t-heir involvement with RDU p::oject staff members who were to provide
technical assistance in prbblem identification. In several of the RDU
projects, the identification of a general problem area Wwas delimitted by
participation in that specific projdcty for example, if only reading was
covered in the )cnowledge base available through the project, reading became
the targeted problem area. '

5 | .

) Over one-thi‘i{ of the school administrators surveyed during the
early months of the K program indicated that their priority -pi‘oblems did not
fal.l into the areas specified by the program guideline! and even more nar:
rowly defineéd by their respe'qtive projects. Ip a large proportion of the'se\/

IN

cases, the problems were seen as related to staff developmenf; they were not

&

considered inherent in the curriculum or instructional materials which.were .

“ &
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available in -these schools. However, the apparent incongruence between
%stan‘tive program focus and the probleéms identified by local personnel.
resulted in wvery 1litle .conflict over the‘focus on basic skills or career -
education. AJ one local educator put it, *Schools alw&ysghave a readin%'
problem~-it is one of the 'noxmal' problems of education."
Such shifts in problem focus sho-ul% not be construed as mere oppor-
" tunism on-the part of school personnel. The objective was not to exploit the
use of aLailable funds {funds to local schools were, ﬁn fact, qulte limlted
in_this program) . Rather, the ease with which these shifts took place

reflects the fact that thé choice of focus on basic sgills and career educa- ¢

tion was perceived as important by the local educators.

-
¢

# v « In addition, evidence that the RDU Program was addrebsing gignifi-
* ' cant and locally defined school improvement activitiee may be inferred fram
survey respo‘nses indicating that almogt all of the schools involved in the
. - program (92 percent) had previously engaged in some act}xf’ities that were de— )
) signed to help meet these two needs. In most of the schools ¢ persistent and
. ( varied effortﬁ had already been devoted over a period of"many years to what
X “wer'e‘;percei\;ed as almost intractable educational "problems; 72 percent re-
. Loy ported that they had already looked for, :rhrequently implemented, new pro- .
. ;. g'ramé or curricula, while"83 percent indlcated that special staff in-gexrvice
. .training. had been designed to alleviate lécal educational needs. fInfonhation
" from sources outside of the :;c_-hooll or district 'had often been sought. In
Y many "cases,. attempts to obtain services and information had'invol\}ed quite
extensive outreach to state education agencies: local or state universities
and colleges, r.egional service«b:genc('iea, and federal proqrams that could pro- - .
vide resources to local schools. , 3 :
| Despite this high level of act:w'ity, local educators’ felt that
! their problems had not been relieved by these W“fforts. Early survey data re-
veal that seripus problems of managing c¢hange at the local level hindered
attempts to get problem solving off the Qround, particularly problems . in
acquiring information (mentioned by 75 percent of respondents as an ”intrac-.
. table" problem), defining the problem (60 percent considered it a serious
problem), and mobilizing resources (a serious problem for 70 percent of the

~

‘respondents Do : - . ) .
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In almost all cases, participation in the RDU ProOgram was perceived

by both administrators and teachers as a significant opportunlty to try new
probleg-solving techniques and to receive outside aid to do so. In' those

cases where skepticism about the value of the program was expressed during

Y

_the early months, it was’ usuvally because the school staff had ‘not partici-

pated in the’ original, decision to become ' involved in’ t%e program, but had

been nom‘pated" for participation by. a high-level administrator.' However,
"in all but .a very small mumber of instances, school staffs rapidly came to
beljeve ‘that this was "not just another crazy innovation dictated by the
district offite,* but rather a ‘new way of approaching the resolbtion ofl
school-based problems. ' .

A . — -~

Problem Identjffication: Second Stage

Once the school or d&istrict began to ‘be more involved with RDU
staff members-—either the linking agents or others who provided technical
Aassistance-—the gecond stage of problem identi}ication began. Broblem
identification was an important feature of the process in each RDU project.
In all cases, project guidelines required that the school or district select
eithér a. team of individuals or, occasionally, a single person'to accept re-
sponsibility for guiding the program at the local level. This individual or
.group operated as an "internal change agent" for the project.

) The appointment.of a local team was a critical part of the RDU
strategy because the temﬂ“ﬁab\intended to foster a 'strong sense of local
'ownesqhip of the program and the® problem. In many, if not most, of the
participating schools, this use of intgrnal change agents was perceived as
the first experience with genuinely participatory decision making related to
a school-wide innovation. In one junfor high school with-a loeal reputation
ﬂforl@ coqservative educational approa;h\\a“siasoned teacher felt that only
t*e act that the te#dchers had a real voice in determining program objectives
saved it from the sabotage at the classroom level that had accompanied
district-mandated innovations. In other cases, teachers pointed out that
there was a sense of purpose in related COmmittee work that was absent in
other activities in the school. A more subtle feature of the functioging of
the 1ntenna1 change agent team was pointed out by a principal who ‘'stated that

the presence of external technical assistance provided through the program
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. allqyed him te sit in ort team meetings llke°any other staff er. As a
v, * - .consequence, he?said, fbr the first time his schnol had developed a' program
R that was not domint:ted by his ideas. : ‘

R ' "\ The local change agent teams. were, in most cases, quite active and
' usually involved participation by teachers (79 percent) and principals (49
—~ percent). However, many had a broad-based set of participants, including ad-
o ministrators (29 percent), specialists (25 percent), and parents. Very few ~ . °
teams incIuded the dlstrict superintendent (7 percent) or community members s
(4 percent). . o
. \ In general, the more serious tne problems in managing the changen
. ) procee; and acquiring resources to support chanqe were perceived to be, the
. less likely the local team was to be broadly representative of school and_
_community. In pertibular; where administrators felt #hat there would be
serious difficulty in the school in developing a smoothly functioning change «
agent team, local teams were less Yikely to include partﬁ?}gants-from
the district central office or parents. (entral office staff, including the
superintendent, were mogst likely to be included on a team where administra- -
tors perceived that the local teachers were not oressing for‘dhanqev How-
g?ﬁq*of the chanqe effort, the

sdhool staff.

ever, where teachers were high

team was often weighted in favor o _
One possible interpretatioh of these figoings is that teams at the .
local level are likely to. _involve individuals that are nonschool-based only
if . the school administrator' believes that "there will be little internal
resistance to change activities, but also little supporf for them. In these
cases, centralize@ change efforts involving district personnel may be used as
a vehicle for stimnlatin& change activities. In general, however, there is a
clear preference for'weightinq‘the'change agent tleams toward school staff
members and, ‘in particdlar, for- preserving the boundary distinctions between

- professional personnel'and“odmmunity participants. )

~

. ¢ . 4 -
*The percentage distributions reportgd in this section are based on .the
number of schools for which administrative reports were .available (N=99)
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The activities during the second stage of problem identification

involved the cooparation of the local change agent team and RDU project .

staff. They often took the form of searching for concrete problem indicators
to'ensu§§ thgt the perceived problems did, in fact, exist, and specifying the
problems in order to determige what types of new programs or curricula could
most profitably. address them. Thus, for ‘example, a school might enter the
program stating that there was a problem with reading because student

‘achievement levels had dropped. During the problem specification periocd, the

school might decide that the real problem was a lack of an integrated program.

scope and sequence (which could lead to the choice of an innovation stressing
impfoved management systems), or it coul&'identify a specific weakness in the

existing curriculum (e.g., lack of adequate focus on drill work most suitable

for the type‘of student population and attention ‘spang in the school). -

In many sdhools, the problem spécific&tion process involved locking
for a vgriety of indicators that the groblem was "real." Such findings were
not always- perceived by staff as enlightening or new, but they could be used
to persuade others of the need for action. In some cases, the problem
statements were used to obtain "additional funds from non-RDU ‘sources to
support implementation activities. I; other sites, however, the staff
discovered that the problems they _had originally identified were not as
Severe as they had thought, and some shift in priorities occurred.

In addition. in at 1east some . instances, the projects emphasized a

locally conducted analysis of the perceived causes of' the school or district

) weakngss. This search often included the use of fo@i’lized self-study

.

activities, usually suppOrted through technical assjstance from the projects.
Upon entry into Ehe pwogram, for example, only 17 percent* of the schecols
cited a locally based needs aasesament as evidence that their problem
actually existed. However, subaeq?ent reports written after the sites had
comp@ated the problem identification phagse indicated that 55 percent of the

sites involved had enhgaged in a formal needs assessment or sealf-gstudy.**

* Baged on questionnaires administered to principalidnformantn after _entry
to the program (N=99),

~

*tadminigtrative reports (N-99)-
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‘There were many cases of increased ekxamination of standardized test data

(from 42 to .58 percent) and of general‘perceptions of staff opinions or con-
cerns (from 40 percent te 62 percent).

Between the time that’ the program started and the completion of

-problem identification activities, there were marked changes in the ways that

loca]_ personnel 'seemed to view their problems, .as evidenced by a large in-
crease in the percentage repprting that\\lack of professional skills and
appropriate ‘curricuba and materials were major ‘causes of problems, coupled
with a’ 1arge decrease in the number reporting that student cognitive perfor-
mance was the majdr problem. \ . oy

This finding is important for a number of reasons. First, there
was an apparent shift in many schools from a view -of student behavior or
background as the cause of problems to one of the students as a victim of
school problané. More importantly, it appeang that school staffs were now’
more likelﬁlto indicate that the ‘causes of problems .lay in areas within their
control, such as the adequacy of their own skills, ox the nature of theu

- ¥
curriculum. The increased sense of responsxbility and control was positively-

'_perceived by staff members. Thus; for example, in one suwburban school which

.

‘'was characterized by an increasing number of low-achieving children, teacher%‘

‘reported that, at the beginning‘of the program, ’they-had' felt t};:at nothing

could be, done to improve student performance. Morale was reported to be low,
because, the teaching methods and styles amployed by older, teachers were no .
longer effective with students. While involvement with the RDU Proqram has :
by no means resolved the staff concerns, optimism was expressed . abcut the
possibility of changing the educational environment and skill‘mix of -the
staff. ‘ J | o 3
It must be emphasized that this process and lta:attendant shifts in
the'perception of achpols aia not occur either rapidly or simply. In most
cases, the problem identification process required many etaff meetings.over a
lonc period of time. 1In only a few achocls was the process completed-within
six months, and in many it lssted a full school yeadr. JIn numerous cas&s,
however, _staff members stated that the prohlan identification process took
too long, even though they 'had learned a great deal through their detailed
analysis of problem indicators.

. ’/‘\ - a L »
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STRATEGIES Fok'DEL{YERx OF ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS :
THE ROLE OF LINKING AGENTS '

-

_ The RDU Program relied heavily upon, externally based linking agents
to facilitate improved problem solving -and use of information at local sites.
while other etudies have produced considerable evidence of the usefulnese
of external linkerxs, it is not clear which of their roles and activities‘best
facilitate local innovation under different conditions. A major reSearch
objective of the etudy of the RDU Program is, therefore, to determine how the
natural variations in 1inker beh&#ior that have ocurred dnring the ‘program's
design and implementation stages may shed light on gppropriate linker roles.
In this section, we deal only with a limited segment of our overall inquingy,
profiling the linker and his or her activities and describing jobs as they

were expressed in a relatively extensive survey conducted after the linkers

had been working for two years.*

Linker Profile ) '

~ Im all. projects nking agents were situated neither in\the pro~
ject office nor in the loc school districts,'but i%}some other orxrganiza-
tional  unit that provides services to schools. The incorporation of linking
agents in all projects was, in large measure, a consequence of the prevalent
belief that the continuoua»(or»at "least intermittant) support of proximate
external assistants during the change process contributes significantly to
the effectivenese and pe;giatence of change. :
The roles preferred by RDU linking ageits were at least partially
determined by their career histories and the - nature of their rélationship to

.the overall project structure. The RDU linkers were a varied group. They

were highly educated (almost .all have advanced de%fees) and came from a wide .

~erarige of community backgrounds (30 percent rural 40 percentrsemall towns or -

cities, 35 percent urban). Their. average age was 41, thus indicating‘a
midcareer status for most, although it was for some their first “real Job"
since finishing graduatS\acﬁggl. Some became Adinkers because the responsi-
bilities naturally devolved to- them within the context of their jobs, and

others were hired from among the ranks of teachers and a¥dministrators,

b4

*The data reported in this section are based on the response of 56 1inking
agents who responded to the survey.
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essentially leaving old jobs behind. For a few, it was an alternative to
unemployment, }ihile to othere it rep);esented an exciting professiona]. chal-
lenge. Some saw it as little more than an additional burden in an already
overwvhelming world. ) '
Most linkers were foxmer teachers, particularly in the NEA, Florida, .
. and Michigan projects. The second most common background was that of school ;
d administrator. E‘In general, however, they perceived their backgrounds as
‘having little relev;nce to their RDU\ responsixbilities. It would be naive to
assume that such background charact_eristic can adequately predict linkers'
actual roles. Rather, their roles seemed to be determined by their background

and the complex interplay of f'their own expectations with those of others.

-

Ay , -

Linker Activities

/

The amount of tihme the linkers devoted to their roles varied across
projects, but fell into three ap}prmcima'cehr equal clusters:. 5 to 12 percent,
18 to 60 percent, and 80 to 10Q percent. Diffexences also existed in the
number of sites for which they were responsible, with project averages rang‘ing
from two to nine. Not surprisingly, there were great gualit‘ative differences
in the involvement of linkers with their client sites, depending on the
extent of their responsibilitfes. For example, a linker who spent 50 per-
cent of his or her time on RDU-related activities working with sev% or eight
school districts was in a very different situation from one who worked 95
percent of the time with only four schools. Such differences had consider-
able impact on joht-related activities. ]

Central to the issue of why linkers .are important is the debate
over what linkers are supposed to do, and what services they should provide-
The range of widely acknowledged possible roles include faoilitating the .
transfer of inf&rmation, delivering technical assistance, facilitating the
decision-making process i)y clarifying goals and providing leadexrship, and
medjating among autonomous and sometimes competing organizations whoge re-=
sources and services must somehow be coordinated. - '

Linker agtivities can be cateéorized into three doamains:*

@ ' .

*A fourth dz&bin--infomation acquisition skills--is frequently cited
elsewhere a linkér activity. It is not included here since each project

_had a knowledge base and RDU linkers therefore were not expected to be,
¥ resource finders.
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© process expertise: This refers to the linker!s
ability to perform technical assistance functions
that ‘are designed to help the local school qr site

gtaff better understand their own group dynamics
during the change process and to provide technical
assistance that will facilitate the development of
‘appropriate attitudes toward change and the knowl- /
' edge mtilization process. (Some types of process o /o
expert roles measured in the linker survey were
conflict resolver, trainer, and evaluator.)

o content expertise: The content expert is one
who can provide specific advice that is related to
the particular innovation or problem area in ques-
tion. There are many familiar role models-in this .
area, with one ofjthe most familiar reing the subject
matter specialist. (The linker survey also included .
two other content expert roles apecifically related .
to the linker r¥ole: innovations expert, someone who
.has a broad understanding of new program developments.
in education R&D, and implementation specialist, an
individual who:is able to provide specific asaistance
in ways to implement new education programs.’)

o general support skills: Many of the xoles which
linkers play do not require specific substantive
expertise, but can be said to involve either general
human relations sensitivity, or the ability to provide
extra time, energy, and managerial support to a local
school's change activity. Among the generalist activ-
ities 'which linkers may engage in are obsetver, docu-
mentor, resodrce person, counselor, and coordinator.

~ . : - N ‘

Describing their roles in glo 1 terms,’ most 1inkers_stated that
they-saw themgelves as process experts. However, survey data indicate
that 1linkers most often perfqrmad general support activities; while the
frequency of petformance of process and content roles was approximately i
equal. The discrepancy between global“self-reports anduresponaes to survey’ "
questions categorizing their activities 4is probably due to the fact that
linkeFQ saw their general ‘support activities as part of ihe process expert
role. ' '

Linkers al@o performed daily activities, which fell into five

*

catedgories:

o pport o{.Project, includ,ing y.! eting with
planning groups on site and repbrting to
supervisors; _ & ' '

N : - -
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o 'intergction'with individual teaohers rather T
than only meeting with teachers as a group en
‘the planning team. _

o completion of paperwork and forms, including
managing budgets and:designing, administering,
and analyzing evaluation materialg:

-7 o “interaction Qith‘locil'Sdministrators'to
promote the program or to arrange and condu&i
workshopax and ‘

o development of increased professionalism
by keeping abreast of R&D developments.

,

‘e

These have been. analyzed in terms of . the linker 8 perception of his or her

importance, the amount of time spent performing these functions, and’ .the

general satisfaction they provide.

Project—support activities and interaction with- administrators
consumed~the most time. The 1atter function was percei. d by linkers to be

the mare important since it provided them with importx feedback, psycholo-

gical support, and a sense of culmination of oth tivities.* The least
importan} activity was thought to be that of interacting with' indi®idual
teachers. While this is.a somewhat suprisinq finding, we would interpret

this as a consequence of the strong thrust of the RDU projects and program

toward organizational chanpge ratggr than individual change;’ agg the eqphasis
placed in most of the project designs on'the selaction and sqpport of- a
qroup problomrsolving process (of which "teathers are an '1mportant part)
rather than an individunl one—to—one perlua31on process. Algg of low prior-
ity was the paperwork and formas function, which took less time than any other

-activity except working with individual teachers. Of particular importance

to linkers was their own professional development.
The intervontion style adopted by'tne linker constitutee the second
domain of the linker role: Thevtwo intervention styles are:

& o reactive styls: Linkers may respond to requests
: for assistance fram school staff members or to needs -
or concerns as they become evident. A reactive linker
tends to maintain a low profifpe, and his or her activi-
ties may only .occagionally be recognized.as critical.

o proactive etyle: Linkers may become involved members
of the local .problem-solving team, offering their
"+ -  oapinions about both processei and decisions that are
made. Additionally, they may take a role as a "“super-
ego /" lnalyhing and assessing the progress that .the
. school is making toward whatever goals have been set.
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Linker survey data indicate that most linkers believed that they were more
iikely to assune reactive than proactive roles. The data also indicatg, how-
ever, that those who spent.a greaten proportion of time working as linkers
were more likely to assume proactive roles, ‘generally in the process- or

LY

content domains.

-

Job Stress and Its Sources

- The linker role is often perceived by theorists to be a lomnely,
maiginal, and inherently stressfui ‘one. Role conflict, based on different
and incompateble expectations fram different role partners, is seen as a
primary source of job-related stress, and ‘can be exacerbated by a lack of
information or guidelines on required or.anticipated job behaviors, or by
role overload. . . .

Linker jobs, on the whole, were poorly articulated. A formal job
description existed for only 28 percent of the linkers,'and only half of
these linkers reported that the description had been. "modified to hetter
reflect the duties of their job. Also reported were quite a few discrepan—
cies between their own beliefs about the types pf tasks or activities
that they should engage in, and the expectations of their supervisors and
clients in schools. ‘ o

‘ Linkers perce’bed project staff members as wanting linkers to
act as technical assistants i evaluation, while local schools were perceived.
as placing li#tle value ' On’ these activities. én the other hand, it was
thought that: local staffs emphasized linker expertise in subject matter and
involvement in implementationh while project staff members deemphasized this
aspect of the linker role. However, some consensus emerged around the
perceptions]that the most important part of their role was to act as coordi-
natog? and resource persons at the school level.

Clégely linked to the notion of role cqnflict is that of marginal-
-ity, which pertains to the relative 'sense of identifipation an individual
_feels for the different organizations with whom he or she  interacts. The
linker role is wviewed as inherently' marginal because the linker belongs
neither to the world of practice nor of research. Lacking a sense of identi-
fication with the groups with whom one works Or feeling the need to act
diplomatically ’at all times .lB assumed to produce psychological stress.

s
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g On" the whole, RDU pr,ojects were hard pressed to design effective
strategies reducing the linker's job—'releted stress. Many were expected to
play low visibility roles so that they were not considered by one group as
being allied with the others. (

In addition, because of the geographical dispersion of sij:es in

some projects, communiication repr.eséntéd a real problem. Some projects

~ addressed this problem by sending “circuit riders" from the project office to

visit-linkers in attempts to keep, them informed and to 'keep their morale up,

others relied on telephones for communication. A very different agproach was

. f

that of hiring linkers to serve in host organizations of which they were

air_ead\y staff members, or of building in a mechanism for formal host o'rgani—

zation supervision of some sort. Overall, it seems that a linker's perceived

marginality is largely idiosyncratic and likely to ‘be influenced by such .

factors as personal disposition, the relative stahigity of the arrangement
.in which he or she 1is situated, and the kinds of mechanisms that his or her
project provides to enhance a sense of identity with the project.

Supervision and cocmmunications pette:rns ‘seem., in effeft, to have
replaced job descriptions in providing role fomalization and definition; and
survey data indicate that linkers were more firmly tied to thei? locale than

to. their projects. Fifty-nine percent of the linkers reported thet formal -

supervisory assessments occurred primar&ly at the site or host agency oxgani-

zation level, and onl:y 25 percent reported such formalized procedures at the

“project level. Nevertheless, project dlrectors did seek to influence. the .

way in which l—inkers allocated their time, and frequently maintained infor-
mal contact through project evaluators. For the most part, such contact was
minimal compared to the. level of communication between linkers and certain
local personnel, frequently education spegialists. Nevertheless, project

- diréctors were seen by linkers as having a great deal of influence over the

activitiea in which they engaged. Thus, individuals who were unlikely -to

communicate frequently with the linker, and ,even less “likely to actually’

provide any feedback' on job performance, were nonetheless perceived as having

great control over what the linker did. dgain, this would appear to produce

considerable uncertainty and alienation' for the linker.
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Ag a’ consequence, linkers frequently turned to their peers for

suéport. These included both linkers situated within their own prOJects and
other individuals within the host organization who performed similar roles.
Probably the: linker's most significant role partners were school perscnnel
{(clients), who grovided important feedback and support, and had particularly
strong infldence over the ways in which the linker allocated his or her time.
The strong reliance of the linker upon school district personnel for psycho-
loéical_support_ehould be considered in light of the fact that linkers

perceived project directors and school staff members as having quite differ-’

ent preferenées regarding the types of roles that the linker should play.
Tus a situation of role conflict ma§ appear virtually inevitable.

Y

Overall Satisfaction

On the whole, linkers stated that they were moderately satisfied

with their jobs, depite these indicators of stress. The factors contributing\

to linker satisfaction were opportunities for personal growth, low levels of
conflict, end productive communication. Linkers alsoaexpefienced less role
conflict if they were identified with one or the other organization (gener-
ally the local host organization), rather than with neither.
While linkers stated that communication was important in providing
useful feedback and valuable psychological support, the general principle of
"more is better" did not necessarily apply. Rather, it was the usefulness
of /the communication that counted 'and, not surprisingly, linkers tended to
value communication with their peers most highly although it occurred less
frequently: QQEn did communication with project office personnel and local
§pecialists and staff. . . L
< Aside from the satisfaction derived from the functions themselves,

certain overall j¢b characteristics, such as autonomy. challenge, the level
of “red tape,”

tringsic rewards to performance had a bearing on th er perception of
satigfaction. In genéral, linkers found their jobs challerging and growth-
producing, although,/ovér time, this perceived level of challenge was lowered
somewhat as the job became more predictable. Linkers, on the whole, felt
themselves to be largely on their own, although there were inevitable bureau-
cratic Cons£raints ihVolyed in getting things done. Generally, they‘expe-

rienced a high level of personal satisfaction (intrinsic’ reward) due to the

v

? Y

\

edictability, and the relationship of eytrinsic and in-.
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visibilityzof the impact of their efforts, bu£ were less enthusiastic about

extrinsic rewards, particulérly the uncertainty of their future. This factor

varied according to the level of involvemeﬁt, although those most and least

inveolved were more satisfied than those in the middle range, perhaps because
it was more of a burden and less of a stepping stone to those who worked 18

to 50 percent of the time than to those who worked more or less.

Linkexr Impact

More is now known about the external 1linking role and about the
people filling thgt role in the RDU Program. In addition, there are early
indications of the importance of linking agents in the school improvement
process. In the earlier vignette about Reding High School, for example’,

both external observers and the school staff agreed that no progress would

have been mags\without the linker, who was instrumental in.suggesting changes .

to broaden the composition of the committees working on the RDU task, helping
to set up détailed objectives for committee- work, and providing assistance
in the development of evaluation guidelines for fhe project. ‘

Many local school and district personnel c¢ited a lack of ﬁime ané
re;ourées for nonroutine activities: They reported the need for soméqne to
initiate meetings, encourage others to take specific actions, and follow up
on them in order to make sure things happén. Linking agents can provide
these functions for 8schools, and, according to school personnel, this
is the most generally valued resource that they offer. In addition, the
relgtive}y low dropout rate for program participants (fewer tﬁan 9 pércent
of the schools originally involved in the first year of program activities
were not activély involved by the end of the third year) is, in large mea-
sure, attributablelto the presence of the linking agent, who often served as
both a catalyst ahd a goad when staff enthusiasm'falﬁa:gd. Many échools
reported that they would never have goéten as far as theys did without the
linking agent's ability to serve as a "superego."

Finally, there is also evidence that some linking agents actually

served as organi}.ational change agents, providing assistance in resolving

stagf conflicts, lockiny for resources beyond those offered within the
~project knowledge base, and encouraging the development of multiple change

projects in their  client schools, even where these were not supported through

the RDU Program. ¢
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The aTount of time spent as an RDU linking agent obviously affected
the ways in which thege activities were provided and the results obtained.
Where the linker had a low level of involvement in a school,’ it usually re-
‘sulted in his or her working closely with one internal site person who then

served as the catalyst for what happened. More extensive involvement by the
R C ,

Jrlinker usually resulted in there being more of an effort--made to keep many
internal site people actiQe in the problem-solving process.

Early evidence from interviews with local school staffs suggests

tﬂat active linking agents were able to help school personnelﬂmove in the

desired direction on the follewing four dimensions of successful change:

4
o away from generalized problems toward

specific objectives; 4
t
o away from old relationships built around

¢ previous behavior patterns toward new relatiop-
. ships which support the intended changes in -
behavior and/or attitudes;

o away from self-doubt "and a lowered sense .
of self-esteem toward 4 heightened sense of v '

self-esteem; and /

- o away from external motive for %hange {"the
principal wants me to change") toward an inter-
nalized motive for change ("I want to change").

/

u-"_\\

33

{f *



EARLY OUTCOMES OF THE RDU PROGRAM

Site experiences have varied, but data from face-to-face interviews
with school staff conductéd approximately two years after the beginning of
the program indicate some early benefits have resulted from the RDU Program, tﬁough
sometimes in unexpected areas. For the most part, such improvem;nts can
be identified in the following seven areas:
© communications
o teachef'involvement
0 program planhing
o teaching methods
o probiemrsolving process
¢ reaching targeted groups

© morale and schooltﬂeputa;ion
R

Lésting benefits to the séhools, as cited by participant; in a
large number of sites, include much higher levels of communication among
tqubers and the improvement of school-community relationships through the
involvégiﬁﬁ of parent volunteers .or through the publicity that the scheool
received by participating in the program. A number of schools took the
opportunity ts create pﬁblic awareness of the improvement efforts, including
the preparaéion of news releases.

According to these interviews, this increased com\;tunicatian has
resulted in much greater involvement by teachers in planning their own
programs. For example, the Right-To-Read coordinator in a Washington (state)
school district reported increased . initiative on the part of teachers in
the conduct of‘staff meetingsf which he felt indic;ted a sense of increased
power among teachers. This change was #ttributed largely to staff develop-
ment sessions that had been part of the problem identification process.

The principal of a West Coast elementary school reported a shift
from apathy to enthuaiasm and a noticeable improvement in staff teaching
- methods. The adoption of an integrated reading program also resulted in
new communication between the K-3 teachers--who had been a powerful
clique~—-and the fourth and fifth grade teachers. - Although the K-3 teachers
. initially had not accepted some new fourth and fifth grade staff, the %

increased communication quickly resulted in reunification of K-5 teachers.

oC | 34
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Site staff were also.asked about how much change had occurred'in
curricéla,-staffing patterns, materials, and teaching methods as a result of
participatioﬁ in tbg'RDU project. In the arep of curriculum (the content of
in;trucﬁion), relatively little change was reported. 'This is not particu-
larly surprising since most RDU projects focused on "the basmics." Major
chanée in curriculum is most likely to occur when a new subject area 1is
added, as in the case of infusing careér education or self-awareness ideas
into the ékisting“curriCulum. Somewhat more change was reported in the area
of inétructional materials{ for example, use clnf a new reading series or
supplemental materials. Addition of supplementary materials/}s seen as a
minor change, while replacement of a reading series is perceived as more
significant. The most'chagge appears to be takiqg place in the area of
teaching methods. This fiﬁding is nbot surprising ;onsidering the program-
matic emphaﬁis on~ teacher participation in the problem-solving process,; a
process which resulted in changes in an area of immediate and daily concern
to teachers. ’ ‘ '

Changesx;n staff compésition have been limited to the occasional
hiring of a n;w subject matter specialist. More significant, however, have
been changes in staff roles and role relationships. A reading épec;alist
reported, for example, that she used to be seen as someone to whom other
teachers sent their p;oblem students; now, sﬁe said, .she 1is seen as a re-
source to 'whom her colleagues turn for advice and information on how to deal
with the problems themselves (which also suggests sgome professional growth
for her colleagtes). ; ‘

More directly related to RDU Program aims is the Extent to thch

changes in the problem~solving process are incorporated into site procedures.

In our site vigit interviews, staff indicated they felt they could go through

 problem definition and solution Selection activities again, and a few sites

wege already using these processes or had plans to do so. Although some
respondents felt that their schools could accomplish these ‘tasks without
outside help, most indic&ted that they would need assistance in two areas.

First, they would need release time to go thrqQugh the problem~solving activ-

‘ities. .(This was seen ag critical at several gsites.) Clearly, this process

has cost implications since substitute teachers must be paid to cover for the

f
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reqular staff being released. ?econd, several respondents indicated they
would need information on potential solutions, a service currently provided
by the linking agent. (At one site, a respondent felt capable of identifying
potential solutions from products listed in the various catalogues, but
felt he would need release time in oxrder to be able to do S8.)

Preliminafy data are also available on local implementation of R&D
products selected as potential solutions at sites visited by the research
staff. Respondents at these sites were asked what proportion of students and
staff members who were affected by the problem were actually involved in
using the solution. Although many of the gsites had just begun to implement
the solution during the term when the interviews were conducted, over half
of the programs implemented were reported to be reaching half or more of the
'intended target groups. 1t was fairly common foy, sites to begin with partial
implementation and to expand in the following term.

Many of the changes outlined have resulted in increagsed morale at
RDU Program schools, which, in turngvhaée sometimes h;d dramatic impacts on
the school's overall functioning. Some participating schools changed from
being perceived as the least desirable in a district to having a "light-
house" image. An.elementary school, described by its principal as having a
“wrong side of the tracks" rebutation, had previously been seen by teachers
in the district as a dead end: teachers assigned there tended to request
transfers as quickly as possible. Poor self-images on the part of bupils
were blamed for their low motivation and péor performanceé. After the school
implemented a program to improve its (primarily socioeconomical ly disadvan-
taged) students' self-images and language arts performance, a rather dramatic
improvement in public peéformapcé”and a reduction in.student behavior ‘prob-
lems begun to attract favorable attention from other schools in the district.
The principal reported that, for the firsé tiﬁe in his three-year tenure as
principal, two teﬁéhers had requeéted transfers to that school. At the time
thig information was collected, the district office. was considering putting
the same program into effect at another school in the district, which also
had a primarily low-income spudent body and which displayed similar prob-
lems. Similarly, two other schools in different parts of the country have

found themselves to be the center of local attention because of marked and

2
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immediate improveﬁents a‘pparent in -students' motivation and berformance.
In ‘both cases, teachers from other’ schools were coming to watch the new
programs in these schogls. B

Overall, the changes that are introduced as a consequence of the
implement@tion of R&.D products are likely to be far from radical. Most of
the products will have their greatest impact in the area of new materials and
teaching methodologies, and in changes in scheduling or the use of 'ez_tisting

facilities. ‘ v

Areas that seem to be less affected are the reorganization of the

- entire curriculum; the use, digstribution, and deployment of profession
staff; and schobdl u}anggement or organization. While the sgelected R&D pra-

. ducts are seen as alleviating the problems that stimulated the school!
involvement :’m the program, in few casea& are they seen as "sol\'xtions.": Th
-~  problems ,in, most staff members ¥ opinions, will still remain. However, there
is nptini:{'e;ﬁ\ about lessening the severity of the problems, and a new sense

- - > \
that problgmg are, in fact, tractable. -
} - \ - .
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~ CONCLUSIONS

This interim report has served as a descriptive introduction to the

- Research and Development Utilization Program. It has focused on the seven

RDU projects, the schools that were selected to participate in the program,
the first steps taken py schools in the process 5% improved problem-solving
and knowledge utilization, the role definitions of the linking agents, and
the early outcomes of the program. d}

Because our intent has been primarily descriptive, we have not yet
addressed in any detail the "bottom line” for the six major issues that were
pointed to in the introduction as being central to the study (see pnge 8).
Yet, our data collection activ%tiea. which have included site visits to 42
participating schoois and detailed interviews with project participants, hint
at a heartening potential for succéssful.program outcames. Because many of
these site visite and interviews were conducted after the completion of the
technical '‘papers upon which this Feport is based, any statements Abd&t
outcomes should be viewed as impressionistic rather than thoroughly analyzed.
Nevertheless, we feel that there are a number of emerging "findgﬁgs,“ which
we belie;re will be firmly supported through a more systematic analysis:

® A great majority of the schools partici-
pating in the program are implementing
projects that are relevant to locally de- .
fined problems in the area of basic skills
- and career education.

e Sc¢hools participating in the program are
engdging in mbre systematic needs assess-
ments than they 4id prior to involvement in
the program and heope to apply this process
to other problem areas in their schools.

e Individual teachers '‘actively, involved in
the program report personal development in
leadership skills, awareness of R&D producta,
problem-solving akills, and teaching tech-
niques.

»

f
® Services of educational linking agents are
" valuad by schools involved in the program.
Linkars are perceived primarily as facilita-
toras of school decision making rather than as
decision makers. . PR

e Most parxticipating RDU projects are iooking
for ways to maintain their functioning now
¢ that NIE funding is ended.

A

38

¥



i

o Most RDU projects do not offer major
financial support to the participating schools
and districts. However, some financial support
appears to be critical to successful involve-
ment in the program, particularly to subsidize
release time for personnel invol¥ed in the '
problem scolving team.

J/'Our study ‘is, however, more than an evaluation of ‘the RDU ﬁrogram.
Although the program itself 1is over akd assessments of its successgg Or
?eaknesses cannot be used to fline-t-;une n ongoing educational endeavor, the
lessons that can be learned }rm the activities and outcomes of the p'nrogram
will have important implications for RDU-like networks that‘how exist aa-well
ag for‘sthe design and managemqu of future federal, state, and local efforts
to improve schools. Furthermore, we anticipate that our analysis of schools,
pf;jects, and externalflihkages will coﬁtribute to a more general under-
standing of the change process in local school systems. This report contrih;
utes to an undexstanding of the phenomenon being studied, an essential

ingredient in our capacity to offer more ganéralizabih interpretationa.
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APPENDIX

THE RELATIONSHIP OF DATA SOURCES, LEVELS OF ANALYSIS, REPORTS,
AND AUDIENCES IN THE STUDY OF THE R&D UTILIZATION PROGRAM

-

DATA SOURCES LEVEL OF ANALYSIS \-l REPORT : | PRIMARY AUDIENCE

¢ . & I N | ) :
) . | I —» Report of Special Study of Selected R&D Outcomes {1979) —up Policy Makers (NIE)
Interim Report to Educational Practitioners {1979) i Managers

School Level Study

. i
1 Final Report to Educational Practitioners (1980) Managers
\ X | — | - Special Report on Selected RDU Sites {1980) —a Researchers
) Site Visits | |
Telephone Interviews [ I I__, Report on Linking Agent Support and lTraining"ﬁ9;9)‘_.__._., Manéger;
In-person Interviews ’{_ Linking Agént Study % '
Mait Surveys l . | I.__. Case Manual for Linking Agent Training (1980) Managers
Project Documents l I
Case Studies ‘ -
l - J - Report on Project Management Issues and Practices (1979) —a Managers
1
4] Project Level Study i .
- | | L—s Special Report on Role of NIE (1979) » Policy Makers (NIE)
- . ! - ' -
§ & . . ‘
E . "
H o \ |
F + |nterim Report on Important Policy Questions (1978) ———— Policy Makers {NIE)
’ § ——" Interim Repoo‘t on RDU Program (1978) » Researchers/Policy Makers
R (NIE)
g - Memorandum on a Dnssemnnatnon/anfusoon/’Change — Policy Makers (NIE)
& Research Agenda (1979)
I .
@ ~ }— Final Report on Important Policy Questions » Policy Makers
3 and Recommendations for Federal Policy
£ in Support of Educational Change (1980)
’ . —-("Fmal Report of RDU Study (1980) — - —~ Researchers/Policy Makers
9‘ — Executive Summary of RDU Study (1980) , - Policy Makers
&~ Article of News Release to General Public (1980) ~————— General Public
/! :
/
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