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i INTRODUCT'ION ) a

The development of external roles to assist local schools in kno&ledge

?

utilization has been a controversial topic in the education arena for some

-

time. As early as 1970fsohe individuals in the fedefal_government recog- ¢
“nized that knowledge utilization, at least knowledge utilization which . '
involved research information, was unlikely to take place for maqy educators

without some form of assistance. (U.S. Office of Education, 1970)  Prior :

N ' B .
to the mounting of the first federal effort to develop external rxoles in

n

the field cf education, the Pilot State Dissemination Program, a number of .
. . t T !

"experts"” had been arguing in support of rofes_which paralleled those of the

organizational development specialist or the ag:iculfural extension agent.

-

(Cepter for the Advanced Stud& of Educatianal Administration, 1965, Havelock,

1969, Jung and Lippitt, 1966).

15 Oon the other hand, relatively large amounts of suppcrt frpm the Office
: T ‘ d

RO TANN

[y

= of Education has been directed toward the development of pacﬁéged:information
- e s seea : , | e
intended to be used with limited or no t@chnmcal assistance. The most : ©

.

x ' . .
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.Rand Corporation's study of seed money programs (Greenwood et al., 1975)

‘extreme form of.this developmental activity were the PIPs products. These “-
'Project Informarlon Packages were 1ntended to prdvide LEA perscnnel with

iall of the lnformation that they would need to install and operate effectlve

.

v
R

new programs in compensatory education and basic skills. - (Stearns, et al.,

- . .
o

1975) 1In add1t1on to the developmental funds that were put into the PIPS

Program,'other monjes were being directed to improVed packaging of and access

to ERC and LAB prepducts, presumably to facilitate independent practitioner

- ¢ . ¢

use of these documents. _

o : - \ . L

A third'perspective has focused on the need for local invention as opposed
- P 7

to external importation of knowledge. - Some opponents of educatlon R&D have,

argued that there is teco 1ittle 1nformatlon of value to.support an extensive
disseminatron system. Support for this p051tlon has been prov1dedffrom the

- wr Nt

~

which suggested strongly that school 1mprovement activities that were 1mported

from outside of the district were less 1ike1y to be implemented than those

-

>~ - ¢

that were internally generated.

Because ani arguments supporting a researth agenda on erternal agents
. . .

, - . s ¢ .
must rest or fall based on judgments as to whether such agents are necessary,
Y . -
- 3 . ~ .
some elaboration will now be made. of the arguments against external helping

A

roles and those in favor of external helping roles. .- ‘ .

P
3

A. ARGUMENTS AGAINST 'THE NEED FOR EXTENS;VE RELIANCE ON EXTERNAE ROLES

y 4

Opposition to the deployment of external agents to improve knowledge

4

utilization in schoors is generally based on two primary. arguments. First,
there is some evidence suggestlng that in most cases where schools‘empkoy exter-

nal change agents, problems ensue an% effectlve change ’ *does not ‘occur. This

argument has been most strongly voiced by Greenwood et/?l. (1975) : —
When an LEA adopted projects de51gned by [out51de consultants] the -
quality of implementation surfered. District staff tended to distrust
'outside ®xperts' and had little patience for complex "‘project rationales

{(p. 23). : R



. . T . " . T a

Indeed, the authors of this report go so far as to say that nratural school .

‘system resistance to outside technical assistance can be overcome‘onlp-through
extrenely high levels of administrative_suppoit (p. 24)L'fThe psoblems incurred ’
by local schools'in using external experts are also amply supported by studies

of districts participating in"the Rural Experimentatal schools prog;am (see(\ -"

.
‘

Rosenblum and Louis, 1979), and by case_studies of 'OD in schools (Fullen, et

al,,'l978)' Even those who see the need for some supportive ‘external helping roles .°

‘ . RN

- express dofibts about the significance of these,'as,opposed to the development of

intexnal change agents: .. ; . ‘ - : _
...the history. of industrial OD suggests that the main diffusion means
centers around the development of strong capable internal practitiocners,

o

. often with an advocacy pdsition (Miles, 1976, p. 249) ) \

-

Quantitative findings that 1pport this pOSltlon are also drawn from the

v

¢ recent studytof federal programs sunoorting educational change.‘ Survey data

indicate strongly that one of the factors ‘most highly associated with eﬁfective
- c
implementation la local development/of materials (Bérman and Pauley, l975~‘Berman

and McLaughlin, 1977). The surv“y data that examine the impact of external

N .

-

technical assistance on implementation and continuation provide, if.anything, ~

- ! . . v )
even more compelling support."The use of outside conSultants has been found |

N
- \

to be Significantly negatively related to the perceived usefulness of the training

-

in federally supported change eiforts*(Berman and McLaughlin, 1977) *.

-

This reasoning, leads almost inavitably to a policy pOSition that de-

emphasizes both ekternhl\agsis ce and external information. As Mann states,

2

- the basic assumptions of a "user driven sytem“ require that a "thousand wheels

> o = ¢ - B
. o e

’ T a—n e =Y e e e . e

be reinvented"™: ‘ .

PR ) /
» lest a quick critic of this study note thav most schools use consultanﬂs on a
a rapid inzand-out basis, which would not aﬂlow the consultant to provide
effective assistance, the Rand data suggest that there is no correlation between
the amount of adsigtance’ received from outSide consul*ants and the usefulness ,

if assistance. L

o
- S
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The nearly idiosy-cratic power of- place...has been seriously under- .
estimated. Zach site seems compelled...to a drudging re-discovery

of the inadequacy of sleds: and rollers and then to discovery of the K
usefulness of an axle stuck through,a disc. While that may 'seem horribly.
inefficient, it should be compared to the situation in which heaps of
wheels lie around because of the local conVictiOn that "they won't work
here"... (p. 300)

As a direct consequence, a ntimber of highly placed federal officials have

been vocal advocates of ‘a change in policy which would support\local program

development as opposed to dissemination of information from other sources (see

9

¢
.

Raspberry, 1978). . - ’ N

A second argmment that is- used 'to oppose sSystematic development of external

helping roles for.schools lies in”a pessimistic'view of the ability of schools

'to engage 1n meaningful change. The inability of external agents to overcome

barriers to change is Stated perhaps most boldly by Derr (1975) who claims thgt

Organizational Development approaches to change in schools are destined to fail for.

o © e
-

a number of reasons.* First, there is a lack of common indicators of performance

" in school: "(T)he importance of this phenomenOn cannot be overemphasized. There'

s B

are no signposts along the way to guide educational innovations to modify and improve

them." (p- 232) Second the vulnerability of schools to their enVironment-—

- that is, public relations--rerﬁares schools td spend time reacting to external

pressure rather than improving long-term ﬁlannin and functioning. ‘Third, the
S1 5\\\ _ + g9 L €

high autonomy needs of professﬂonal educators interferes with efrective collab-

I “wr B

oration and innovation, as dcés the relatively high level of independence in

. . ; v . P v .

performing the work. Perhaps more qp%tically, however, Derr points to a "civil

servent mentality" in schodols (p. 235). This mentality impedes inndvative
" L i

.

-

efforts through union contracts which do not allow professionals to remain after

school without pay and which makes, it difficult to bring in external people for
- - . 5 -

- sustained ‘contact oversa period of years. Finally, the lack of economic resources

ERIC .
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available tn schools, particularly in the cgrrent environment, makes it difficult

a ! - . ‘ -

*
General discussion of inhereqt characteristics of schools that make them‘

resistant to change have also been presented in Miles (1964), Loui:s and .Sieber,
(1979), and Pinaus (1974), among others. Note that Miles (1976) has critiqued
Derr' s assumptions about OD prlnClpleS that are "violated”™ in schools.
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- B. ARGUMEN ’N FAVOR OF EXTENSIVE RELIANCE CN EXTERNAL ROLES J

v

to allocate adequate funds for a major school.improvement affort. Hiring or

supportlng an external ccnsultant, teacher release tlme, conferences, etc. under

.

Proposition 13 condltlons may be 1mposs1ble. In sum, the Derr argument may be |

succinctly stated:_ Schools do not have the structural characteristics, ox the

personnel and flnanc1al :esources to proflt from the major change activities that

.

typlcally anolve exterﬂal helplng roles.

Al
h Q
Those who support the development of external helplng roles draw upon a .

d;fferent set of literature and assumptlonsu A long tradition of research is-
v’ . v

c1ted to support the utlllty of external agents.

’

' .
¥

An earlwaield experiment (Glaser, 1965), showed that orqanizations could

;be made more receptive 'to research results through the use of external consult-

[y

ants amd externally sponsored conferences. Recent research in education has
¢

produced a number ot studles which support the efflcacy of an external helplng

role in increasing local school use of 1nformatlon. Sieber, et al. (1972), for

example, show that external education exténsion agents in the Pilot State Dis—-

-
.

semlnatlon Project hac a 'significant impact on the level of’ requests for 1nforma—

tlon (recept1v1ty) In addltlon, HéBlig (1975) and Louls ‘& Sieber- (1979) havn
e =y

shown that the external agents also had a 51gn1f1cant 1mpact on information use

. ‘ : L. -
under some circumstances. Emerick’and Peterson's (197§)'study of the . .

.

. Ndtiomal Diffusion Network produced findings which strongly support the

assumption that an external agent may have.aqsignificant impact on implementa—
tion of innovations. The effects ef external agents {both DevelopeX/

P

Demonstrators and State Facilitatgrs--the two external helping roles associated

with the National Diffusion Network) remained even when important school

]
0 ) 5

A

o



characterisﬁics, such as ?otivation towaxd change local support for .the pro-
ject, administrator sﬁppprt, and sense of participation, were controlied for

’ in regression analysis. This.finding is quite critical, for it is these
.. v . ¢ : ’ - .
innoﬁation support characteristics which had a greet deal of impact on the

- ’ 'cunolu51on= drawn from the Rand Corporatlon Study of federal programs

supportlng educatlonal change. Early evidence from the ongoing study of the
R&D Utlllzatlon Program suggests that the external agents supported through

this program play a criticai role in helplng local - schools to malntaln a
v . ) Radin
commitme 2t to long-term plannjng and change prograhs (Louis et al., 1979).

Similarly, . the accumulating results of research on the outcomes of OD Programs
o - : 3 "\
in gennols 'shows that externally induced programs involving strong consultive

- A d . .

b _ roles from third-party trainers or. experts can have significant°impact (see, for

example, Miles, et al., 1978; Bartunek and Keys; 1970, Schmuck Runkel and Lang-
_meyer, 1971). Those who”supporf he need for external agents may point with 'some
pleasure.to the apparenézrobustness of this seﬁ of findings, in which the impact
‘ of an external agen£~appears.to hold io@the laboratory, in field settings and
in*a wide variety of different rqles,raoging from the nonintensive "extension
agent; rolzs (found in the Pilot State Dis;emination,Proieot or in the state

facilitator role in the NDN project) to the relatively intensive and long—term‘

arrangements found in many OD interventions.

C. SUMMARY

Tha position taken in this paper 'will, therefore, advance beyond the

debate .apout whether or not external agents are useful. The potency of the

external role in stimulating xnowledge .use will be assumed, and we will
address a set of questions that have greater research and policy salience at

this polnt. fifsﬁ what is meant when we say that a sﬁrategy for change and

IS

knowledge utlllzatlon that employs external agents "works"; second, under.

what conditions’ thx agent 1s effect1ve, and third, what addltlonal research

4
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is needed in order to arrive at some broader set of theories and policy

decisions regarding external roles in stimulating Enowledge utilization. The

discussion will be grounded in the empirical literatura related to external

-

agent impacts in schools. -

In order to address the above questions, it is nQecessary to base the
L4 . .
discussion on a clear definition of the phenomenon that we have called the

"external agent". In addition, in order to further ground our discussion,
~N

a framework for looking at the knowledge utilization' contexts in which

external agents may be useful will be developed, and the implications of

» .

these contexts for agént roles will be briefly discussed. Once this groundwork
has been laid, a presentation of specific research findings related to the

impact of agent roles and behaviors upon schools and individual educators

2

will be discussed, with aprticular emphasis on consistency of findings, and

areas where reseaXch is particularly impressive or thin. Finally, some

implications for a research agenda on the fole of external agents will be

) .
. . .

developed.

r:)

Co.
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- : THE ROLE OF EXTERNAL AGENTS IN KNOWLEDGE UTILIZATION:
' DIMENSIONS FOR ANALYSIS AND ACTION

]
4 A
\
r:

- T
—

-A. A REVIEW OF CURRENT?WA&S Of DEFINING EXTERNAL AGENT ROLES AND TITLES
PN Y . . .

A recernt review of the literature (Glaser, 1976) pointed to over a dozen

-

job”titles that-had recently been applied to the role of the external agent.

’
’

Among'éggse which this review uncovered were: social’engineeg, linking agent,

populariiér,'change agent, research translator,-learning engineer, applied
. . : ‘\ .
behaviorgl scientist, ,and reseaxrch gtilizatipn-specialist; This plethora of
« e . ‘ N B - .
titles suggests the wide variety of definitions which are gpplied to the role
) . .

of the external agent. Many of these different definitions suggest different °

ways of approaching the problem of fostering improved knowledge utilization

among organizations. and individuals.

[y
-

- . Archibald (1968), for example, sees®the appliei/social scientist as an
expertfwho has a reformist interest, that is, one who seeks both knowledge
and change. This definition assumes that the khowledge broducer or at’ least

part of the knowledge production system is in fact a linking agéht. Somewhat
i . 4 ) .
similarly, Rogers, et al. (1976) describe the extension specialist as an

individual ‘who is a member of the knowledge production community in the

university, but who is himself a sysnthesizer of krowledge, rather than a

préducer of knowledge, Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) have developed a more

general definitiorn of the agent's role:

)
~

A’ change 'agent ‘is a-professional who influences innovation decisions
in .a-direction deemed desirable by a change agency. (p. 227)
. : A L.
_ ~
Zajtman and Duncan (1977) also view the external agent as a change agent:

‘A chanée agent is'any individual or group operat.ng to change the
< -~ _status quo in the client's system such that the individual's in-
volved mnci relearn how t> perform Ehgi; roles. (p. 186)

- -

h} . .
.

\) A e '.. - . - -
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Note that Zaltman and Duncan's definition differs from that of Rogers and Shoe-—

a

maker primarily in allowing for an autononfous change agent (one who is not con~
nected to a "change agency") and that they emphasize certain typ$s of cha;ge as
a critg;ia for determining who does and who does not belong in this category.

Moorg, et ;1. (1978) add a different dimension of specificity t their
definition which emézged from their study of groups involved in pramoting local
educational change:

N,

(a technical® assistance group provides) long-term, face~to-face assist-
* ance to gspecific school communities in an effort to facilitate lgcal
change. (p. 16)
~  Note that the distinctive feature of MLore s definition is that the specif-
c . . . .
city of the strategies by vhich the ‘external influvence is delivered.
Others, however, reiject the 1mpllc1t assumptlon of dr finitions such as
those quoted above that the external agent has specific objectlvec in mlnd for
the targeted qlient organizations or individuals. Blumberg (1976) severely crit-
icizes approaches that bring, along with the external agent, an externally imposed
goal:
(The term interventionist implies: a) helping the client collect, and .
understand valid information about his problem; b) helping the client
-develop a system of\free choice; -and c) helping the client develop in-
ternal commitment to che processes authentically if that person is "out
to change things." The\ use of them means that the user has po particular
goal in mind for the organization but is willing to trust that the people
involved with valid information at hand will develop goals and problem
solutions which for them best fit the situation. (p. 226)
Similarly. Miles #nd Schmuck (1971) present no explicit definition of the O0.D. ..
) .
specialist or cci.zultant but define the role of the types of organizationa.
interventions that are acceptable within the 0.D. framework (see Mileg and
Schmuck, .1971: 9; also Miles, et al., 1979). 1In both cases the external role
is seen as a pair of hands that transmi: a set of strategies or technologies
for improvement in the client system. Cates' (1978 recent review of educa-~
tional literature rélatgd to external areas also takes a functional rather

a

than a definitional app;oach. The core externalvagent identified by Cates.

9

—
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.
' .
. ~ .

are planning, resource utilization, communication, prublem_sdlving, process '
helping, implementation, and evaluation, (Catés, p- 5) The author implies,

however, that the inventory of functions may not: be useful for definitional

purposes, since there is’ still conSiderable confusion and disagreement about

the meaning of these functional labels (pp. 17-18). . : N\
/ ) .
There is, apparentl;, considerably greater consensus amcng thqgse who attempt

.
N

to define external roles as "linking" roles. This consensus c¢xists across as
well as within disciplines. For example, Piehle's. (1975) definitjon is as follows:

(Linking) agents operate at the interface between' new ideas-and products
and current educational practice; dealing regqularly with both resource
and user systems for the purpose of helping the two to interact con-~
structively. C(p. 3),

The Sgcial and Rehabilitation Services Agency .similarly defines the role of the

research utilization specialist;:

‘

N (RUS's serve) as an action link between the producer. dha consumer of
research results, bringing new and more effective finqiggs/'o the

- attention of practitioners and administrators (and),promoting their
adoption by ongOinq programs. (Hamilton and”Muthard 1975: 63)

Most definitions'of linking agents do not explicitly refer to externally

. imported desirable outcomes in the target or user group. These are, however,

frequently implicit, dnd most authors who discuss this' role would agreé'that
. (the role of) the linker...brings greater rationality to qhange orientéd -
decisions in school systems by increasing the nature and extent of
information utilized in deCiSion—making. .(Nash and Culbertson, 1977: 2)
Those who do not explicitly espousg the objective of”improving rationality in school

N

systems will frequently refer. to "improved problem:solving%" Crandall, 1977: 216).

‘

B. SOME PROBLEMS WITH DEFINING EXTERNAL AGENTSF WHO THEY ARE AND WHAT THEY DO

In order to define and understand roles which external actors play

-
in knowledge utilization processes in local schools, it is necessary to come

LYy

to terms with the dibersity in the de..nitions presented above. Defining
phenoména is not, in general, the most scintillating aspect of the synthesis
process, It is, however,‘a critical part in'laying out the assumptions and issyes

that must be addressed. Given the relative péucity of empirical studies of

10 . . ' .
§. SR el
ERIC - Co
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agents in school improvement programs, the examination of definitions is a major
means of illuminating wenknesses or gaps in current approaches to research in
this area. ‘In,the follgwidg paragraphs, therefore, some of the problems with
existing defin;tions of external roleé will be discussed and perspectives chat
will be used in the remainder of this paper will be articulated. This dis-
cussion will range from the ver; concrete (what will-and will not be coasidered
an externgl agent fo; the purpcses of this paper) to the relatively broad (prob-

lems in defining common terms in the coptext of school knowledge utilization processes)
. » :

The Definitional Dilemma: General Versus Specific

As Hood and Catég point out,

Conceptually, anyone who facilitates the trancfer >f educational
knowledge could be considered the linking agent, but this simpli-
fication leads to a rather unacceptable situation, since virtually
’ anyone in the field of education may be involved in the transfer

3 of knowledge to someone else. (Hood and Cates, 1973: 2)-

A-tempts to narrow the definition, on the other hand, generaily involve speci-

‘fying either the source of the information (such as research information), the

0

technique by which information is to be transmitted (for example, as in 0.D.
intervention strategies or "face-to-face assistance") or specificatibn 2f out-
comes (such as planned change, utilization of R&D products or improved organi-

zational health). While each of these limitations has its advocates, the objec-—

tive of this' paper is not to provide recommendations or to exhort but to
_attempt a éreliminary definition of the arena for action and research. For
. - 'Y . v
these purposes, greater specifications may lead to loss of conceptual ge:i:;}—

izability.
L

M However, liood and Cates' dilemma should not be ignored entirely. The. -~

-
-

_study of ekternal actors in the-knowledge utilization process cannch encompass

every"aspect of knowledge exchange that occurs within the educational system.

Such an agenéa would be so broad as to defeat any objective of clearly defining,

wy
. ]
N\

-

11 -
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existing information and desirable researchable knowledge. Two main

) 2,

specifications se=m appropriate. First, like Zaltman and Duncan (1976),
no direct attention will be paid to the non- purposive stiﬁulation of
knowledge utilization and change. : ‘ -

We do not focus on unwitting,..agents, that persons'wﬁo initiate,
. | . " - ) ) .

change without a particular intention to do . - or even without

awareness oz  their instrumer ality as agents...(Zaltman and Duncan,

1976: 187) ‘ _ )
A

As these authors point out, the inadvertent agent_may be best viewed as

part of the "bag of tricks" or stréﬁegies which the conscious external

.

. actor can use in working with a system, a group, or set of individuals..
- »

o
Related to this specification are the distinctions made by Katter and
: . - ' Ve
Hull (1976) between different orientatioms of external agencies involved

"in providing information_or knowledge to schools.z The authors classify
educatlon information service agenc1es (EISs) into three types:

° Collectlon orlented agency provides services to educators
largely as a by—product of other activities. The primary
goals and objectives of these. agenc1es are to maintain, to build
and to service the collection of mate;ig}s or information.

o Product oriented agencies are concerned exclusively with dis-—
semination of information about a specific product ‘line of .
educatlonal information. They -ace not concerned about thé-system
the potential user sygtems need as much as about selling the

product

e Audience oriented agencies, on the other hand, seek to meet
the information needs of clients.. It is betterment of the
client's system that drives the information exchange, rather
than the organizational needs or concerns of the EIS.

The findings of a survey of EIS goals and activities presented by

Katter and Hull (1975) suggest that the audlence/collectlon/product

typology may be thought of not as a set of dlstlnctlve categorles, but

12
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rather as dimensiéns along which external agents and agencies may vary.* Using
the typolocy in such a suggestive fashion, it is proposed that we eliminate

. L3
from our consideration all agencies and actors that exhibit a Iow audience

orientation. This suggestlon is premised on the judgment that such agencies

L

or agents are unlikely, in the long run, to contribute in a major way to the

broad federal objectives of school improvement. Or, if they do so, they

will do so as inadvertant rather than purposive agents.
_ A Zinal proposed narrowing of the definition of the external agent is
4 to limit our investigation to numan“agents. The very concept of human agentsi

. or agencies denotes an interpersonal "aspect to the exchange or transmission
of information. The’use of written meane of communication or the telephone,
so long as these communication channels are pereonaiized, are sufficient )
to include the agent uithindour definition. However,'if the communication
consists only of thébtransmission of.standardized’forms or information)in
an'entirely routinized manner,_iu would.fall'out'of our are.a of'concern.**
Preeumably; such an agent or agency could be completely_mechanized with

. - -
cppropriate technological-advances.

* . ; - ) . B .
For example, a large proportion of those agencies that were originally

‘classified 'as audience orieated, were in fact also oriented to the
delivery of a standardlzed set of information products. The authors

state that: !

By confrast, the service oriented EIS more cloSely resembles the
product driented EIS in the pre—determined nature of its response
(it) has ? ‘prescribed set of responses to user requests.. .the
service oriented EIS has frequently evolved from an audience
oriented BIs standardization allows the EIS to respond effi-
ciently to‘a larger number of requests. (Katter and Hull, 1976.

" p. 81)

Since the authors were not looking for evidence to suggest that thelr typo-
logy d1d not "work," we may extrapolate from this that organizations may be
high on more than one of these dimensions.

*k . .
For example, an agency that conducted 1nd1v1dqulzed 1nformatlon searches

would be included, One that had a single- "product line" in response to
. all requests would not.
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Public Aeceptability of External Agents: 'The MNeed for Simpleffanguage
” , /
/ .

As implied above, the role of external agents in edncational improvement
: . - ; X - A

activities has not been a prominent policy issue oYefAthe last ten to fifteen
_ - : . P . .
years. One of the reasons for the lack of reater interest in the role of

- .
-

external actofsvin knéwledge utilization and/school change may-be .the jargon

- which surrounds both writing and the implementation of such roles. Another

may be the lack of clarity in their role definition.

As noted in the beginning of this section, there are dozens of names that
have been used to refer to the“externai agent. Many of cthese names are either

arcane or of obscure meaning to the typical educator or 1egislator. Thus,

for example, the term Llnklng Agent (probably the most common term 1n the- 7.

.

area of.education) brings expressions of disbelief and incemprehension to

)

. the faces of policy—makefs‘whd‘are queried regarding their interest in this

"

area (Chabotar and Kell, 1978). Of potentially greater concern is the fact

~ .

that many of these titles tend to be threatening to the practitioner or

.

client whom the external agent'seeks to serve. The title of

- .
R ©

Research Utilization Specialist which was applied in the social and rehab-~
ilitation services experimental five-year:.program, elicited the following
comments” from those who held this job title:

The RUSs were unanimous in the belief that the title Research
Utilization Specialist detracted from their acceptance and effec- .
tiveness-and was not, in fact, appropriate to the p051ttsn--The word
research was a source of considerable resistance...field staff
reacted vehemently to the perception of research’ as, evaluative... (one
RUS) found that the term research created not.only resistance, but also
mlsunderstandlng of the job functions...the title specialist was an’
equal handlcap...the RBS was sometimes perceived as a person with
detailed, . speclflc knowledge on the subject at times as "the

peérson whg knows more and more about less:and less."”

(Hamllton and Muthard 1975 78 79)

Apparently, the 1ncrea51ng tendency to invent new terminology to re‘er

s .

- " R
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not only to the external role, but also to the functions of the external role

. 7 . Y . » ‘ ]
complicate this situation enormously. For example, the term "process helpex*

4

is aimost meaningles: to a practitioner and is, therefore, not useful %S the

.

external actor who wishes to define what it is that he would like to do with
or for the'client.* While it is certainly beyond the ojectives of this ..

,paper *o definitively de:termine what external agents should be called, one
Fy -
may suggest that commonly understood terms such as consultant or extens1on

. agent are preferable to new terms which try to capture the novelty of the
ob. ** ~ \

In addltlon to terminology concerns, there is a-genuine problem with the

-

// explicitness "of the role.. A major problem with the acceptance;gf 0.D. in

school settins is that the_dimensions of the innovation are very difficult

v .

to define--an: . s be-contradictory in different settings because of the frequency

¢

with which the term is inappropriately_applied. (Fullen, et al., l978a:_246)

Similar problems' have ‘been” observed in _settings where an educatlonal extension
agent is at work, wHile poorly articulated roles may, in some cases, work tc the
agent;s-advantace, they‘make acceptability to local administrators and teacners
problemmatic in?the absence of positivevpersonal experience'(see Louis and Seiber,
1979), Chapter 6). Lack of explicitness.of the ;innovation" of a new educational:
role causes manywof the‘same problems in dlffus1on and lmplementatlon as 1n the

case of curriculaffor administrative 1nnoyat;ons. (see Charters and Pellegrin,

l973). It is important‘to emphasize,lbm explicitness does not imply that

-

* ) .
If any reader is inclined to doubt the reasonableness of a concern over

the .use of language to describe external experts or others who help to brrng\
new knowledge to’ schools, let them first imagine themselves ‘responding to

any inquiry regarding their occupation with a.cavalier--"oh, I am a know-
ledge utilization speC1allst"—-oh I'm a linker." Tte difficulties of com-
municating. the seriousness . of one's position after using as an introduction

a title whlch is perceived as having little meaning at all is well under- ,
stood by t authar, who has e perienced problems trylng to explain.to.
others what 1t is that she studies.

xR i
The novelty may also be the titles and low role exp11c1tness that are given
. to agents in demonstration projects related to the difficulty of institutional-"
’ v 121ng such 1nd1v1duals and their job functlons when dembnstratlon monles are gone.

Q 15 1. 6
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" .immediate steps tq achieve greater clarity and specification are appropriate.

Some observers have concluded that the educational extension agent is success-

a
» -

ful in large meaere because of the-enormous'flexibllity and lack of bureaucrat-

ization in the rol®.. (See Louis and Sieber, 1979.) . '

P

Roles and Goals
The majority of current approaches to specifying the roles of external
. N - k v

agents ar: based on explicit or implicit judgments about the objectives that
will. be achieved through the use of such :gents;/ In particular;, there is

an assumption that the exlLernal agent's major function is to import ‘research

-

_information to facilitate the adoption of innovative programs in schools.

It seems obvious that this assumotlon about objectives and outcom;s,of.nsing
external agents is derived fron.the dominant research tradition that isfri
vassociated with the study of information use. . The study‘of informatioé

which.is firmly grounded in the agricultural,extensioﬁ/program. (See, for

example, Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971.) While there are other research traditions

®

whlch examine information dlffu51on, these have’ not had nearly the 1mpact on the -

general consc1ousness of those concerned Wlth 1nformatlon use as has the

e -

image of the stalwart county extension agent explalnlng'the ‘virtues of hybrid

” seed corn to a tobacco—chewing farmer. That this image of the county extension

.

agent as the bearer of: research tldlngs to‘the innovator is’ far, from the reallty

- 2 . B

.\

of the extension agent's actual role (see Rogers, Eveland and Bean, 1976) is of

«

little conseqﬁence, for the popular image dominates. . In reality, as noted ln

some of thn deflnltlons presented above, th1s 1mage of th external agent

vastly overs1mp11f1es the varlety of roles wh1ch purpos1ve actors. mayvplay.

Another major reason for this definitional bias lies 1n_the(source of

concern about knowledge ﬁtilization in local schools over the last 10 years.
: . - .
The ma]or funder of research on, local school 1mprovement is the federal govern-

ment. The federal government is also -the major. funder of research and develop—

) e S N S )
¢ . . , . .
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ment in both university settings and in dpplied R&D settingsi' Not surprisingly,

the'government is also concerned about the gap between R&D and .the use of R&D
by local schools that has been pdinted to by a number of observers (Gideonse, ‘
/l970; Dershimer, 1976). The federal government is interested in determining'

. whether or not the products of educational R&D were utilized in)thﬁ schools has:

/ R : . .
significantly impacted the view of schools as users of R&D rather than creators

7~ of knowledge\and innovation. This viewpoint is so deeply embedded ir the

educational literature that it is difficult to find many examples which run
/ ¥ , :
; : , - ‘ B

counter to it. ) _ .

f , Lippitt (L969), however, takes a more complex view of this isste. Based

on a number of studies copducted by the Center for Research on the Utilkzation T
y

.

i - of ‘Scientific Knowledge at the Unlvers1ty of Mlchlgan, Lippitt ‘distinguishes
‘ . 4 . . f ¢ . .
! - between two general patterns of research utlllzatlon. The flrst is the - * -

v

J A v . R
/ "sc1ence consumer system" whlch 1mports research 1nformatlon from the outs:dea_

J
/ While th1s approach does not fully correspond to the 1ntegrated R, D D and U approach

f l flrst descrlbed by Haveloﬂk 61969) and elaborated on by a number of others (see

/ o Berman and’ McLaughlln, 1974 Louls aﬂg Saeber, 1979), 1t does emphas1ze the "
L4 «
/ client systemtas a user. In addltlon, Lappltt 1dent1f1es an 1nternal pattern

A : .
' ‘of knowledge productlon and utlllzatlonl whereby the system 1tself generates
'3

1nformatlon and uses it. Llppltt argues that the 1nternal as well as the ex—.
N Coa
-t al agent wh.> can fac111tate the coordlnatlon ahd prodﬁctlon of knowledge.

3
.

The nétlon of external aoent as somethlng other *an ‘a brlnge' of knowledge has

a long tradltlon in a, varlety of organlzatlonal 1nrw:vent10n groups. Thus, for -

exaque, the: approacﬁ used by the Tav1stock Instltute of ‘Hman Relatlons in

“

London, England tends to V1ew the external agent rather as a theraplst for

NI “ -

organizations (Jaques, 19503), as does the-external;Q.D; role descrlbed by ’
Y y _° - . .

1
-

ot

"

Schein (1969). - . e

- 17
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In education, other- types of external agent roles are clearly acknowledged

such as the process helper rolq/sPec%fied by A-le'(l976), and Butler and

~

Paisley (1978), but the View of- what ®such agents do is limited Fhis is in large

2 /’\‘m

. ’

Concepts of Information Use and Externax Agent Roles

0

The extremely influential linkage model proposed by Havelock (1969) view

the information utilization cycle as involVing knowledge producers and know-

ledge consumers with various mechanisms for connecting these two groups. Without

in any way. attempting to diminish a major contribution to what yas at the
t

1
-

time a field with little theoretical basis, the view of information use .

.y #
. ' N -

in the linkage model frameworks has narrowed the conceptualization of know-

. only'to the use of research knowledge imported from the knowledge producing

i superstructure.n Similarly, on the one hand we should applaud the advances.

- .

that have been made over thevpast few years in studying implementation
o ~9 :

" of hew programs as part of "the school. improvement process, (see,ufor example,'

-

Gross, Guiaquinta and Bernstein, 1972; Fullen and Pomfret 1976 Berman and

R . McLaughlin, 1977, Rosenblum,and Lou1s,_l970.) On the other hand however, it
is important to raise"again;the point that information.mayabe used in a wide

- e o

°

. ..
N . .

©.a new orogram -—-e g. for staff development ‘or long range planning (Louis, 1975).

Afi?' "In. examining the federal administrative agency ‘as ‘an information user,

Sabatier (1978) draws upon two different modes for information\pIOViSion to

Rein -and white (1977). The assumption of ‘the decisionistic—instrumental ,
perspective is that “technical information or policy analysis is proVided
primarily to influence specification deciSions...and that the information is
A - .
' 'providedvonly if there,is some reasonable expectation that ‘it will alter
: . :‘ . ;
v /’/ < \18 4
. oo, . IR AN \ o
o . S
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measure because of the very, limited conception of what information use consists of.

-ledge process1ng in. educational-organizations, for it has directed attention

f_Vafiety of beneficial ways that cannot eaSily be class1fied as implementation of

. agencies.‘ The first is thé deciSionistic—instrumenLdl perSpective defined hy )

/
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‘the decision outcome." (p. 404)
7 ; . ' S Lo .
L 4 . .

. Weiss (1977), on the other hand, sees one of the main functions of providing.

.

information to administer to deCiSion—makers as & process of gradual "enlighten—

« .

) ment”". (This point is also made in Lindbloom and Cohen, 1979 ) In contrast

to the dec1sionist—instrumental perspective, the enlightenment function

' ' .

emphasizes gradual learning on the part of .people who make decisions. If' the
.enlightenment function is truely ihéeffectp'it.is difficult tc ctribute -

"improvement in a social system to~a particular pie :e of in” _mation or a single
s . )
transmittex of imformationﬂ rather,, improved decisions should occur over time

as a consequénce of small infusions of improved information,’ ofterf combined
. \ - -

-

with "common" knowledge.
[ .
X

 Both the enlightenment function and the decisionistic-instrumental function

o »“. o N . ) . «
assume, however, that an external organization is responsible-for infusing the

—
~

system. A. third way of looking at change mignt be called the capaCity building

function, In the capac1ty building function, information is used in itself to

;prove the. e1stem s capaCity fcr generating information.. While the system D

n -

= may never become completely independeht of external sources ofkinformation,

it becomes ~ore able to function autonomousfy and to solve its own probiems
f . <
'without depending on an’ external source. ® The notion of capacity building \
@ s > . A

involves changing.the ability of th organization itself to search for and
< .

T to process information. I e e . T .

A .

While federal programs spOnsoring improved knowledge utilization frequently
' R

.7‘.,

; aim to increase knowledge use. in all of these categories, the objectives -are.

. ;‘ . . ‘\? o
rarely made explicit. Thus, for example, Hamilton and” Muthard (1975) state s

that despite’ a major project to improve research utilization in the field

,.\ o

of rehabilitation, that there was "no clear concept of the meaning of research

..

utilization or of the\ways in whicﬁbsuch a process could, be identified within

* réhabilitation has,b®n identified."f“(p. 381) L S

oo v
o - ST 19 =
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In addition to three different modes of knowledge use, we have different

types of knowledge. - First of all, there is the distinction that is increasingty

being made between research-based knowledge—-knowledge which-is generated ek~
clusively through scientific inquiry——and craft knowledge, which is knowludge

»

. that is generated based on practioe and on exéerience of.individuals who are
engaged in practice.' While again the distinctions between research knowledge
. and craft knowledge are not entirely clear, the source of the knowledge has
canSiderable.implications.for the'ways in which’it m;§ be effectively trans- -
mitted to the potential user and thus for the ways in which.an external agent
may'function in the systemt We must not ighore the fact that there IS5 a
rather rather significant t'y,pe"oF knowledge ~~common knowledge-:which has the
- greatest lnflu%nce over behavior 1n the most ratidhnal of dec151on~maklng

settlngs. The bulk cf 1nformatlon about how to teach for example, may

a4

N probahly be olassified as commonjknowledge rather than craft or research

knowledge: don't scare kldS, set a good &xample, try to be patient, use a lot

ST -
of repetition. These princ1pals of teachlng are derlved largely from previous

experlence of all adults Wlth thelr own chlldhood and chlldxen they have

. N

known. Common knowledge, whlle crltlcal to the educatlonal functlon W1ll not

Q
b d

be treated in this paper because it can neither be created‘nor can_xt be

° ..

. easily transferred. Rather, it is_part“of theHCOllectiﬁe‘COnsciousness of a
DU ol . NEI : b S
giyen culture. - Vo FERE

.« -

. '_; A flnal dlStlnCthn of 1mportance is between knowledge which is lnternally

Yo L

generated" that is, knowledge whlch re51des 1n the system, and knowledge whlch

.

is externally generated and must be 1mported Whlle it may seem on the face.of,

<

it that there would be a h1gh level of coqgruence between lnternally—generated

knowledge and craft knowledge and externally-generated knowledge and - research

B . . . - .

.
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knowledge, these dimensions are in fact distinct. ‘This'may be seen in

Cell 1 portrays the situation where research knowledge is generated
'

internal "to the group. Examples of types of activities that would fall into
[ 2]

this setting include survey feedback activities and self-study, which can be
conductediby the group. The existence of this cell may appear somew’ at
shocking to proponents of the linkage theory who assume that research is some-
how "out there" or out.lde of the practitioner domain. In fuci” it is very
clear tha* many schools. and school systems are happily and very productively
engaged in-the business of producing “research" information internally.
Research—based examples.of what might be comprised.by this cell include
Lyon's study of the'use of evaluation information in local school districts
(Lyon, l978).and the types of needs assessment activities engaged in bx\
several®of the seven R&D Utiliéation projects. In the Pennsylvania School
Improvement Project.‘for example, 'a very well defined approach o the
determination of speCific weaknesses in basic skills was developed and imple—

-

mented in.more'than a dozen participating schools. The approach used in this
. T

’&D utilization program emphasized. external training, but staff partiCipation

in both data gathering and interpretation. EVidence from research .on. OD -

in schools (OD programs frequently involve.. generating research based informa—

tion about the organization) suggests that the role of the external agent‘

) may be critical, particularly in the early stages where internal change

agent' oriother members of the organization begin to acquire skills’ to

carry out research tasks themselves. The same data indicate that over-.

dependence on the external agent may result in non—institutionalization of

.. 5

oD actiVities (see Miles, et al, 1978)

*This, ahd other statements about the R&D-utilization program are
taken from fie1d notes or other raw data, unless otheiwise noted. For a
description of the study, see Louis, et al., 1978 and Louis, et. al., 1979.
The Pennsylvania RDU project placed, particular emphas;s on internal research
and data gathering in the "problem identification" stage of their problem
solVing process. . 4
. 21
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FIGURE I

. o ! ,.
 KNOWLEBGE UTILIZATION CONTEXTS THAT AFFECT

EXTERNAL AGENT ROLES

*
Research Craft
Knowledge . Knowledge
. -~ .
K.U. Goals: decisionistic, X.U. Goals: decisionistic,

enlightenment, capacity -

building o
I .

enlightenment, capacity
. building .

'§§E:i§:giy Examples: sprvey fgedback, . Examples: "temporary"
Generated 2»school §e1f—study or . systems for adapting
. ‘evaluation ‘curricula that have been
: : (Lippitt, 1969) previously adopted
o | (Berman and McLaughlin,
; [ 1977) .
I|II
~ , » NS R o et
v K.U. Goal§: decisionistic, K.U. Goals: decisionistic,.
. enlightenment, capacity -_eniﬁghtenment, capacity
. build'ng bulilding
“Knowledge L : A '
Externally Examples:. ‘dissemination of Examples: League of Co-
R&D lab products for .operating Schools

Generateg

. adoption by. schools
" (Louis and Sieber, 1979)

RN

" |~ (Goodlad, 1975),

Teacher Center involving
multiple districts

N
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Regarding other types of research informationf’such_as prcgram or student
evaluution, most large scnool districts are attempting to acquire their own
experts to carry out these tasks (Lyom, 1978). However, internal uti;izatzon,
is still a problem (Alkin, 1979) because administrstors and teacners may have
trouble interpreting the action dimensions of information. Internal researchers
may, therefore, need extermnal assistance in learning how to become intermal
cnange'agents, as well as researchers. In small districts, where it is not
possible to employ a broad range of researchers, there is considerable,room
for the expert consultav% who can help the distrrct to design and anaiyze
information that is needed to fulfill apy of the knowledge utilization func-

s

tions discussed@ above.

ks

_Cell 2 involves the inversection between iniernally-generated knowledge

‘and craft knowledge. An example of knowledge utilization processes falling

into this cell would include in-service‘or'sharing among staff members and
~ . . i -
for the development of new programs,or modifications to old programs that

are based on familiarity with existing curricula and methods{ —The findings

reported by Berman and Mclaughlin (1977) sugggét that the process of “mutual

N

‘adaptatlon" lnvolves the appllcatlon of 1oca11y des1gned 1mprovements to

3

adopted programs. The*Concerns Based Adoptlon Model research program (Hali

I

'et al., L976) suggest ‘that adequate 1mp1ementatlon w111 1nev1tab1y 1nvolve£.

ERIC
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‘systematlc collection of feedback and modlfication of practlce based upon it

ThlS does not occur as a- research" program- for the adopter, but as a Judg-

mental adjustment process. The ‘B studJ.ec 1nd1cate that an external agent

may ‘be extremely helpful in asslstlng 1nd1V1dual adopters to reach this stage

-

'of thoughtful, craft—baseo adjustments in practlce.

. [ . . .
¢
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Cell number 3, in which research knowledge and the eXkternally generated

-

knowledge interseét, is the cell that we most typically think of when we .

"

" think of knowledge utilization in the field, of education. This represents an

external research community that generated information either in reiponse to

2 .

needs by potential flient groups or in response to their'own scientiflc
; < b “
curiosity. Multiple research—hased examples populate thig cell. Predominating
among then are tne Sieber, Louis and Metzger (1972) ‘and Iouis and Sieber -(1979)
: . N
. reports about the client responses to the Pilot State Disseminations Project,
and Emrlck and Petersen's (1977) study of the National lefus1o:$§etwork.
(For a comparlson of several studies whlch fall into this cell, see Emrick
anc Peterson, 1978.) The functions that 1nternal agents can play under the
,c1rcumstances described by this cell are also qulte well documented conceptually.
’: One of the more coherent recent conceptuallzatlons\as presented by Butler and

Palsley (1978). The ‘'real issue underlylng thls ce11 is a questlon of whether

the agent operates with a technologlcal—push objectlve, (where,the goal is .

to persuade clients to utilize approved or "Valld" research information from.

a preselected knowledge base), or a demand-p objectlve (where the client's

‘ deflnltlon of need stlmulates a search for the type. of research 1nformat10n

that’ can best be brought to bear upon the quest:.on at. hand ) (See LouJ.s,- et
’al 1979.) A technologlcal push orientation almost lnvarlably implies that

tne agent 1s 1ntended to fac111tate 1nstrumental dec1s1onlstic knowledge use,

“ -

while a denand—pull approach can be responslve to all knowledge—use types.

Cell number 4, 1n whlch there ' is an intersection between craft knowledge
and externally 1mported knowledge, may be typlfled by attempts to create net-

",/

works among’a varlety of schools, such as the’ League of Cooperative SChools, o

antisy institutions which are external to a single school and whlch draw upon

W




. - o

the staff oi several schools, such as teachers' centers. -Goodlad (1975)'
emphasizes that the successes of the League of Cooperating Schools were
attrlbutable, ln la:iye reasure .0 the role of a central external agency
iniserving as a "hub," or a clearinghouse that f..cilitated 'the partnership
retween schools concerned about -innovative programs and projects. Without -
the sharing that occured through League brokerage, the expertise that exists
within the‘ system wouldpot have been adeqguately used. Similarly, the
objective of many Teacher Centers is not to imprcve education through.the
transmission of externally generated research informatiorn (see Burchinal,
1567) but through sharing a craft know;edge among teachers. BAnother exa’ >le
of a type of -approach that would fall into this cell is Havelock_and M:v o
(1968) study of an attempt to improve the climate for research utilfzat*
Vwithin R&D iabs through the use of capacity building sflaff. seminars. ‘In
general, this.cell implies that the role of the external agent is more
likeiyrto focus on cnlightenment or capacity huilding than upon maﬁor
programmatic decisions for change. Current wisdom among educatorsvsuggests
that‘the most well received forms of inservicg education Kwhich focuses on

Vl'capac1ty huildlng at the 1nd1V1dual level) are often of this type,.or mix

the use cf 1mported and 1nternally generated craft knowledge.
Agaln, 1t should be poznted out as does Lippitt (1969) that linking

-

'agents or generallsts should be expected to be able to perform in a var1ety
" of capac;tles wfthln these dlgie;ent cells since the needs of cllents may

be qulte dlfferent\ln each case. Thus, for example, in Cell l the client

syStem may have the greatest need for a consultant who is able to help

them with the technlcal aspects of a survey feedback program. In Cell 4

on the other hand, they may have the greatest need for somebody who has the

stxong admlnlstratlve skills that are necessary to hold a network of individuals

\'J‘ : 25
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from different organizations (Sarason & Iorentz, 1979). To summarize, the

1

development .of a comprehensive theory.of extemalP intervention in schools

and in research plans to study the role of external agents in school inprove-

ment and knowled%e utilization processes necessitates moving away from the

dominant and limited mode which views external agents as individuals who

™

foaige .

bring external research knowledge for the purrose of making spécific decisions

and implementing new programs. With all due respect'to t. multifaceted

K]

definition of linkage roles develuyed by Havlock (1969) serious attention
[ to other external roles has been extremely limited in the recent educational

policy: literature. ‘ ‘

C. SUMMARY

v

The major problem with existing definitions of external roles and knowledge

utilization, at least those which predqminate in education; is that they are .
seen primarily as external éroviders or}potential'proéiders of research ihf;r-
mation. The focus tends to be on the knowledge producing subsystgﬁ, which the
"linker" serves, and less on the functions of iﬁformation for schools, schbqi

‘systems .nd educators, and the ways in which they are likely to respond to -

external :roles supporping knowleége Qse. Thps, there is an émphasis qn'cﬁange

.

or implementation'as the only criterion for involvement of an external agent:
5 '- . |
at a time when many educators are calling professional development and increased

professional opportunities. There is a tendency to define external agents nsing
ﬂargon terms unacceptable to’ practitioners and to other prople who are in arenas of
decision making. There is also a tendency to define the linkage roles too narrowly

so: as not to encompass roles that could be brought into the dissemination and

knowledge utilization system and there is a tehdency to look at knowledge so narrowly

that legitimate ways using knowledée are eéxcluded. As part of this endeavgg.

26 -
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to synthesize information, it should be noted that the major gaps that have.

been pointed out in definitional texms should be ‘attended to in the research””

3

arena. " ' : Vo
, \ . .

Having criticized existing-definitions,\one that will appear at once

1,
3

crisp and sufficientlynincldsive‘canhot easfl§ be proposed. -  Instead we must

opt for a broagjé:finitioh that will hopefully encompass the field but

offend few: An external agent is an individual group or organization, located - Y

outside of the boundaries of the client system, whose objective is to assist

client(s) -~ individuals, groups, individual educators, groups of educators

of schools -~ to enhance the clients' functioning as educators or an_educational -

szstem{' External agents may do many things in the service or school improvemeﬂt
_activities. In this discussion we will focus exclusively on those behaviors
which are intended to directly enhance the clients ability to locate, generate

and use information.

D. REVIEW OF SOME CURRENT WAYS OF DESCRIBING EXTERNAL AGENT ROLES AND
FUNCTIONS '

Typologies of External Roles

)

(To be written later: This section will focus briefly on the various
ways that different authors have attempted to discr;minate between alternative
roles that the'exferﬁal agent.max'take. The reader will be refe?red to Hood
and Catés (1§78). A chart summarizing different terms used by the various

authors will be reproduced frqm the above source.)

. _ ¢
While the early work of Havelock (1968 and 1969) is useful in showing
. L™ . -

the complexities and alternatives that may be encompassed within the concept

[S .

of thg’exfernal helping role, in general the proliferation of descriptive

typologies may be judged to add relatively little to our understanding of how

__ such-agents actually furction ‘The main weakness of the effort to develop role

typologies lies in their genesis. Rather than béing viewed as role segments

or alternative personae\that an external agent may adopt under different cir-

cumstances, there is often the -implicit or explicit assumption that these roles

27 :
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are distinctive and uniquely held by an external agent. Thus, while acknowledg-

ing that reality may be somewhat untidy, Crandall (1977) apparently views

- the distinctions that he makes in linking roles as normative-impérative: they

are seeﬂ as mutnually exélusiVe, requiring different skills, different training,
different suppért'and differenﬁ type§ of peuu.a; Tﬁe'gutler—Paisley:(1978)
work similarly'éiews the different types of "entitlement" of an agent to occur
"moaally," such that in most caées individual agents will §erform a limited

subset of the functions that are potentially available. They acknowledge the

- possibility of a "superlinker," who creosses boundaries between the typological

distinctions that they make, and also see the need fof the development of
élexible agents, but express some apparent skepticism about the viability of
the "superlinker."

The prorlem with this approach is that it assumeé that the linker's role
is controlled by the aggné and/or his/her agency. ~This'assump;ion is most ‘
striking»ih Hood ;nd Cates (1978), who observe that different models of change
(which are presumably adopted by a sponsoring agency) i@ply different and dis-
tinctive external agent roles (p. 32). Hutcgiﬁs (1977) similarly implies that
the federal government has an option to choose alt;rnative types of.external
roles that will fit simply into a model of change:and the chénge process that
is preferred by policy-makers. 'The‘fbcus on thevégency definition of arche-
typal roles ignores both the need to tailor external agent roies-to client
information needs and objectives (a bottom-up approach to defining agent roles),
and also exis;ing-data th#ﬁ‘suggest that external agent roleﬁ cannot_be de-~

)

fined solely by the agent or agency.

"Role Ambiguity: An Inherent Characteristic?

[N

LCouis and Sieber's extensive analyﬁis of the role-taking behavior of

.extehsion agents in the Pilot State Dissemination Program indicates that

oy -
- 28

. - 20



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

n

)

successful-égents engaged in a relatively lengthly period.of role negotiaticn

and role latitude with clients and client schools. (Louis and fieber, 1979)

:More recently, Spencer and Louis (1978) have reported data from a‘éurvéy of

Y

45 external agents in the R&D Utilization program. fhié data indicates that,
in mosf casés, administrators in client schools have an'equal or greater
impact on the ways in which agents spend their time, and the activities -idd
which ﬁhey engage than either their immediaté supe;visogs or the directors of
the projects in which they work.‘ Similarly,;Moore, et al. (1977) point to
ﬁutual édaptation‘%etweeﬁ the technical assistant groupland the local setting
gs'beiné a prominent characteristic of successfui change agenéiesi This pro-
cess often involves conseious attempts to get feedback on strategies.

ané roles, and to alter them to fit with the local school culture (Moore,

et al., 1977; pp. 190~191). 'R&D Utilizaﬁion "linking agents" the#—

selves argue that one of the most important characteristics of a successful

agent is an individual who can make significant adaptations of their role:

R

to fit school needs and capabilities (unpublished proceedings of a conference .-

of RDU agents, Méy, 1979). Finally,--Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) claim that

research evidence suggests sthat change agent success is related to a client

rather than an agency orientation.

I3

There are, of course, limitations to the ambiguity that can be maintained

"

+in a role such as the one being dealt with in this papgr..'Moore, et al. (1977)

-state, for example, that there are limits to ‘the mutual adaptation process.

IS

. successful "Technical Assistance Groups" clearly communicate to the client schools

the values on which their assistanc#i is based (thus, presumably, weeding out

clients whose values would be so” different as to cause friction and failure),
Y

and also the limits to the'type of assistance that would be provided. In

o 3

particular, the amount of time and effort requires clear delineation in order

v 3 .
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to avoid client disappointment. (Moore, et a1., 1977 pp. 102~ 103) Similarly,

. Haugerud, et al. (1979).point to the need to negotiate some boundaries

e 1

to the role and service in order to avoid either role overload for the agent,
. Lot ! 1 -
-

or client anger when their own implicit expectations apparently imply using the

external agent as‘an additional "free" staff person. (Haugerud's recommendations
. " 4

are based on the combined 12 person-years of experience of the agents émployed K

‘by the North West Reading Consortium' R&D‘Utilization Project) . ‘This, however,

"does not alter the basic observation that there is greater ambiguity in the |

external agent's role than in most préfessional or semi-professional human ser-

s L - ' 2o
vice jobs. - '
To summarize, there is a critical need to_begin to view the agent'’s xole
o Lo

‘from. a user perspective rather than an agency focused or change model perspec-—
tive. This shift is necessary for two reasons: first, it is clearly appropriate
to b%zf the development of .theories of external roles more on .the services and/

or needs that such individuals may actually perform for clients. Without this
. \ N L " s .
perspective, the chances are quite high of implementing yet another educational

service or program that frustrates‘1oca11§”creative change by providing the

wrong mix of resources. Second, it.is essential to recognize the reality of the

< 2

external helping role: external agents serve - at the pleasure of the sjstem, ;
and must always, therefore, adjust their roles to system expectations if they .
are to have any impact at ali. This does not mean, of course, that an agency
has 1itt1e or no impact in sitting boundaries for the role.  However, even
well defined boundaries are enacted in very different ways: ‘by different
indiViduals faced with different school settings. (Firestone and Corbett,
1979) Inappropriate roie definitions proposed from higher levels of the

.

organization will simply produce evasive behavior at lower leVels, as agents

~

mm



attempt to deliver the sefyiees that their schools wish to have (see esp.

»
. ~

Campeau, et al., 1979. For more discussien of the brpblems of‘inposing_clear
role definitions on occupants of field agent .type roles, see Louis and'sieber,
-Chapter 3). . .

E. DIMENSIONS OF AGENT CHARACTERISTICS AND BEHAVIORS
A REVIEW OF EMPIRICAL LITERATURE

Fortunately, there.are alternatlve ways of examlnlng what we know about

11nk1ng or external agent roles. An exam;natlon of the emplrlcal 11terature

EY
4 k]

on,external;;oles indicates that there are'two major sets of variables that are
v ' N - . -

perceived to influence the impact of the agent upon .the client. The firstfgroug -

-

’censists of status !asiggleé_that,cha;acterize the agent and his/her context.
+ Irrespective of the specificity of the role, the folléwinéfvarianles nay.
have a significant impactlon role performance: |
® homogeneity with clients
T e 1opns
e otganizational.designi single versus team
° personalucharacterist;cs or attributes v

In'addition,'there is substantial evidence‘to suégest tnat certain dimensions

of external agent behaviors and strategies are crucial. These include:
; o ,

e initiative in outreach to clients;
: e intensity of outreach activities; . ,
o external agent expertise;

: ® scope of external agent activities;..
® relationships with bdhndary personnei in client settings.

The findings and/or controversies present in the empirical literature on
. [ 7 . -

external agené statuses and behaviors will be discussed belpw. It should be

‘rointed out, at this juncture, that the criteria of empirical used ip this
- section is a relatively loose one.- Any evidence that is apparently based upon

actual experience or studg“éf externai agents 'is admissable, intluding secondary

analyses, and observations-based upon "craft" knowledge as-well as actual

[y . .
- v e

"+ research. . o - ~ T .
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. . ’ An : “
- Agent Statuses gpd % “ -

. png . _ : . ‘
According to Zajymar Qunca#“(1977) the case on linking agent statuses
’ . ) I S . : .

. Is clear: - o , . &
. - Fe .
The optzmally styuet’sng, Shange 39 Nt would be, a change agent team
+  consisting of ap int AN and external Change agent who are homo-
phllous with th chaﬂ Q@ get gystem (p. 224) ' )

4 v

}QQ ’

"In additiqn to this agser” * tpe authoTs 1lst.20 addltlonal conc1u510ns that,

| Sty
they claim, are ‘baseq upaﬂ, le wn aﬂd Others' periences-as change agents.

Indeed, based on the exis” literatqre"thexe is little that one could say

. } 2 .
in direct opposition ¢o & -Qthe staté™@nt. There are, however, cgnsiderable
ambiguities in a nimpzr of,thQ teyws th3t are used, which deserve some dis-

. cussion. . ' . RV _ Q;

. -‘ AN ' it
(1) 'Homoghilx: The q for external agent to be of s;milar status to

: hi ) ‘ .
the intended client igs p?f k%, ope‘?f the most strongly sqpportedbbonxentions

: '.It\‘ - : _ .
in the change literaggyre. 1371, Rog®Fs and Shoemaker reported over 40
' ¢Qb
studies supporting ope.of - hyp othe5es related to agent—cllent homophlly.

pt 1
51m11ar1y, Corwin foupd tp hQ greater the dlSjunCtuIe beiyeen Teachexr Corps

4

N -
parthlpants and those of . : %Qhools that they SerVEd, the 10Wer the 1EV61 Of-

program innovation. 5ieb”f Qt al- (1972) rePorted that educational extension
| oly S | N
‘agents tended to see} out ths in poSitions that were mgst similar to those

298 . : . i . . ) .
.that had been held by the “t‘prior tO taking the extension job, while

[y

o : . . L .
Moore, et a1 (1977) Poln” N that sucfessful technical aSSLStanCe_agenCLes

$u

make explicit their gyn v’ biésesl tO ensure .that non-homophilous clients

will "opt out.” 'h ‘ ' . o ;
”1&
Before lez-ing jpto tb nd coﬂtehtlon supported by Z2altman and Duncan,
however, it -is usefu) to ” LQQ anothef set of 11terature bearlng upon this
p01nt. The work of pelz ﬂﬂ threws (196 )Suggests that sclentlsts working

ts
.in heterophilous envi,onm/ (e g.r with people in a"variety of disciplines).

e e lgl Yhas Wworking i ' .
.are more creative/inyenti? - R ppose WOrking in completely homophilous

4 . 32 : . R

A . :
L - :



environments. An additional analysis of the data first presented in Sieber,

et al. (1972), revealedhthat, while the agent'sfprior status affected his/her

/. choice of clients to some'extent, it had no impact upon _tie amount of time

. o " . 2 i . E ‘ '

spent with clients of different status€k: all agents, no matter wnether they
.‘. ) \‘. . . . . /
were former teachers or form&r administrators, spent considerably m>re time

working with administrative clients. (Louis and Siebef, 1979)-. Fur ermore,
. agentlimpact, as measured by reported use of information, vas not s yongly
related to homophily of status between agent and client (unpublisheAd nalysis) .

~ ‘Perhaps more critical than the above‘research, however, is tha? which has

been conducted on-the "strength of weak ties." (Granovetter, 1973) This

literature suggests that innovation!is(pore”likely to spread throush in*ividuals

- o~

who are weakly "connected to a network~~e.g., are heterophilous on some di-

‘mensions. (See Sarason, et al., 1977 for a review of.the literature on network

o
o

' and. information flows). This well-supported hygothesis is highly significant,.
forlit points to the Qéékness in the homophily hypothesis: most cf 1:-e research
that is cited in support of the Jng for homophily‘is, inlfacﬁ, of two types.

- The first is.basedbon the study of change agents in underdeveloped countries.

In this case, ﬁeterophily is quite extreme, and'What pasées tex hamophily is;

in fact,“simply a lésser degree of heterophily. Second, other research from
. $ : . ' i
contemporary cultures is largely based on findings (such as that of Corwin)

¢ yhiéh’suggesﬁ that too much heteroehily is bad. This finding, which is con-

sistent with the notion of the importaﬁcé;ofﬂweak ties in phé information flow/
change process, does not imply that total homophily #s good. 1In facf, Corwin's
. P \

. B RN ) .
research shows how high levels of homophily may affect the work of the external

agent negatiﬁely.,_Téaéhei Corps interns who were highly idé;;}fi with the

values of the schools in which they served tended to become "assimilated" to
f .

»

to. the local culture, and to avoid making waves through the use of new methods

B s
. \ :
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\ Y
and approaches for teaching underprivileged childfenf (Coxrwin, p. 135).

_ 5 . . _
Zaltman and Duncan, in other sections of their chapter on change agents, also

point out that a degree of peterophily.hay be a stimilant in the change pro-

éegs (p. 214).

Q

’

From a practica]l .perspective, therefore, the assertion of the need for

homophily may mean nothing mote weight& than imposing a requirement that the

»

change agent have. some set of .common ekperiencesAor backgrouna that suifs

him/her for the job and gives the assistance that s/he provides some "source

credibility" (Hovland and Weiss, 1851). 1In a school setting, clearly some ex-

-

ierience with education is an advantage. However, the "craft" knowledge claims
that an educational extension agent.should have classroom teaching experience
if s/he is to be effective as a school-based catalyst of information use is,

based on the experience of several-non~teacher RDU agents, overstated.
4

P ° a .
2): Locus: The issue of locus is often, as in Zaltman and Duncan's work,

~ -

equated with a distinction between internal and external agents. The evidence
of the agent of Chaﬁge should be located within or without has been touched on
above, where the controversy over the need for external agents was presented.

Research evidence which attempts to directly.compare the value of internal

~and external agents is relatively rare. Based on a content analysis of case

‘

studies, Jones (1969) concluded that internal change agents were slightly more
successful than external change agents. A laboratory expefiment «(Scurrah,
Shani and Zipfeld, 1971):concluded that external agents were more effective in

introducing change, and were also perceived by the tarqet group as more expert:

‘ : ’ : % A

than internal, agents.occupying the same formal posirion;‘ Corwin's study of the
i ' ‘ -

Teacher Corps found that both the external agents and the presence of "young,
flexible, supportive Boundary personnel” are importént in organizational

adaptation (Corwin,; }973, p. 255).

»
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‘ Relatively little is known from the existing educational lltefature
about the ways in which internal! and external agents relate to one another,
however. The most systematic documentation of the existance of these two
roles simuitaneoule} and the ;elative impact of each of the outcomes of

"an educational OD process is found in the recent study of Miles, Ful%an and
' ' b
Taylor (see especially Miles, et al., 1978 and Fullan, et al., 1979). These
/
data suggest that external'agent;roles are particularly critical in determining

whether an OD program achieves both its anticipated objectives and unanticipated

~

benefits. The external agent is co-equal to an internal change agent and

intemal consultants (designed as the digtrict coordinator) in'determining
4 -,

whether the district will have positive attitudes-about further dissemination

of the OD Efforps. Neither have a great impact upon institutionalization, as

g

compared to other variabies, particularly those related to scale and scope of

the change activity. (See espec1ally PP. ) ihus; it seeme that .the role.
of ;he external agent may be stage related, and welghted toward the 1n1t1atlon,

planning and.implementation aqtivities that are degigned primarily to affect

capacity) during the first few years of a major change effort.

The roles of-intefnal agents are reviewed in detail elsewhere (see

Fullan, 1980). - If sufflces to state that the study of relatlonshlps

between lnternal and extemnal agents is a tabula rasa waiting to be explored.
T )

3
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There are a variety of contingencies which may affect the impact of locus
upon success. Internal location increases the credibility of the external

agent, because the client feels that s/he can be counted on. Prokimity
1

increases fleXLblllty in responding to client or target group needs (Moore,:

et al., 1977). An 1n51de change agent is also better equlpped to understand

and deal with the local chlture and resistance to change, and may be more

effective at mustering internal support (Zaltman and Duncan, 1977; Berman

and McLaughlin, 1977).
On the;éther'hand, outsiders are able to choosé\their own settingé, which
helps to ensure'succéssful change projpcts.- In addition, outsiders are less
likely to be coopted by other agendas (Moore, et al., 1977). An extérnal

change agent is also more effective in dealing with the early stages of a’

change process, where independence and perceived expertise authority may be

critical to achieving the legitimacy of the project (Zaltman and Duncan, 1977).

Tn additior, it is often easier for the external agent to play a variety of

roles that facilitate thé_process of chahge, since s/he is not burdened by

3

accumulated organizational perceptions of him/her as an individual.
What about the specific educational context, however?  Recently, Butler

and Paisley (1978) have predicted that the new few years will see a major

é

change in the locus of change or extension agents:

In many cases, large city school districts already have the staff of
specialists required for self-directed change, and there is little

that an all-purpose external linking agent can offer a large district...
In fact, a large district as a discouraging a551gnment for an external

linking agent. (p. 28)

The authors estimate that, at present, almost all "linkage" i< external to the

district. However, they project by 1995 that the balance will hav: shifted

¢

so that the expertise will reside inside the district. (p. 29) Similarly,
o
Schmuck has advocated the development of corps of organizational specialists

¥

who can exist within each school district (Schmuck, 1971).

s : _ ) : S
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Without getting into an involved'debate"about the feasibility of such’
trends, it may be suggested that predictions of such a major shift m X be both
shortsighted (given the strengths of the external role discussed above) and

T

optimistic (given rapidly rising costs, declining enrollments, and taxpayer

resistance to educational frills).

Even more importantly, it must be‘stressed that the definition of external/
internal depends entirely on where one sits. From the perspective of the

federal government and most writers concerned with educational policy, any
organization that exists below the state level represents a blurry category
known as "local.” From the nerspective of‘a school-based educator, on the other
hand, a specialist situated in the district office may have no better an under-
standing of the problems of a particuiar school than a,, cxpeit called in from
several hundred miles away. A number of writers have noted that school

systems, as organizational entities, tend to be "loosely linked” (Weick, 1976;
Rosenblum and Leuis, 1979; Abramowitz and Tennenbaum, 1978). The notion of
1cose‘1inkages implies that there are boundaties at multiple levels within the
system wﬂich distort information flows and impede system—wid? activities.*

The impact of the existence of multiple "layers" in the educational system on
the. role of change agents is obvious, and the guif between school and district
officevin the change process is well documented,among the schools'involved in
the RaD Utilization program. In many cases, school pz ipants differentiated
their involvement in a schooi-based innovation effort from most of the major,
change activities that had occurred previously, where orders were Sént down from

the district office with little or no explanation. (See also Grgss, Mason and

Guiquinta, 1972.) 1In addition, in many cases school-based practiticners voiced

* .
The ::cént work of Rosenblum and Lcuis (1979) has shown that schools
that are more "loosely linked" are, in fact, less able. to implement compre-
hensive change projects. . :
37
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extreme skepticism about the competence of district specialiste, who are often

seen as educators who could not "make it" in the workd of teaching or adminls—

tration, and, " because they had tenure, were dispatched to a specialist position
¢
\“»

to defuse the damage that they mlght create in a line position. .

Finally; 1t is important to poirt out that a role that is deliberately

i

‘created "inside" in order to‘defuse op9051tlon is likely to be no more effec-

tive than an outside role. Rogers, et al., in their discussion of the Research

Utilization Specialist program in vocational education, comment: '

" ...the entire RUS project illustrates the weakness and slippage in-
herent in a system where research priorities are set at the federal
level, largely in terms of system~wide needs, and utilization is
sought at the state and local level, whose priorities may be quite
different (70)...the RUS represented an "outside graft" onto the
state structure, rather than an organized growth out of it...the-
traditions of federal project grants...reinforce a pattern in which
the "federal project"-is seen as an activity separate from the o

normal run...(69)
. \

(3) Teams versus individuals: The case for a team is strongly voiced

Y

by Zaltman and Duncan, who can think of no instance in which the extra re-

sources provided through a team do not enrich the change strategy (210-211).

The strength of teams are also noted by Moore, et al., for different reasons.

Rather than increaEing the resources avaitable to ‘the client, teams are seeh

‘as providing needed support to the external agent, reducing overload andAim—

proving organizational integration of dispersed membe;s (see also Louis and
Sieber, 1979). Sebring (1979) notes that teams facilitafextpe need for different

types of expertise at different stages ih the change process. -

While resources and peer support may be useful functions of teams, there

is a limit to the degree to which external agents should be'composed of many
individuals. Unpublished data from the Study of the R&D Utilization program
suggests that teams consisting of more than twe-or three external people can

, Qtovide serious sygtEm overload for the target population. In cases where the

external change team consisted of a larger number of people, school-based

38 -
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_practitioners tqnded to haji a great dealvuf difficulty understanding the

‘roles that eagﬁ’of tﬁeMQUtsiderg wasS Supposed t© play, In Jeneral, the locals

tended to singlerout one gy two Peoéle to relate to, and the remaining "helpers" .

vanished into awblurr of undiffereﬁtiated meeting‘éttendees- Furtherwore,

many of thexgliéot educators noted that there were major COSts of cc¢llabora-

tion, which were main1¥ bor;e by the 10calrsgh2915. ‘'since Mer tings involving |

larger téaﬁs were more diff-cult to Schedule, they were:sometimes postponed,

or held at Ejmes "that WEre not optimal for the loecals.
. The Zaltman and Duncarl approach however, Suggests that the team Should be

composed of an insider "ledger" and an external agent. Evidence presented by

Greenwood, et al. (1975), suggests that e;ternal Qgents are, in fact, Successful

ﬂl}l when there '.i,S an intey a1 chand® agent who Supports t;*,ei; activities
strongly, w?lle the Sﬁ?gle factor accOuntlng for most of the”varwancoﬁln school
innovativeness in Corw1nls study of the Teacher Corps (1973) was the qgallty and
inﬁovotivéness”of_EOﬁndary personnel locateg in the upjversity ang iﬁ the local
.school. Recently, :eseéich on OD PrO9rams in sChools has SuUdgested that Ob
training ﬁoy %ffectively groceéd in'a two-~stage Process, whefe external agents
~train a small number Ff ingernal aéén?s, who then train fheir peers (Keys and
_Barﬁunek, 1978) . .The.fturnkey" sérategy of trailing has also be:n seen to
work effectively in the trénsmission 3 I/b/ﬁ/A[S Individually Guided Educaoion,
program from a national ofg;ce base to over .“thousahd of local schools that
are cluste;ed in teams leq by 1oca11y‘based 2acllitators.‘ (Moore, et al.,'
1977) In many lnstances, the R&D Utlllzation external agent strategy has been
* to work through a local "teaé v that ls Seen as the local change agent. In some
( instances, team members, or a slngle local person has received "change agent"

training simultaneou51y wlth the external linker- In many Cases, parthlpation

in a "team" has ‘created leggership where there was appafently a leadership

. | I . ,
Q - - L. P ‘ = SO ) . : -
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vacuum: ,rather than éimply selectiné natﬁral‘1eé&ers,ythe'project (or the
prigcipal)-haS'choﬁen to revitalize staff participation and a sénse of efficacy
through participation in a decision-making group. In general, a preliminary
~conzlusion that could be drawn from the R&D Utilization data.iﬁ,that the
stronger the‘loqal or internal change,agent/téam role, the less visible the
external fole. Hewever,.even;with a strong internai change agent, the external

agent still performs vital fanctions in stimulating and supporting change
activiéies. This conclﬁsibn is also suppcrted by Emrich and Peterson (1977)
who find strong correlations between both the involvement of internal and.

external agents and change. - .

(4) -Personal Characteristics of Agents: While there is little solid

.

empirical work on the personal characteristics asscciated with effective ex-
ternal agents, there is agreement that certain attributes are desizable. Inter-

© views with_lihking'agen' in the National Liffusion Network produced the follow-

ing list of desirable attributes: (Capla Asseociates, 1977, as'reported'in

Cates, 1978)

o

e being candid andfstraightforward

° having'tolerance-for ambiguity

e ability to cope with fru;ﬁrations

® being conc.rned and supportive

° triggering enthusiasm without going overboard
. being tolerant of different ;iewPoin:s SN

e beéing flexible L » ’ !

- The list specified by Zaltman and Duncan {1977) emgh:sizes the follc g
», . .

BN

) - o technical qualifications
® administrative ability

e interpersonal relations .

40
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! ~ e motivation and drive
e acceptance of censtraints : .
ol development of commitment
e poise and backbone
® Apolitical finesse
® poise andAhaturity
Almost every stud§ that examines linking agents or other external rolee makes

on the level

G

some-mention of personality charaeteristics. Most of these are
of specificity of the above two lists--e.g., they fail to distinguish
characteristies that are particularly desirable in an educational ¢onsultant
or extension agene from those that might be desirsd of anyone in a relatively

important human services profession. In this instance, therefore, the. only

conclusion is that the avowed importance of the topic has not led to sound -

rasearnch.

Perhaﬁs more impOrtently,‘ebservations made of turnover of iinking egents
in the context of the R&D Utilizapioh program suggest that the impprtent per;
sonality-characteristice may be contingent upon the sett.ing. In two cases of
turnover which .occurred after the first agent had been on the job for a year,'
some ef the schools pe;qeiveé the new, replacement agent to be an improﬁeﬁent,
Whilejothers'percei;ed the old agent to be preferable. In both casee, ﬁhere
were disfine£ differences in the perscnality styles ef the agents, and in their
skills and-experience. In addition( moet agents admit that there are schools
that they iike wofking with, and others that'they.db not care for. The mystéxry
of whet makes onééexternal.agent effecti?e 15 a school, %bereas another miéht
be ridden out on-a rail»may be as difficult to solve as éetermining the reason

why some marriages‘wprk and others do not. As with marriage counseling, craft

rather than reSearch-knowledge'may be the most valueble.
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Research on other extrinsic status characteristics such as educational’

backgrohnd, age, réce, or sex is very limited; at least in educational

fseftings. Qual_tative observations by this author of the work of more ‘than a

dozen linking agents suggests that these variables play only a limited, if

any; part in explaining external agent behaviors or effectiveness. "In addition,
evidence from noneducational studies is mixed, excepf as it refers to homophily
(Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971). Forthcoming analysis of the 50 external agents

in the R&D utilization prdgram will provide data on the significance of all

. the above status indicators except racial or ethnic background. Currently,

3

too few external agents are drawn from minority groups to provfde a basis for

- such an analysis.

Agent Behaviors: Strafegies in Support of School Improvement

A number oI authoré have argued for a éontingencylapproach to understanding

'

the relationship between change strategies and cﬁange outcomes in different
contexts (see Sieber, et al., 1972; Louis and Sieber, 1979; Hood'andAgates,

1978) . As Hood and Cates state: S

...it seems likely that a contingency theory of educational linking .
agentry will eventually emerge simply because it will accomplish two
things: first, it will make better sense out of otherwise inconsistent
research and evaluation findings; and second, it will provide practical
guidance to planners and managers who need to resolve discrepancies

between plans and results...(p. 74)‘ .

A contingency approach is only useful, however, i£ it has enough categories

to maké it reflect reality, ané few enough to develop a théory that is
sufficiently succinct toé make it useagle.

A recent a?tempt.to generate a contingency model fo: choosing change
tacticsl?llustrates one half of the dilemma of choosing be;wéen'the Scylla

of -theoretical parsimoney and the Charybdis of messy reality. .Zaltman,

Plorio and Sikorsiki. {1977) have attempted to develop a matrix that would

o

"allow the potential change agent to evaluate 39 intervention tactics in terms

. ) . ._42 ’ -
[
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. These authors emphasize that choices of strategies should be conditione

required to transmit the message, and scope, or the number of people that can

» ‘ - " .-‘N‘\ /

Y

of 16 "evaluative dimensions." (pp. 92-121) The resultant 634 cell matrix
cannot be used without referring extensiveiy.to the text, in which the'con-
tingencies that would impell the change agent to emphasize one or another
"evaluative dimension" more heavily arevlaid out. While this table might be

of Eome use to an external agent seeking to improve‘his/her choice of tactics,x

there is little basis for developing a more refined theory of interventions.

3

A much more limited approach has been developed by Litwak and Meye;f(l?ﬁS).

by

the distance. between the organization and the group to be reached (which is

-

defined very similarly to the concept of homogeneity), the complexity of the

meseage to be transmitted, and,the number of people in the target group.

.

' ‘Strategies for outreach programs may be rated alonqg a number of dimensions rele-

. ) . . ]
vant to meeting these needs: initiative, or the amount of effort needed to

_ reach the target population, intensltz, or the degree to which the relationship

-

between the external agent ‘and the target population approximates a primary

group-like relationship; expertise, or the technical qualifications -that are

be reached at a given cost. - These sets of dimehsions have-been used success-
fully to explain and analyze the outcomes of the external agent efforts in the
Pilot State“Di§§§mination'Project (pouis, 1975; Lonis and éieber, 1979).

Moving back to Zaltman, Floriohand Sihorski (1977), it seems appavent
that one of‘the‘reasons why the author's discussion ofvchange agent tactics
appears more like a laundry list than a useful tooi for developing researchable
questians about external roles is that the underlying rationale for choice of
tactics is unclear. The authors assume that the external agent will choose a ~ .
set of tactics, and then determine whether they will meet the change needs:

The change planner ashould be aware of how his unique array of tactics
can be rated, and what this implies.’ (p. 98) -

\.:
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This approach——plann.ng S the-tactioal level up-—runs counter to any model
' of rational plannir . howove.s. Eﬁ one picks up two tools at random, it is not
likely that they wil). be the appropriate aones ‘to maﬁe'a garden; if the objeotiﬁa
is to make the garden, the appropriate tools should be determined and selected.
" The recent work"of. Hall, Zigarmi ahd Hord (1979) has attempted to
deyvelop an empirically based taxonomy of intervention.levels.* Five different

"levels of conscious interventions were identified:

e Policies: "a policy-is rule or guideline that reflects, directs
and legitimizes goals, procedures, decisions and actions of ‘tne
organization and individuals within the organization." (p. 10)**

e Game Plan*: A‘game plan is the overall design for the inter-

. ventions that are taken to implement the-innovation. The com-

bination of all of the major components of the innovation '
implementation effort make up the game plan.” (p. 10)

The change taotics identified by ‘Zaltman, Floxio and Sikorski -can, in fact, be -

classified as elements of a game plan. These are:

-

e information/linkage
e product development
e -user involvement

e ‘training/installation/support .

'o - level
A complete game.plan could, of course, include any combination of the above.

® Strate "A. strategy...is based on a set of implicit and/or
- _ explicit assumptions .and theory about how people and organiza-
’ tions function in change. It translates assumptions and theory
into actions." (p. 11) » v .

.

~ *This work is based on extensive observational data collected in a single
junior high schoal~which, as-part of a Teacher Corps project was attempting
to implement a complex innovation with the assistance of an external facili-
. tator. i -

**The significance of organizational policies is that they condition all
i choices about interventions that are made, but cannot themselves be easily
~ - manipulated by most external or internal actors. Presumably, then, the .
effecting of change through policy interventions would approximate a ' N\\\
"power model" intervention. .

R
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Strategies may be best thought of as choices about the level of the initiativev )
B . . "

intensity, expertise and scope as they might. be applied to any eiement of the

game plan. In addition, the dimenSions for evaluating tactics included in

Zaltman, Florio and Sikorski can, with some regrouplng, effectively be ° lewed .

as part of the strategies level.* Figure II presents a modification of Litwak

and Meyér's strategy dimensions and arrays the Zaltman, et al. evaluation

dimensions against them.
. - 4
L]

e Tactics: "A tactic is an aggregation of incident interventions
. that in combination have an effect that is different from the
o effects of the inlexdual incidents."» (p. 12) o i\
Hall, et al.,- note that, basdﬂ on thelr emplrical work, it is clear that the
strategies of change agent often emerge as a poorly defined extrapolatlon of .
‘an accumulation of tactics. Howevex, when this is the case "the resultant

strategy may not'necessarily be coherent and supportive of the change effort.

All that can be-predicted in advance is that there'is‘likely to be some

explicit or implicit design of interrelationship‘across many tactics.i.(p. 12).

. @ Incidents: A singular occurance of an action or event. It
is the smallest intervention unit. (p 12)

o . ~

Zigarmi and Goldstein (1979) note that, in the. change process that they
,studied, it was impossible to understand the higher level interventions

without analyéing patterns of -incidents.

‘ The strategies that are defined’ by Zaltman, Florlo and Sikorski are, in
fact, not strategies but general models of change processes. The authors of -
that volume use the term model and strategy interchangeably. This author, .
however, feels that a distinction should be made between them. B >
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. _ - S fIGURE II

: ‘ LU
: smf*ﬁgb@.s FOR EFTERNAL AGENTS IN.
s’ MAqpyG SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT

!

v

. Strategyes I sak - . . strategies IT - .
(adapted frop Li y . - {adapted from Zaltman, Florio
" and.Meyer, 196/’ and Sikorski, 1977)*
» Initiative ’ _ Activity
' o B o redundancy Oof messages
. W ‘ .
: Intensity:' L o ‘ .
' outreach intensity ' personal contact
N : feedback/interaction
: /e : follow-up ' ‘
Ciieﬁt'intensity/ipVO};_ Sy , " immediacy (implementation feed-
o S R back, timing of) :
- /, . - tin}e required .
R . user convenience
TSN
Expertise e i . ease of use (for the external
' , -agent) ' '
- $=;§\-f*“//\\*\\;/""~‘ T
Scope/Cost i ‘ R ' ‘:epeatability' ’
e ' ‘ ' coverage
: . stability

‘ . y |
o . : o

*Iwo of the Zaltman, floninha gikorskl dimensions could not be classified.
as strategies in this £9; qa0ry, The?® were (1) action implications--
this could be vieweg Mof, sf‘ectiVelY as a game plan, Since it refers to
the degree to which 5hof¢en q 1on9 raf9e goals for the system will be spro-
grammed by an exteppsl # a§t3 (2) ima98ry-~this could be better classified

o as a tactic, since jt afy Qh‘l refé¥S to the presence or absence Of
v "hands on" experience £/ Q@ jjent 9Foup. '

-

o

o

. hA
-I'




The point of the above discussion is, in fact, simpler than it'ﬁay-appear:'

)
.

if one wishes to generatevan'effective ;ontingenoy model'for external helping

roles, it is almost imperative to start at the strategy level, as strategies .
are defined by Hall, et al.  The level of tactics isftoo discrete and "messy"

to'serve as a basis for any applied theory! while the game plan dimension
is too abstract to meet the needs of those who are engaging in external helping

- activities. It is to a more extensiVe_disoussiOn.of these strategies, as BN
they are embodied in the left hand column of Figure II, that the remainder

. of this section will turn.

4

(1) 1Initiative: The dimension of initiative refers to the amount of energy

and effort that the external agent needs to use in order to effectively reach

- .

the client or target group. The choice of initiative level is, in part; a

~

policy decision as well as a strategy, for certain types'of choices in organi- -

zational design will either permit high initiative’ or: impede it. Thus, for

) example, individual extenSion agents, such as those deployed by the Pilot state

Dissemination Project, have the opportunities to engage in high initiative

actiVities, for the scope of thelr potential ¢lient base was not excessive (in

- » o

most cases), and they were encouraged to visit schools personally by their
F g

organizational locus and position.' As Rogers, et al. (1976), point out,_the
Research Utilization Specialist program discouraged.high initiative efforts,

since single RUS was assigned to serve-all vocational rehabilitation agencies

t

in an entire state. In addition, Some external agents are designed explicitly

to draw potential clients in, rather than to utilize outreach tactics (see

' Ralter and Hull;'1976; Butler"andaPaisley, 1975). o

o o o : ¢
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However, within a given type of organizational design, there are many
choices that individual agents nay make. There is overwhelming evidence to
~suggest that, in most cases, high initiative (face-to-face, redundant) tactics

~will k= requlred to stimulate wlde interest in a new service that may be offered

by an external agent. - The level of initiative required to stimulate potentlal
user's'interest in research is particularly high, in part because of the poor
- image that_research tends to have in the practitioner community (see, for

example, Schmuck, 1968 and Mathard and Crocker, 1975). Thus, for example, the

-

original agents in the Pilot State Dissemination Program were required to en-
gage in individual meetings with teachers and administrators at the scheol

< : : _ : .
level before they could stimulate any interest at all in using -the information

retrleval system set up in this program. . -

Informatlon that does not wear the Scarlet R for research may require

[y

"somewhat iower ‘initiative. °“While the ‘outreach activ1t1es described by Emrlck.

B L]
e

”and Peterson (1977) are highly redundant, they do not involve the one-on-one
‘SESSlOnS that were requlred to persuade the user that ERIC could be useful.

‘Rather, hlgh levels of 1nterest were stlmulated by group meetings (conferenclng),

a technlque that did not work effectively in the PSDP. .

\
@

Another way of lnterpretlng the apparent dlfferences between the amount
‘of.initiative required to involve clients in the NON and pllot state programs
relates to the 'fungtions of knowledge nse.supported byﬁthe program. The PSDP
'1mp11c1tely served all three of the functions-that have been identified in this
‘paper, while the NDN program supports only 1nstrumental/declslonlstlc knowledge
‘use: In thc latter case client self_selection can  be simpler: s/he needs
only'to ask whe:her there is any decision.thatineeﬁg'to be'made whlch matches ‘L
the "knowledge base” ofrered by the Nﬁﬁ project. Conbincing a client that :

- 1
information wlll enllghten or bulld the1r capac1ty fon»future dec151dn—mak1%g ‘.

o
.- v .

may require more persuas1on. " L e Tt e s
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<

- Sl -

Other data suggest that time will ‘reduce the amount of initiative neces-

e

sary to reach the typical practitioner or school. For, example, I/D/E/A

. 1 B
initially relied on intensive techniques and existing professional contacts

.

with innovative administrators to "spread the word." As the IGE approach
became more well known, and well respected in the field of education, the
central office no longer feels it necessary to engage in any direct recruit-

ment. at all. Instead, they rely on a network of local facilitators to stlmulate

local involvement. While the approach is still intensive as, say, compared to

' %n approach that relied on mailed brochures, legitimacy and widespread

- V

familiarity of educators have allowed for this less intensive approach. (Moore,

et al., 1977.) | o \

.Little or no research has been ddne on‘the amcunt of'initiative necessary
' to encoqraée educators or’educational)institutions to becomeﬂinvolved'in
-knowledge‘utilization Qhere.the knowledée is internally generated. We‘suspect
" that, because the use of external.experts these roles has been relativelyv

- limited in schools, initial levels. required would be high. Again, such
N , _ . : . -
knowledge is not seen as a precious commodity for schools at this time.

A final point is that, while the level of initiative required to stimu—
L
, late clients is related to both the research/craft dlmenslon, and the dimension

of time/fam:LlJ.arJ.ty, .‘Lt WJ.ll 1.nev1.tably be J.nfluenced also by the charamlstlcs
- of individual clients or client schools. The even—popular S-shaped dlffuslon
curve (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971, pp. 128-132) will, in all'probability, never .

' “apply £o the utlllzatlon of external agents for knowledge d1£fus10n, because
- D
use "of knowledge lS an on—gdlng process, while adoption is a single tlme event.
»""
Thus\ some chools w111 1n1t1ate contact with external agents, and creat1vely

\ . ) l N ;



think of all sorts of reasons to use him/her repeatedly for enlightenment or

T capacity building purposes as well as to making pressing decisions. Others
may come to tge fountain of knowledge very 1até, and drink farely. If;the
external agent's goals are to influence the laggards as well as the innovatoxs,
some high levels of.initiative will always be.required. Siebér, et al. (1972)
have'sugéested that linking agents may adjust the levels of iniéiative, and

engage in delegation of activities to internal change agents, in many cases

where it is apparent that face-to-face contact and redundancy are not required.

[}
1
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Intensity

Inténsity feferé to the degree to which the extermal’ agent is involved
in a long-term relationsﬁip with thevclienﬁ, and one which involves a great
deal of.his/her tirz. "hus, there are two dimensions along which- Outreach
intensity must be examined:’ calendar‘time and abs&lute time. Most research
on intensity has focused on absolute rather than calendar time.. Louis and-
Sieber (1979) and Louis ki§76), for example, féund a significant positive
correlation between the amount of time that the external extension agent
spent with c;ients and the level of use of the information. Runkel and
Bell's_(1976) findings suggest that, in the case of OD tréining, a low level
of intensity is worse than no training at all: schools actuaily‘éecreased

their scores.on all outcomes measures with three days or less of training.*

Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) also conclude that "change agent success is

positively related to the extent of change agent effort" (p, 233).. While most

0y
.

of the studies cited by Rogers andGShoemaker‘do not measure either types of

£l - .

.
- .

time involvement, those tHat do measure time apparently corroborate our hypo-
“thesis. s -t y , i @

L4

. We shoidld not"ignore, however, the existence of séeveral critical negative

findings in thiS'aréa.“ﬁggrman and McLaughlin (1977), for example, found no

“strong, correlation.between the amount of training received and a variety of

T _implementation measures. Pre-implementation training had small positive effects

-

on the total change perceived by the teacher, and on the continuation of
project methods. In addition, quantity of follow-up training after the first

year ot implementation was positive related to continuation of project materials.

N

0

* ' o ) . .

This £inding points to an obvious, but often overlooked policy issue in
external intervention. Intexventions do not Have only positive or null effects:
"“they can actually leave the system worse off than before. (Sieber, 1978)



However, while these correlations are all significant at the .10 lgvel, they
are so small and so few in number compared to the insignificant correlations
between time and outcomes that we can substantially conclude that there was

little impact. (See Be;man/éﬁé/ggz;ughlin, pe 107.) Moré”importantly, the

)
presence of outside consultants (as perceived by the teachers--a measure *

which probably substantially underestimates consultant roles in the project)

was not related to outcomes at all.*

Miles, et al. (1978) a more exploratory study of OD in schools exhibits

2

fiﬂdings that contradict those of Berman and McLaughlin. These author's
reporf, based on a survey of 76 schools using OD, that the intensity of
external consultant ;nvolvement (number of days spent by external consultants)
is sigﬁifidantly, positively related to the impact of the OD program, as is

the length of the OD program measured in years. Both of these factors are

also strongly assoéiated with positive éttitudes toward the OD effort. Intense
involvement by extgrnal consultants is, however, negatively relaﬁed‘to insti-
tutionalization of the OD change programs in schools. There is, furthexmore,

some evidence from this study to suggest why some external consultant intensity
— .
- may facilitate knowledgi/jis/aEE/;hange, in some instances, while in other
cases it does not. The-lse of étru;tured, pre~packaged training activities
. B
were negatively related to OD, impact, as was a 1a;k of content orientation

< ‘
.in the OD program. It is not unreasonable to conclude from these

. ———

- *It should be pointed out that the measures used in this part of the

Berman and McLaughlin study are somewhat weak given our objective in this

paper. The measure of external consultant presence is obtained from teachers

on a five point scale. Giwven the lapsed- time since the commencement of the ,

project, this may be viewed as unreliable. In addition, while we may assume

that much of the training was, at least directly, influenced by extermal '
consultants, we have no way of knowing f¢r sure. X
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findings that consultants May fail tO Promote effective knOWlecge use and
chan;e when they are PhYS1cally remot€ from the dlstrlcts that they serve,
and when they com; to the qjgerict with ap agenda and a method for interven~
tion that is highly Structy,.q.* In addition, data presented in Emrick
(1977:90) also suggest simyy,y interPTeations, @5 does a recent analysis of

linker training in the RDU , ogram (5Pencer and Louis, 1980)-

A\EEéent study, Which yy¢empts t© ook at iﬂtervention intensity in a
va;iety of‘aifferent researcy, setﬁings reﬁresedkeé by journal articles, found
that neither tyﬁe of intenSity (calendaxr time “and absoluﬁe time) was positively
e '
related to study éutcomes. - (porras. 1979) while the aythor States that the
methodolegy of a study usin§ secondaIY Sources i8S necegsérily Crude, one cannot
ignore the fact that One of the few Significant findiﬁgs %Fdicates that less_,

OD, rather than more, may bé related tO positive OUtcomes (P- 169). The
. . \ »

Ped

author's conclusion regarding ¢his £inding ig as follows:

It may be that this Outgome refleCts the deg¥ee eof understanding thatr
OD practitioners have about chande procegses in Organizations, Not
enough is known about these 'processes apd as a regpylt only certain-
levels of change are acyjaved and any extra €hergy pouraé into the
intervention is diSSlpat 4 in way8 that go not contribute to addi-
tional change. AS a reg. it a-little ang a "lot" of input yield ‘the
Same outcomes. (17 )

The author fails to consider' nowever: that cijient characteristic5, and the

. _ ‘ |
nature of the fhgended changg zocount £Or thig finding. small amounts of ex-

ternal intervention may havg jarge impacts in an.OY¥Qanization that exhibits a

.l\\
¢

*It should be pointed o ut, howeVer, that there are gome Problems with
interpreting- the analyses py 9ented in thig gtudys due to the large number
of variables (20) entered int the reJ9Tegsion equations, and the small
number of cases. .In additigy, n, a personal copmunication from Dr. Matthew
Miles indicates’that Zerororger coorelationg ghoWw a pogitive association,
between the use of training, mat terials and impactSs and that he does not:
therefore, support the lnterpfetations Presented h Te. .

4
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‘open to extensive discussion of process, group dynamics, and so forth.

high state of "readiness," while larger amounts may have lesser impact in one

*
that is not ready to go, or is more complex.

~

In addition to the question of client characteristics as-a factor mediating

-

intensity, some data exists to support the notion that "front end” (early stage

in the information utilization process) time and "back end" time have different

' ‘consequences. The data from the Pilot State Project indicaﬁés that "back end"

. A .
time is more significant in determining whether information will actually be

used i? an immediate way (Louis and Sieber, 1979).4 In other words, if the

objective of the K-U process is decisionistic, back~end external assistance

is clearly critical. Data from the R&D Utilization project indicates, however,

|

~that if the objective is capacity building, that front-end time is most criti-

cal, for it is during this period when the teachers and administrators are most

When

educators. are actually faced with a new program to_implement,--their attentién '

~turn$ very strongly toward the mechanics of- actual use. '(See Hall, et al.,

' 1973) while there are no studies that examine the "enlightenment" process in

k]

any .detail, it’is proL.bly most closely related to the "adult socialiéation_

process, which is, according to many. most easily facilitated by a constant

(but not necessarily very intense) relationship with the socializing agent in

a context where there are many peers undergoing a similar learning experience

(Wheeler, 1966).
1

*Seé Rosenblum and Louis for a discussion of the impact of "readiness™ on
organizational change. Note that the Northwest Reading Consortium R&D Utili-
zation Project has developed a "readiness" checklist for schools based on
external agent experiences in over 30 schools. ‘This checklist will soon be
available from The Network, which is, compiling a sourcebook of the products
produced by the seven R&D utilization projects.
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Agent EXpertise.

It is often assumed that the knowledge utilization process:.requires

external®’ agents who ere experts or specialists. Thus, educational administra-
tive structures at local state levels are ihcreasingly characterized by the
proliferation of specialist roles that'are designed as vehicies\through

which information services aﬁd asSistance are delivered-to,schools. The need
for expertise is reinforced by the Agricultural ExtenSion model, which is based
.on a cadre of "ounty agents with- speCialized bachelor s degrees, .and by the OD

movement, which is dominated by indiViduals who'have either univerSity or

-

National Training Laboratories backgrounds. zaltman and Duncan,  for exampie,

place enormous emphasis on the need for technical expeitise:

Perhaps the single most necessary trait the change agent team leader
must possess is technical competence...Dangers exist in'bringing a
person in from an unrelated...field. Alternatively, there may be
dangers inherent in selected a generalist without. the indepth expertise
that may be required occaSionally...So—called "paper" credentials are
"sometimes important for establishing credibility. thus, it may be
" important for change agents to hold academic degrees, have occupational
titles suggesting authority and expertise, and so forth (pp 190-191).
The evidence supporting the need for technical expertise is, however, mixed.

-

First,‘fhere is an increasing tendency to discriminate between different types

of exéertise. Louis (1975) and Speﬂcer and Louis (19795, for exaﬁple, distinguish
between process expertise and content expertise. The content expert is one who

is a;spe;ialist in a éiscipline or information-based subject matter relevant pA
't6;§:%§pwledge transfer/change activity. A process expert, on the other hand,

is cne who is trained in specific skills related to group dynamics; institution
building, and problem solving; Scettered data indicate that different types of
expertise may be most potent at different stages of the ehange process. Kaplaen,
 (1978) distinguishes between client needs in’fbe."Nbrmative Stage" of a change

activity, in which the emphasis is upon the .human relationships in the organiza-

tional setting, and the "Performance Stage" where attention is turned toward

'

ce

O
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specific task-related act%v ties. Sebiing (;97§i suggests that the most effec-

tive way to deal with thi| shift is to use an interdisciplinary consultant team,

which combines an expert i interpersonal relations with another more expert
| N .\ . * . S

h

in the arena most felatgdﬁto the tasi that is to‘be’accomplished. The strategy
of a team which focuses(;échnical expertise on the "back end" (or implementaticn/
change activity) is institutionalized quite effectively, accordiﬂg{to Emrick,
in the desigﬁ of the NDN program. While heither fhé Staté Facilitator ﬁ;r the
Developer/Demonstrator are typica;ly eXpefts in the senseé. suggasted by 2altman
and Duncaﬂ,lthe forﬁe; focuses primérily on providing long-term nurturance and
the latter on specific task .related training in the cases 6f greatest effective-
ness (Emrick, 1979). Crandall's work (1977) implies, on the 6the# hand,.tgat
the "front end;process" and "back énd-contgpt" distinction may be overly sim-
plistic, and that different m;xes_at each stagé may be mo;t ppropriate. 

‘ Some questions may be raised, hoﬁéﬁé;, abodt;whether there is a need
for specialized expertise, at least in maA;rinstances, at all. ‘Thus, for
example,vthe most significant insidé.ghangg ééents_identified in the Miles, .et
al (1978) stﬁdy weré largely ﬁntrained and non-professional. Thet;/activitiés,
contribﬁted,‘ho@ever, in significant positive ways to the success of OD prog:;ms‘
in schools (p. 50): Siﬁilarly, Louis (1975) found that untréined "genéralist"
educational 1linking agents had as mucﬁ impact upon client use of materials és did
'specialiéts from the State Education Agency or local uniwversities., Litwak and
’Meyer (1966) af@ue that fhére‘is a need for content expertise where the knowledge
utilization involves complex, technical information, but that in many cases a gen-
e;alist is pr;ferable in order to maximiée homogencity of status;s; Ad hoc observa-
tions from the study of tﬁe R&D Utilization- program ;ugge§t that thége linking
agents who were either coﬂfent or process experts (in terms of prior training)
had no greater impact upon-clients than those who were generalists. 'In at

least one case, a\?inking.agent felt that her subject matter training (content

/ e
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expertise) interfered with guiding her client schools' through an effective

™ . - N . ' .
\.. problem solving process, since they kept expecting her to "cut through the

O
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red tape” and produce a solution for them.

The issue of expertise is a critical one, not because the available

_data uniformly suggest that expertise in an important feature of the external.

agent strategy, but because it is aisigﬁificant design,issug in tﬁe éeveloﬁﬁent _
of-éxte:ﬁal agent roles in edﬁcatiénal settings,\ Cufréntiy, considerable effort
is devoted to queséiéns of how'and'what training sﬁ;uld bg érovided to educa-
tional extension or chéhge aggnts (See, for examgle, Havelébk and Haﬁelock,l
1973; Butler and Paisley, 1978; Jung, 19765; Despite thg concernbabout pro-
vid:',Lngvt‘raining to 'éducaﬁ-ional l:'u:lking agexits, inost training in current federally
funded prbgraﬁs does nst emphasize the deveiopment of new akills} and d;aws upoﬁ
a véry narrq% set of training approgches and resources (Spenéer, et al., forth-
coﬁing). It is unlikely that.major ad;ancesiin the improvement of tra%ning-can

be ﬁade until (1) it is determined‘éhat certain . types of ‘expertise are, indeed,

necessary to improve external agent impacts; and (2) whether the types of

: ' \ , ;.
expertise that are important can be provided through the training events that are

currently sponsored. In sum, the existing information related to __expertis:e is

A

" nearly as primitive as that related ¥o personal characteristics of agents (see
. CL€ :

r

agove; p ~ ). Until these two issues arxe more finely described, tﬁe‘broader'
deéign dilemﬁa of:selectingithe appropriate\ihdividﬁals.to do the task versus
socializing recruits with very di%ferent characteristics and baékgrounds caﬁnot
be adequately addressed. | -

'MO§F significant to the development of a fesearch agenda on expertise
is the need to défine terms more precisely. 1In particular, it seems necessary
to bégin'by distinguishing between expertise (that which must be acquired by
training) and EEill (that which may be either inherent in certain édult inﬁiv-

iduals or which is most effectively learned by "doing"). Furthermore, in ‘the

[

" arena of training, we should discriminate between extensive training (degree -

programs or courées) versus learned through briefer orientation-type training




(PETC, products). . In a society of increasing credentialism it is tempting,

for example, to equate the extérnal,agent's‘ability to know when and how
. - [ | '
to intervene in a client's group.d#cision making.process (process skill) with

the ability to design, administer and interpret survey-feedback activities

(process_expertise)..'The 1eve1 of training needed to support the latter is far

“y

greater, however, than for the former. similarly, there are significant diff-

erenices betWeen a level of technical knowledge that will allow the indiv1dual

s

to bring research results to Bear in designing new educatiOnal program (content

expertise) versus that which will allow the agent to locate appropriate resources

~and to interpret and evaluate written information in the area (content skill)

e
s ~

To the'degree that we require content or process~expertise in the external

-
.

agent, existing selection strategies which‘rely heavily on "retooling“ existing

populations of teachérs and administrat8rs to become facilitators or RDU

\

linking agents is misguided and inefficient: we should be designing degree

courses, ot investing in specialized certificate programs. However, if skills

.

are what is needed training strategies which focus on increasing the "bag

of tricks"'available to the agent may be.most appropriate.
While. existing evidence suggests, that the development of skills .
through orientation type training may suffice, further exploration is needed

“

prior to heavy investment’in training programs.

Referring back to Chart I (p. 21), we may hypotheSize, that techrical/

-

cobntent expertise is needed primarily in SituatiOns where . (1) research know-

ledge is being generated inSide ‘the system, and there are no "expertc"
° gh

internally who can'carry out the research design and analysis tasks; or (2)
where externally generated research knowledge is being used for enlightenment

or capacity building. W%e may assume for example, that research knowledge that

is intended for decisionistic use can be packaged in formats which do not
S A\ -
require the face—to—face presence of an indiVidual who is dhle to’
\

o ) 58 “ L.
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smthésize ‘and interpret 'the findings (althcugh appropriate decision and sound

'implementation may require t = supportudﬁ generalists); Where there is a need

to internalize research findings, in addition to :écomended action steps that

may result from them, however, the generalist knowledge that a typical
educational extension ageht brings h;y be insﬁfgicienp. i ‘}

“ " Similarly, we hypothesize that‘the presence of trained process
~ . A

experts is more likely to be cricical 'in cases where there is a genuine commit-
A : : y .~ :

. ment to use information fox capacity buiiding;‘irrespective of the source of the

knowledge. .By definiticn, 'mowledge use for capacity building ,involves major

system ;handes and readjustments, which shoulé be enhanced through process consul-:

‘tatisn. 'Enlightenmént'functions would, ﬁresumably} benefit little through the

application of prncess expertise, while in most cases the process expertise of

4 ’

. a skilled generalist may sSuffi-e to assist the orgahi~ation in moving toward an

i}

appropriate system decision.
In sum, there is no reason to anti&ipate that ekperfise {as opposed

to skill) is needed in the majority of kﬁowledge'utilization contexts. It

'is,_howevef, critical to isolate those where it is needed, and to determine

their frequency, and the types of expertise'that are most appropriate.
- ) R .V t ,‘:‘

Furthermore, skilled generslists should'be‘trained'(as are family practitioners
in the medical -field) to recognize knowldge‘uti;ization settings which requi?es

ekberfise beyond that which they cen provide;

v

.

goope/Cost . . e

Scope of Agent services refeis to the number of clients that can be

‘mansged at any given time by tte external agemt. .A number of comments may be

proffered as to the ways in which issues of scope are managed by existing agencies

and agents. -These are uniférmly based on data that is primarily judgemental,

hovever: no studies addressing the issue of the costs and benefits of different

levels wof scope exist, nor is much attentjon paid tc the impact of increasing

‘
)
o
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or decreasing the scope oféactiYities of individual agents.* This lack

. o - C
of attention is particularly surpr.sing since it is the key to the development

a
.

of policies that are juStifiaﬁle to congréssfonal appropriations commiftees

L3

o

or other funding sources. -
I : ». ) . ' ., N
Louis (1975) points out that, in the context of the Pilot State
Dissemination Pfogram, scépe, and iritensity were negatively related to one’

another. Since high in;tiatiQe and front-end activities were neééssary to

maintain high levels of.clients served, increaéing scope was associated with
decfeasing follow—ub activities (in the .case -of the PSDP, follow-up activities

-~occurred after the delivery of information to a client, and ususally prior

to implementation of any change based on the information).

Data from the NDN study (E}ﬁ‘i\g}?, 1977) tends to indicate that there is

] ‘
. ’ Ki

a negative relaEionship Lethgn high scope on’the éart of-Fac%}itators, and out-
come measures. High volume outreach activities ténd ﬁo generate a client
resporise Eha; maﬁés follow-up $ctivitie5’er;atié §rtnon-existent {p.- 61)."
Foilow-up\activiti;s, on ﬁhe'othei ﬁand; are viewed as critical to suécessfu;

-

implement;tion (122).
| The question is what is "large scope" véréus."small scope"” .is.

highly relative, however. -In the Pilot State ‘project, a high séépe'iinking
agent may have served 10-¥S new clients per month, not including_follow;up‘l
activities on"éreviouslblients. Infthe‘RéD Utilization pfdjecﬁ}'on thg other

| hand}.the number~of schools for full timé linking agents over a three year
geriod*rahged from a low of three to a high of 12. while the.%Dﬁ program
looks very low in scope compared to the PSDP, or the NDN (where a giveh
Facilitator Project tendé tO‘serQe between three and 25 new édoptions at the
‘district level each year), gt is high c;mpared to a typical successful
school district OD program, which may involve an external consultant -(or a

¥

. consultant who is hired full time as a OD consultant) for half or full tine

ui

work over a period of several years so that the N per year is effectiwv.

O
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than one.

. Othenhprograms'haue different.guidelines. For example, the IGE
. { . N -
program has a rough guideline that each Facilitator should expect to work T

with approximately 5—8 new schools each year (Moore, et al p. 209), while

other technical assistance groups, such as the Center for New Schoo];, and

N

- the Creative Teaching Workshop.maintain much higher/rations of staff to
a . < .

units served (Moore;'et al, 1978). Similarly, Follow-Through Sponsors

_ recommend that a single staffjmember devote most of his/her time_to“a single

[l

site_kst. Pierre, et alg Forthcoming).

To summarize the discussion so far, one conclusion should be apparent:
¥ o’ B .

>

there is no clear ‘guidelineé "about Stope that can be extrapolated from exlstlng
pract1ce. Each organizatlon providing assistance tends to belleve that the1r
own preferred scope is the appropriate one: more would mean overload .and

‘poor service, less would be wasteful.
. ,'. . l'

Some of the factors that might be considered in determining a research

agenda to examine issueS~of'scope'are-
T
e The unit on’ whlch scope is measured (individual, school or dlstrlct)
" In most cdses, the unit of service is the information request or the
. adoption,. and little.attention is pald to the scope at the user level.
" Clearly the demands on an external agent will-be greater where the
client is a complex multi- level school district, as -posed to an
1nd1vidual teacher; however, prov1d1ng conslaerable face-to-face
serV1ce to all teachers in a "school should be differentlated from
consultlng w;th one admlnlstrator, Y -

e The importance of fidelity. where the fldEllty of a knowledge.
transfer process is criticals, greater effort may be required for
training, support, monitoring and evaluatlon, : "

o The degree to which the knowledge utllizatlon process involves
simple transfer versus the generation of new'knowledge. Many -
technical assistance organizations, such as Follow-Through, or
those described by Moore et al, ‘are committed to generating )
improved knowledge for or by their clients,’ as well as providing
immediate kﬂowledge services. This committment inevitably depresses

scope.

e The presence and level of activity of formally designated intermral
agents. Miles, et all (1978) for example, note that most of the
work in a typical school OD effort is handled by an internal agent
rather than an external consultant. The formal internal agent .
role should, however, be .differentiated from general level of effort

in the client unit. - \\\




.

0

The presence or absence of clear incentives to support increased
scope versus initiative or intensity. In some instances, it is
important to address the existance of powerful environmental
conditions which promote quantity ‘over quality of service. In
addition, choice of scope may be tied to the agency or agent
emphasis upon decisionistic; enlightenment or capacity building
objectives.. ) . C
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F. AGENTS AND AGENCIES: THE NEED FOR A BROADER VIEW

A final limitation of most definitions of external agents is that they_'

RS

almost invariably assume that ‘the external agent is an’ individual disembodied

" from organizational context. The origins of this assumption are unclear, al-

though again it should. be poiﬂted out that the.common pe}ception of the agri-

cultural extension agent is as an individual roaming the prairies in a buck-
. . [N . B - . -

board. The notion of exférnal'agentfas'individﬁal-is bolstered by much of
) , _ Lo _ ) -

the literature. and organization @evelopment which has been generated largely

by university professors who doiﬁhis research as consultants in their spare

‘time and not from a base of‘brggnizational power. This general bias had led

1

to a situation where definitions of Tinking or chande agent or other external
. . . . { .

roles tend to ignore the roles’that are played by organizational entities.

Those studies that haﬁe looked at the role of organizations as external

. agents tend to be less frequently cited than those which look at individuals.

(Seé, for ekample, Moore et al., 1978; and Katter and Huli, 19]6.5 Many

arti;1e§ which attempt to define the external agent role make afprief obei~

. sance to the role of agencies as well as agents., '(See,‘for example, Havelock,

. . _ ) : ) '
1969; and Glaser, 1977.) But the theme of agencies is rarely well develagped.

,ghis fact has hampered thefdevelopment of both theories and research of inter-

vention'which involve mult  le rather than singlé actors on the external agent

team. Current research projects addressing the development of organizational
- 4 .

1

_networks for knowledge utilization may begin to fill this gap. These are

being carried out under funding by NIE, and an intendedto examine the ways in
which three different types of organizations (Intermediate Service Agencies,
)

develop,networking relationships with schools in otder to facilitate knowledge

use.
L.
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* A recent paper by Clark‘and Lattd (1978¥*considers the Binctions of the
dniversity in the knowledge transfer system. While the data upon which the =,
discussion is based is limited*, there is strong reason to consider that

universities are major contributor to outreach activities.in support of

knovledge utilization.

In many cases, university involvement is probably a consequence of

1

ad hoc consulting actiVities developed by lndiVidual professors, and do not

represent any 1nstitutional cémmittment. Havelock (1977) has commented for

-

example, that one state the professors at local ﬁniversities presented a

barrier to a systematic development of information networks. Each professor
strove to establish special consulting arrangemefits with districts as a means

of 1ncreas1ng their salary and research opportunities, and they did not “look.

Lk
&

,faVorably upon new institutional commitments that would ,alter these arrangements.

In many other cases, however, univers1ties have taken on 1nstitutional

'

committments to act as change agents in local schools. The Teacher Corps

program is one of the mos%xwell known examples, but our only 1nformation about

.the ‘success with which they have played their role dates. from the early phases

~— RN -~

of program implementation (Corwin, 1972) - (Later program'efforts have
attempted to address some of>the weaknesses identified in CorWin s evaluation )
Conventional wisdom'suggests that the image of the university.as a

prov1der of extevnal aSSiztance for knowledge utilization is very mixed. Many,. .

I

for example, cite the "gap" bétween the way in which practitioners and academics

view the world (Schmuck, 1968) as a factor which limits the usefulness of

LN
A -

university deeigned efforts to assist schools. It may be suggested that this

. .
The data is based on self reports of K.U. activities using very gross
categories.

™
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 tarmished imags is due to the fact chat universities are better equibped.to
provide cssistance in enlightenment functions or capacity buildiqg'funcfions

(if there is substantial expertise in OD) but that théy are frequently less well
equapped to catry out che kncw;edge transfer required co support good decisions
about programning or structure.

.An examination of the ways in .which different organicationcl units that

are.cur;cntly involved in K.U. functions in schools may have sEecializcd,

either in a particular cell in Figure'I, or in a particular K.U. function seems

a fruitful place to begin. Mapping curcent activities can and should be related ’

to other aspects of organizational capacity"kthe work of NTS (1979) in

measuring capaciZy can be taken as a model from which to start). In addition

4
to taking the potential provider as a unit of analysis, the role of organizations.
as external assistants should ~Jso be examined from the compcrative perspective
that can only be proyided by *- ;g?sumer sysﬁem.lkgase studies aﬁd/or surveys
of different distict-expériences With‘external ggencges of different types

would be wvery useful in this regard.. .

Cn~ of the critical questions that deserves greater attention is posed

.iby Moore, et al. (1978): Wwhat are the characteristics that are associated.yith

. . % .
agency "success." On the basis of six case studies of exemplary outreach

technical assistance groups, Moore and his colleagues isoldated a large number

of factors which they felt were associated with smooth internal functioning

'
-

and a reputation for client impacts. Their sample, however, was ITimited only

to independent agencies with a "messianic" set of objectives, e.é., in

Katter and Hule's (197 ) terminology, they were all simultaheously nigh on

" their product and audience orientation. No similar research has been conducted

on the more common forms. of agencies that provide direct information services

to schools, or on agencies which carry a less specialized sét of objectives, or
. {
which may carry direct '_ ice goals as only part of their general mission.

/

©
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’ ' SUMMARY: A RESEARCH AGENDA ON THE o N
ROLE' OF EXTERNAL AGENTS IN KNOWLEDGE UTILIZATION '

The debate between supporters and opponents-of external roles in facili-
tating knowledge utilization in{schools is broader than the question of whethef
. ! 4 '
. Or not they have an impact. Those who argue in- favor of an external

role would claim that government'policies thch foster the otolifenation of
programs, studies and knowledge, as well as technological information systems

to make thls knowledge accessible, are foolish in the. absence of syStems that
. C e
will encourage the transmission of knowledge to potential users. Opponents,

e
-

cn the other hand, argue that the ma;giﬂglfteturns in texms of improveA
SChooling from the.use of external agents and existing knowledge resources out-
; ) . _ .
weigh the investment needed to build a system thgt might have an_impactf“”External/

tecnnical assistance, it is argued, is too costly to implement'On a large scale
and it is therefore more ptactlcal to bolster a "do-it—yourself“'approacn
to school imorovenent. Otners point out :hat tbere is_little evldence to sug-
gest that:we really knoy now'different“curricular'te;;hlng approaches and
classroom organizations affect'eduoational odtcomes and‘that until we have such
evidence, de51gn1ng, implementlng, .and supporting an exten51on to system promote
change is. an inappropriate use of resources. Lake most pollcy debated, this
one is unlikely to be fully resolved by the incremental accumulation of sound
research results.A Nevertheless, it is clear that an appropriate research
agenda (which would include 1mproved conceptuallzatlons of the problem, in
addition to collecting empirical data) could 1mpr~ve immeasurably the groung
= )
upon which the debate is held. In particular, one occasionally gets the feeling
,ln reading literature on school change processes that the writers are, in fact,
discusning,entirely different phenomena. The problen of lack "of congruence .
in the imagery which is applied to the external role is particularly proolenatic.
66 : o !
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The above discussion has pointed to many specific gaps in our knowledge

about the roles of external ajents in the knowledge utilization process in

3 L

educational,settings. These remarks have'ranged from very specific hypotheses
that might be addressed in f@ture research, to more general statements'about

the inadequacy of'existing information or theory in-broad areas.. In the
.following section, the objective is to summarize the brbader Pesearch issues
: R ) i ) - > >
w .

that have been raiged. __ . g '

!

First the overall thrust of the discussion has pointed to. the serious
lack of. theoretical frameworﬁs in which the study of external roles might be

1 4
located. - It has beenhproposed that one of the major gaps is the 1ack ,of attention

to the functidns of . knowledge use for educators, and the different types of

khowledge that'exist to be'used. This paper has proposed a framework for identi-

‘fying crit1ca1 types and. functlons, and has attempted topphdw throughout how the

framework (presented in Figure I) is applicable to current rxesearch and fdture

research questions} i

~

One of.the main deficiencies of existing research is the emphacis upon
a 51ng1e functlon of knowledge use (instrumental degisionistic) .and a single
( type of knowledge: (externally generated research lnformation) wh11e scattered.

research efforts exist in other cells, they are eicher outside of the mainstream'
' . ' , LY :
of educational knowledge use research( or only marginally related to education.
fdl - ’ . . .. . .
This situation willJChange quite raptdly, as current research projects at NIE

have and will continue to address use of other types of knowledge. However,

M ‘.

3
\
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. , ,
current research interests in the ways in which district use internally generated
research information are, in many ways, even less well integrated with a broader

frame of inquiry on: knowledge use in schools. Research an district use of

e

_evaluation information also tends to ignore the role of external actors, and to

be'gn:elated to éx;sting knowledge about the role of consultants and change

-

h - . [
agents in knowledge utilizaticn proce. .es.

-

The limited context of knowledge use research h.s placed equal limitations

_on the research about the role of external agents. Most inquiry has viewed the

external agent largely within the context of the "technological push" framework,

.where schools are. seen as adopters of better research products whose topics are

‘defined according to a federal agenda rather than as participarts in the process

of determining what types of information would be useful. It is clear that any

 research agenda in this area must address this major gap.

One of the derived research gaps, which was discussed on pp. 27-29,

is‘thé lack of any good research on what schools and educators want in the way

of knowledge and assistance in knowledge use. A simple needs assessment approach

would, in all probability, be an inadequate way of approaching this question:.

.

‘what is needed is some better synthesis of «xisting wvalued. uses of external

~

aéents,'coupled Qith a projective, exploratncy inquiry into existing nbeds that
might be filie@ through extexnal assistance.

such an inéﬁify would need to take iﬁ;o_écpount~the;costs‘and benefits
of using external versus internal agents, and thev;elationship beétween such
individuais. This issue ig,.in=general, one of the least well understood in .
the f;eid, and ;;é wﬁich is. perhaps the moét critical to the design and

planning of affective knowledge utilization‘systems at both the local, state

and federal level. Again, the state of knowledge seems to be so limited that a

‘research agenda should proceed through several_phéses, perhaps begini.ing with

- a more systematic review of existing case studies (using techniques such as

.

5. . SU
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those developed by Yin (1976)), exploratory case analysis of on-going change
efforts, and only\secondarily survey or field experimehtal activities.
In addition, summative questions about the relative impace of internal

is an improved understanding

and axternal agents should be postponed until there

of the relationships between the two.¥*

Information on skills, ;kill mix, and the use of teams of ageﬁts is
extremely liﬁited, although the topic is mentioned frequently in case reports.
Again; the state of the art is sufficiently primitive to indicate that the best
approach is t6 conduct very limited reviéws of existingicase materials and/or
limited exploratory,;nalysésxpo investigate this topic.

Ihe area of pegsonal characteristics of linking agents assoéiated with
-"success" is probasly oﬁe éf the most‘murk§ of all those raised. In the opinion
of this author, it is also Qne that should receive very low priority until a
bett;i undifsténding of the dimensions of agegt activiﬁies can be understood.
Existing conmmon :sense lists of’characteristiés‘are probably'sugcinct to provide

Ahguidance‘tb program.planners faced with a choice betweén individuals fo; this Q’
-job. Until there is evidence_that psychologic;l tgsting would be approprigte
as ; selection mechanism, however, this area 6f;re§earcﬁ wou%d appear to, have
little policy payoff at any level. | o )

One of tﬁe most surprising featurss of the existing set of research is

the lack of detail‘aﬁout agent beﬁaviors. 'fhe main cause of this gap appears to,
be the emphasis u?on studiec which invelvs multiple sites, and cross—sectional
designs. The multiple site problem makes It difficult to obtain iwdepth
evidence about what agents actually do in aﬂy aetail; particularly at the level

of tactics or incidents (which Zigarmi and Goldstein report to lie the most

* Note that the analysis of datz from the RDU projec¢t will address this
relationship. and later r~-:::t® may shed light on' the research needs.
These data will not be ava . ::leuntil mid 1980. ’
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critical to understanding patterns of intervention). ‘It may be suggested that,

in addition to specific information that may be needed to complete our 'under-

LY
.

standing of how different agent strategies affect client knowledge use behaviors;'
that we need also to develop better understanding of tacits. This in(:fmation
is particularly useful in the design of improved orientation-type training,

’

4
and may also contribute to our/ability to interpret accumulating knowledge

‘ )
about strategy impacts. Again, it should be emphasized that research on- strategies

and tactics must be firmly'tied to a framework for understanding knowledge ;
utilization settings in schools, énd\to an improved understanding of "demand—ptill"r
based knowledge utilization as well as "technological push".

If we examine p;iorities‘among the different categyories of strategy that
were identified, if is clear that information needs'are most pressing in the
areas of expertise and scope/cost. In both of these cases, the conceptualization
of the ;esearch p;éblems or issues .are less well developed, while the policy
implications are very significant. Teast critical is the study of'initiative,

with the possible excebtion of unique cases which pose difficult access problems

(such as urxban distriets, which seem less likely to make effective use of

-
¥

external agenté).
fhe discussion of research gaps finisheé with the recommendation that
greater attentién bé péid to the ways in which organizations act as external
agents. Some ways of approaching this relatively poorly research area would
be to model organizational information networks at the user level (which woul -
begin also to identify the range and types of érganizations that act as ient '

external agents), and to extend the preliminary work of Moore, et al to

different types of agencies. In addition, éarticular attention should be paid
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to some types of agencies, particularly those that are conscious agents, those

that have power relationships with gchool districts, and those (like universities

and intermediate service agencies) which have considerable potential for becoming

A

' more self-consciously audience and information-use orisated at the institutiona?\

‘

leﬁel.

\

, Some .additional final comments may be made about research that is not

.

needed, either because it addresses questions that are not highly salient tg

’

understanding:

ERIC
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school or federal p011c1es, or because they are likely to advance our current

~ Iy :

{

additional literature reviews of Sbn—empirical literature.
Exlstlng reviews, such as Hood and Cates (1978) are more than
adequate, additional syntheses that are not based on emplrlcal
data and specific questions would be redundant; N

further qua51—eva1uat1ve studies of on-going programs that

are not specifically designed to address a limited set of
research questions. Two currently funded large-~scale ' ’
studies (the study of the’ R&D Utilization Program, and

the study of the Office of Education Dissemination Act1v1t1es)
are intended to address a variety of broad explératory

issues related to external roles. The future need will be

for smaller, more focused studies. We do not need any more
research to arrive at the conclusion that the role of extension . -
agents in schools is amblguous and poorly deflned- )

large scale action research programs that are not designed

to address specific, significant policy or research questions.
The current state of the art suggests that a more fruitful
approach would be to engage in a period of smaller scale,
exploratory Studies (for example: how best to reach urban
schools) and field experiments before engagirj in a major
service delivery experiment. .

WS
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