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’ ) Abs;ract
The paper describes strategies used in intraorganization coordipatinn
and interqrganizacion collaboration during the Maryland Exploraticn Project,
a one-year effort to determine whether or not the.state should become a
full member of the region served by Research for Better Schools. Thre=
areas df project éétivity are described in this paper: comparative
analysis 6f pr;ority programs, pilot activitie.., and long-term planning.

- . .
Emphasis is placed on the purposeful use of strategies inferred from thé
literature to facilitaté interagency collaboration. .

Anticipated barriers related to resources, external and internal
pressures, and motivation and support. Successful strategies included:
task restrﬁcturing, flexible planning, sharing control, teaming, particdi-
pation of staff of all levels, tapping individual motivation, and using
new mechanisms“and patternslof communication. i ‘

A preliminafy model of collaboratian derived from project activities

suggest the key dimensions of: tasks, resources, goals, commitment, inter-

dependence, and multi-directional communication.
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Introduction

The purposedof this paper is ﬁo describe strategies used to facilitate
iutraorganization coordinaiion and intérorganization collaboration. . Tﬁe
strategies were appliéd by staff of an educational researcp and development
(R&D) laboratory and a state education agéncy who worked together on a
one-year pioject. In designing and implementing the project, a purboseful
attempt was made to use strategies and techniques éuggcsted by studies of
eduéational change and by the literafure on organizational development.

It was argued that anticipated barriers could be overcome, and intended

. outcomes enhanced if facilitating strategies recommended or implied by

research were put into practice.

Processes, strategies, and techniques are describe in the context

”

of three activity areas: comparative analysis of priori:  , rograms, pilot
activities, and long~term planning. Using a case history approach, the

.

paper presents.background information about each activity area, describes

_ strategies used, barriers enceuntered, intended and unancicipated outcomes,-

and process learnings. The final section of the paper suggests a preliminary

model for interagency collaboration based on project experiénces. : N

©

Project Overview

'

Research for Better Schoois (RBS), an educag;onal R&D laboratory, is
funded by the National Institute of Education (NIE) to serve educators in
the tri-state region of Delaware, Pennéylvania, and New Jersey. In addi-
tion, one RBS division ff”?gg Regional Exchange ~— serves fhe state of

Mafyland. In 1978, the Congressional Panel Review Team recommended that

Ma

\



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"
- 7

NIE, RBS, and Marylaﬁg explore the feasibility and desirabilif& of that
state becoming a full member of the region served by RBS. To that end,

a one-year "Exploratiof. Project' was carried out, béginning December 1, 1979.
“ .

The purpose of the project was to determine whether it was to the

mutual advantage of RBS aad Maryland to work together, and, if so, what
. B &
long-term agtivities should be planned: Areas of activity included:

1) governance (redesign of ihe RBS Board of Directors in order to accomodate

}

a fourth state); 2) involvemeat of key interest groups (participation of

professional associations, ingiitutes of higher education, and state and local
administrators); 3) coordinatioﬁ’éna monitoring of project activities and
outcomes (by a joint managemént fgam); 4) interaction with NIE (incluéing
reports and documentation); 5) cém&pratiﬁe analysis of needs and interests;

6) pilot activities; and 7) long—tefm planning. This p;per deals only with '

the last three areas, since they were€ the ones in’ which most attention was

[N

given to strategies of effective collalyoration.

Comparative Analysis of Yriority Programs

3

If pilbt artivities and long-term plans were to be relevant to RBS

7

and tlie state, both organizations needed to,understand the other's pric.i-

ties, capabilities, and interests, and the r@lationships between the two

sets of information. :
™

i A

Alternative methods of data collection conysidered included: 1) survey

by mailed questionnaire of the 24 local educati(p.ageﬁéies (LEAs) in the

@

state, each division of the state education agen4y (SEA), and RBS program

w

directors; " statewide "conference' of program presentations; 3) analysis

/



of existing documents; 4) a Delphi to be completed by selected respondents
in both organizations; and 5) interviews using a structured framework,
conducted with RBS program directors and staff and with SEA program

directors.

r

While it was important to include (or at least provide'opportunity
for inclusionf all méjor work efforts or priorities, resource conscraints
did not permit extensive surveys. Also, any document describing priorities
had to be clear and concise: the "audience" consisted of senior administra-
tors with 1itt}¢ time to read. Tﬁe task appeared to be: to describe and
analyze RBé and Maryland major school improvement efforts (or priority
programs) accurately, concisely, and in such a way that relationships could

- ) v

~ be readily determined. o

)

It was decided that the last alternative -~ of using structured inter-
e ’ .
viows with RBS and SEA program di;ectors -— was most cost-effective.

Perspectives - i

Five perspectives served as criteria in the design of comparative

analysis activities:

. Programs described could be underway in 1980, but should be pro-
jected to eontinue in 1981 and 1982.

® TPrograms should be related to school improvement

— o The framework used should include dimensions found to be important
in school improvement, which could be applied equally well to RBS
. efforts as to state programs. “

e The development of program descriptions (interview and written
narrative) should be relatively simple, requiring no more than
one person day per program description.

e Staff of both RBS and the Maryland State Department of Education
(MSDE) should be involved in framework design and "pilot testing."
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Strategic Activities

The five-person RBS/&SDE task force agreed on the task definition
and perspectives, and a series of activities were carriéd out.

Two RBS staff (familiar with Maryland's current programs) designed
a framework like a tﬂggérdimensional matrig with from three to ten elements
on each side. Then alMaryluna educator (previously eﬁpip edrby the SEA,
and affiliated with a state university) applied qhg\fzif% framework to an
LEA program. This "pilot test" suggested revisions which were incorporate&
in the second draft framework {se: Figure 1) used by RBS staff to describe

a state program and an RBS progra:. Tue respective managers approved the

program descriptions.

Task force members reviewes _he framework. In order to accomodate

individual "learning styles," three "handouts" were developed: 1) the

sample program descriptions, 2) a diagrématic presentation of the framework,

and 2) a linear listing of framework elements under dimenc n headings.

A .
<

(The same materials were shown to program managers interviewed for the

comparative analysis.)

The framework was used in both organizations, but the methods differed.

o

In RBS, the two task force members and the information officer interviewed
program directors and their staff, wrote descripFionsi and revised them .
in response go revievers' comments. In Marylaﬁd, all SEA staff received
a memo describing the project as a whole, and all SEA division uirectors

were informed of the comparative cnalysis activities and Invited to suggest

¢

programs for inclusion. Subsequently, program managers could .se the

framework to write their own descriptions.

-3

3



Figure 1
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&BS task force members analyzed tﬁe two sets of describtions along
the dimensions of thg framework, and. developed a congise;table pgesenting
felationshipg, particularly areas in which opportunities apbeared to exist
for mutual benefité. The joint management team (senior staff at RBS and
MSDF) reviewed the preliminaryv anaiysis and program descriptions at a
meetiqg in Fig;uary- Recognizing eacﬁ others' relative sérengths and .
weaknesses, the team decided to deE one Maryland program and add another.
The final list of program areas of mutual interest-;ncluded:n youth employ-
ability, social studies, guidance and counseling,‘baséc skills, and Pro~
jécg Basic (with a focus on éhe role of facilitators). Alghogﬁh the list
did not inglude special education, it was acknowiedged that it was an
area in which collaboration could occur.

Results

Results of the comparative analysis efforts can be catego;ized as:

»

intended outcomes, unanticipated outcomes, and process learning.

Intended outcomes. The following,haq,occurred'as planned: ten pro-

gram descriptions and an anzlytical chart had been developed; involvement
had been voluntary; all professional staff‘of botﬁ organizations had been
invited to participate; members of the joint management team had a working
knowledge of each organization's-priorities; ﬁecisions had been made based

on information provided, The activities had been cost-effective in terms

of person time and outcomes.

Unanticipated outcomes. Just after program staff interviews began,

RBS was asked to provide program descriptions for another, different inter-

agency activity of major interest to two of the three staff developing the

i
i

w
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descriptions. 'Thus, the product was used for two purpos:s, and the in-
centives were greater. A similar unanticipated result occurred just
after the materials were developed: MSDE task force members decided to

use the descriptions as "handouts" in meetings with professional assogia-h

.tions and other key interest groups in the state. The implication appeared

to be that ifgan tivity or product could serve several purposes its

value increased, and the individuals involved, "persuéded that collabora-~
tion is édvantééeous" (Rubin, 1980) demonstrated a ''greater prdfession—
alism" (Aiken & Hage, 1968).

~

"Process Learning. Although members of the task force understood

Y

“the need tb generate interesg among prbgram staff, in practice tﬂe taék
‘of developiné program descriptions as a "first investment" provided

no evidence of value of invglvement. Of the ten descriptiénsbuéeg (five
from each organization) oﬁiy two were written by program managers.
waever, during the three-month period, some preliminary pilot work ﬁad
begun{ establishing the initial sﬁccess suggested by Congreve (1969),

so that in two areas program staff becamé.advocates for collaborative

involvement (Crandall, 1977). The most important process learning résulting

from the comparative analysis efforts related to interdependence: {if

-

- the work was to be truly collaborative, more attention needed to be given

to equity and dependability. The barrier {dentified by Pasmore, et al.,
(1978) -- where imbalance results in 'the mrre dependable party asking for

greater rewards or offering less effort in task performance'" ~- needed to

be overcome.
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L4

The project plan called for.three to five pilot activitiesy each in

a prority area of mutual 1nterest, and aach&involving up to 10 contact days
N

Between RBS and Maryland educators. Pilot activitiés were supposed to be

designed -to increase .mutual understanding of interests and capabilities,

-
and to accomp11Qh work that each alone could,not <ccomplish" (Rath &u

s
&

Hagans, 1978) A&eoa 1t was expected that areas would be selected based .

on the résults of the comparative analysis, and, althouéh initiated incre- :.u
mentally, all pilot efforts would be completed between january and the end
of May. The following factors were also acknowledged: ;

‘@ It was desirable for results (and/or the activities themselves)
to be useful to district and school staff (in addition to MSDE)

‘s Areas Selected should, if possible, include activities rolating
to research and evaluation, development,  and dlsbeminatnfn
- @ Staff of varying hierarchical levels Afrom both organlza lons should
. be involved. . . -

e Pilot activities should be coordinated by the two task force.
members, one from each organization, who had,fcoordinated Regional
Exchange efforts since mid 1978, and herefore had a good working

o

relationship. i w

»

Activity Areas

d

Although many of the criteria set forth in the plan were satisfied, o

some were nut, For instance, two of the five pilot activities were initiated

in early December -~ long before the comparative analysis was developed.
Also, only one area was completed in May, and three continued. to the end. of

the project year. In order to provide some content background, each of the

five areas is briefly described. - . : .



Social studies. For 12 months, an RBS person served at 4 merbher of

the state task force (SEA and LEA representatives) develecping rtatewide

goals and objectives in social studies.

Special education. TFor six months, an RBS person worked with a group

of MSPE staff developing resource materials on.program evaluation for schools
and districts. Later, for four months, the same person worked with an
interagency team (federal, state,'local, school) coordinated by a community

group, developing a streamlined process of identification and screening of

special education students.

0

Basic skills. Six RBS staff conducted an insitute consisting of eight

“

one-day workshops, during March and April, on "time-on-task' attended by
* “four MSDE staff, five LEA staff, and-a representative from a state
~ university. ’

- Youth employahility. Three RBS staff worked with two MSDE staff and

A representatives from nine LEAs, between April and October, to: 1) determine
—_— 4

.opporcunitles .and needs fo:\cross—dlvision coordlnation within MSDE, and

. I
2)- deVelop materlals and methods for pre~ and post-testing students in the

youth employabllltygprogram

“

Study of the roles and functﬂons of PrOJect Basic' facilitators. Three

/ [

v -,
RBS staff worked w1th¢one MSDL staff person from March thlough November to

design a study, develop measures, and analyze data on the facilitator role.
. A - N .

(Project Basic isfthé;stétewiae’compeLency—bas;d education program. - MSDE
~ 4 z

g providas assistance (o the LEAs tnrough.'on-site facilitators/linkers.)

v




Strategies N

In November 1979, task force members engagéd in a variety of strategic

‘

planning activities. One member developed a chart of barriers, facilita~
tors, and strategies, applying the force field analysis technique in an
attempt to a%ticipate problems (see Figure 2). The content was influence

<keavily by rzcent literature on implementatiou such:as th: Rand study

. (Berman, et al., 1975~1977), Fullan and Pomfret (1977), and the synthesis

Lo

N\

\
on dissemination by Emrick and Peterson (197§). To a lesser cextent, the

chart was influenced by literature on _coordination and collaboration,

Y

such as Trist's personal pérspective (1978) and Aldrich's discussion of
networking (1979).

As work got underway, two things quickly became apparent: 1) intra-

organization coordination was crucial if inter~organization collaboration

was to'occur,'and 2)‘individual-motivatipn seemed to be the greatest forée-

" for or against success. Gradually, other factors also became apparent,

e .~

and the facilitator of "knowledge of research on effective change" was.

.stretched as staff tried to identify strategies to deal with the barriers.
Resources. Time and money were predicted problem'areas, and the

=

strategy of task restructuring was the most effective. - In generalbterms
responsibiiities, or xo'make & task or product sérve>several purposes. .
(This had happened &uring comparative énalysis‘aétivitiesjwhen‘RBS staff
used the results both for this ‘project and fofflhother.) Examples of

Testructuring included:

this meant that staff involved in pilotAactivities needed either to shift A



Examples of Barriers, Facilitators, and Strategies
(as ‘perceived November 1979)

Figure 2

‘Barriers

Facilitators ™

Strategies

Irces . !

insufficient funds
other demands on time

nal/Internal Pressures

poor interagency intellegence
responsibility without
authority

mid-stream changes: policy
or personnel

ation/Support

preference for status quo
territorialism

"top down" imposition

lack of belief in the project

use of discretionary or other
funds '
capable, productive.staff

[

capable field staff :
good cross-hierarchy relationships
high quality work

need. to grow and survive

trend toward "place and product"
knowledge of research on
effective change —

.energy of advocates

¢

|
stimulate motivation
other than "$ now"
restructure tasks

use creative communication
networks to influence key
actors

“keep several options open-

<

balance tensions

publicize successes of
coordination .
involve staff of all levels
meaningfully

tap specific motivators

O
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® Torming cross-division teams to tap expertise and build capacitv
(rather than "starting from scratch" within a division),

@ Planning interagency work sessions so that each azency was well
prepared to make the most of face-to-face meetings, often scheduling
in such a way that one set of travel costs covered several work
sessions.

e Changing accountabilities of some staff, for example, one manager
temporarily let go some administrative duties and used hor tech-
nical expertise, and another person delegated some staff develop-
ment work to become ‘involved in a research study.

o Trading tasks between agencies so that in each case the most
skilled person did the work, finishing more quickly and therefore
having additional "free" time. This was an important strategy
in small overloaded work units with little slack in their resource
base (Aiken & Hage, 1968).

. n ~

Experiences of this project confirmed the Rand sfﬁdy finding (Berman

et al., 1975) that it is not the amount of money that is important but

how it is spent. Project funds were needed for direct expenses such as

trhvel, wofkshop and printing costs, buc . . a much smaller. extent than

expected for person time. Once staff became involved injﬁppegggggpy pilot -

O
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activities and found ways to make the work serve existing goals, they saw
the activity not as an "add-on" but as a way of improving or enhancing

regular work efforts.

External/Internal Preséﬁrés.‘ Three barriers were predicted: 1) ﬁoor
intéfagency intelligence, 2) rééponsibiiity without. authority, and 3) mid-
stream changes. It was hoped that the first would.be overcome by the

geheral design of the project which eﬁcduraged lateral communication and

expénded the problem solving resources:available to the organizations

(Louis & Sieber, 1979; Pasmore et al., 1978). The second bafrier<re1ated

primarily to the task force members —- ministers without portfolio -- who
L
“y . -
El
12 - ¢

4



were directly responsible for day-to-day project activities but who had no
official authority over dtaff involved. Thig is related to Rath and Hagans'
(1978) argument that coordination is innibited when thoseAinvolned have
insufficient authority to influence decisions and actions. The planned
strategiea to reducevthis barriet were networking in the sense of boundary
spanning, and real efforts to share control and responsibility. The
possibility of mid-stream-changes in policy or personnel could not be

ignored, but also could not be controlled. The planned strategy was to

keep options open by having a fairly flexible:workscope.h Each of these

“barriers is illustrated by examples in the following discussion.

Poor interagency 1ntelligence was a problem in one area when the pilot

tasks were determined by a diViSion director and a program manager, and

~staff involved from one organization knew virtually nothing about the other

organization nor about the Maryland Expioration Projegtr Also, the task_

was de51g_gd for staff of each agency to_work. alone_and simple Onmh1np

. . |

O
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products at the. last minute. The problem was resolved by 1ateral commu~—
nication through'the informal nétwork. A staff perédn negotiated with
the director to redefine the pilot task, "and then set up an interagency
meeting which not onlv 1ncreased partic1pants understanding of each
agengy s interest and capabilities, but also helped coordinate efforta
within that~division;‘

The issue of responaibility without authotity was. less évident between
agencies than within an ag%Féy; That is,.outside.the pafent agéncy a per-
son_aasumed a cloak of the”otganization*s status covéring hishot her.indi_

vidual rank and allowing cross—hierarchical interaction in the other

ko
*-Z

13



agency. However, within the parent agency, a person's rank for reguiar -
duties was known and did not provide authority across divisions or units:“:
One problem occurred when a task force member tried'to pérSuéde.a program
manager (in a different division and one level higher in the organiaational
suiucture) to initiate a pilot activity. Although the task fOrce'memher
had the approval of the division director, the program manager exercised
his right not to volunteer. Of the five sources of power - physical,
resource, position, expert,.and personal (Handy, 1978) —- only the last

two were available to the task force nemher, who then chose to influence

by persuasion, hoping the manager would become committed to the specific, -

challenging but attainable targets suggested, Over a period of \six weeks

the task force member shared information with the manager in a variety of ,i;m;="“

ways (e.g., the monthly project "fact sheet" which piublicized successes of

N

1"

other pilot activities, conversations "over the'coffee pot, etc,),\trying

to make it clear that involvement would mean shared responsibility v ithouty

O
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1nteragency_commun1cation.

loss of CQntrol.b The manager initiated pilot activity, took ownership_of'
B SN N

it, and subsequently kept the task farce informed of his progress.

One mid—st‘eamﬂchange that occurred was the resignation of a person

who had 1n1t1ated one of the pilot actyv1t1es and contributed a great deal’

to building good 1nteragency felations. His position was not filled.

©

However, he had involved LEA staff.in the pilot activity, and so the work

continued as LEA staff shared his respon51b111t1e° be*ween them. . Here,

1nstead of a single 11ne, a bundle or network of 11nes was used to reinforce

14
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Motivation/Support. Four barriers were Eﬁgé%CtEd l) preference for

the status quo, 2) territorialiem, 3) ”topggdg meos1tLdn, and 4) Tack

of belief in the project. Although all four were apparent the four: -as

the most serious. Work to m1nimlze these barriers continueq throughout

3
) }
the project: there was no simple .one-time solution strategy. Strategies

i
+

included: 1) balancing the tensions of survival .and growth;:2) establishing

S

early successes (Congreve, 1969) and publicizing them (Rubin, 1980);
3) involving staff of all levels meaningfully; and 4) identifying and tap-
ping specific motivators. One important "facilitator" was a trend in both

organizations not only to follow the traditional structure of control by

content or product area, but also to explore matrix management across con-

’

" tent areas. (For'instance, MSDE "matrixed" by looking at service delivery

to the 24 LFAs, and RBSi"matrixed" by looking at work in the four states ;

at SEA, LEA, and school levels.) Both efforts had been‘initated before

and separate from the project with .strong senior management support.“ The T,
Iexploratory efforts in matrln management nelped prepare staff of both ﬂ

.organizations for the new ideas and activities of the project. Each of

these barriers is 111ustrated by examples in the: follow1ng d1scusslon.

N

 Preference for the status3quo.was apparent in the hehavior-of several
individuals.~ffhe most successful strategy_appeared to"be teaming, so
. that the security and survival instincts of those whohwanted to méintain
the status .quo were'balanced by the energy_of:the‘innovative risk-takers

looking for growth opportunities. In some cases teams of two or throe

persons worked'together throughout the pilot activity. "In other cases,

I'15—_ "‘19: _
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o

a task force member would energize a pilot‘activity by participating in

e e

an Jnterdgency work sessxon,_oreproviding”encouragement and re:nforcement

e e T .

during debriefing sessions in the parent agency.v

Territorialism was not as great a problem as originally anticipated,
possibly because responsibility really was shared and no one.lost any

control. In the beginning however, there were fears of loss of organizatonal

autonomy and program visibility (Kelty, 1976). Two strategies were helpful.

o

First, within the parent organization involvement in the pProject was re-—

warded by legitimizing the pilot activities, giving efforts equal status

with other work, discussing work under way at division weetings, assurance

T T '—="by senior management -— that staff wo uoc be ”phni§ﬂed""fef‘t{ﬁew
spent on“interagency collaboration. Also, oetween organlzatlons, ways

had to be found to pub11c1ze successes so that each agency was credited
appropriately. It was.foond that conflict was lese likely when it was ' -
understood that usdally“each ageney:wanted different kinds of yisibility‘

with-different addfences: For instance, in_one case RBS staff were inter—
ested in research-inplications and MSDE'wae interested in loeal:lmplemen~

tation-of the results of a oilot activity._lAbslip, as when’one agency

\

clalmed total credit for a 301nt effc__, created distrust and renewed

terr1tor1allsm, and strategles to reduce the barrlers had to be used again.
"Top down imposition was ant1c1pated but the prOJect design allowed ,l
for 1nvolvement’by staff of all levels in plannlng, dec151on—mak1ng, pllOt

act1v1ty development and 1mplementation, so thererwere no real problems

in this area.

ERIC
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Lack of belief in the project was a barrier in the beginning, which
gradually decreased, then rzappeared at intervals. Disbelief was evidenced
in various ways, for example: 1) staff doubted that senior management would
allow them much oprortunity to influence decisions; 2) program manaxers<.
doubted that pilot activities would have primary benefitsé 3) individuals
_ : ;

.at all leveis perceived the project as paper—and—penc?l planning and com~
liance, "peripheral...a short~term tactical matter without meaning," (Trist,
1978); and 4) federal reorganization and changes in political leadership
raised questions about.the likelihood of the project's long-term socceSs.
Doubts.about staff influence, primary benefits, and meaningful involvement
*were“resolved“gradually'by’demonstration and participation in“the project.
Tte imgpact ofﬁfederal reorganization“was beyond RBS/MSDEfcontrolf lOverall,
the question to be“anticipated was, "What's.in it for-me?" which was some-
times auswered'organizationally (e.g:; f...opportunity forltheldivision to

-

use an existing knowledge base in a new. way which could be transferred to

other settings') and s ietimes answered individually (e.g., "...to demonstrate
a skill your supervisor currently does not know.you have"). ' This strotegy
- of tdapping specific motivation required accurate understanding of organiza-

‘tional and individual capabilities and interests by task force members and
= : o ° : .
also by program managers. When ind1vidual motivation was tapped effectively,

problems of equity (mentioned in the earlier dlscuss10n of comparative

ana1ysis activities) were reduced: the person was unconcerned'that he or she

might be more productive than the counterpart in the other agency, because

IS 5

the rewards Eoﬁt\ide the collaborative action set) were high -and important

N
to that person. N

o



Results

Results of the pilo* activities were influenced by the comparative
analysis experience, and can be categorized as: intended outcomes, anti-

cipated outcomes, and process learnings.

Intended Outcomes. The hoped for outcomes of pilot activities included:

* 1) develupment of good working relationships betw.en staff of the two organ-

izations; 2) clear undarstanding by each organization of the other's interests

and capabilities; and 3) accomplishment of a specific task related to school
improvement. Together, results would influence decisions guiding long-

term planning.

Those -long-~term planning decisions were made at the end of June:- all - ... .. ...

~five'pilot'areas were approved by the.joint management team'for inclusion
in"the loug-term plan N

By the end of the project year’, good working relatignships had been
developed betwebn RBS and _MSDE staff, and in some areas with other .groups
of Maryland educators. ‘(Figure 3 summarizes interorganization contacts
-for the pilot areas. ) There was a clear understanding of mutual interests
and capabilities. Specific accomplishments ~- as of DecemBer 1, 1980 --
‘resulting from collaborative pilot activities included | | h

° Social studies —- statewida goals, obJectives, and a’ scope—and—

~ sequence had been approved by MSDE and -LEA representatives, and
four LEAs had been selected to pilot test.the program framework

. z*chldl cduedtion - resource materials on program evaluation had
been developed, and a stream’ined. process for, screening students
for specigi education- had been pilot tested at one site,.

e Basic skills -~ MSDE. and LEA staff and faculty of one university
had a clear understanding of "time~on-task" research and how it
.could be applied by teachers : - -

<
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Maryland/RBS Pilot Activities

Figure 3

Each RBS staff person is only-counted once (for the. primary -area of"i”volvement)

Direct Contacts =

R

RBS Involvement with Maryland Educators
) - -
Topic RBS Number of Direct Contacts’ . Number of Indirect Contacts
: Staff (individuals) (SEA divisions and local systems)
SEA LEA School | Other SEA | LEAs 1 Schools Other
Special .
Fducation 1 4 5 10 2% 1 24 1
Social
Studies 1 2 12 1 24
Basic . . :
Skills 6 4 6 2% 2 1 1 %%
Youth o
Employability 4 2 4 9
Facilitator
Study 3 2 .
| Cotiferences |~
Synthesis .
Citizen Ed. 2 <1 1 24
Oral -& Written” - '
‘Communication 4 1 2 1 w 3 P .
Basic Skills 3 1 1
"School , ‘ ]
" Effectiveness 6 7 1 4 24 . 1%k &
Minorities & . .
Women 3 1 1

“individuals with whom, RBS staff worked d1rectly on more than one
occasion. .

O

ERIC
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1

‘

districts, schools, or other agencies known to have rece1ved products'

or sérvices as a dirert result of pilot activit,.

N

7

*_.In special education, other direct contacts were Baltimore Blueprint staff.

*% In basic skills, other direct contacts. were staff of the Baltimore City’ Teacher
Center and Towson State University; the latter was also an indirrct contact-.

*hk
.of Maryland

19
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For -the school effectiveness conference the other contact was tne University



e Ysuth employability -- the MSDE prog~am manager had data to guide
policy on SEA coordination, and nine LEAs were using the pre-post
measure to determine student achievement.

e Project Basic facilitator study -- the MSDE program manager and
rol~ incumbents had data to guide planning for improvement of the

facilitator role. ; .

Unintended Outcomes

Saveral unanticipated parriers to succ;ss were raised during the
pilot activities. In some cases immediate negative results were
! - gradually alleviated; in other cases their influence persisted. Also,
.the use of strategies to overcome specific barriers had rippling affects
through the orgénizational system bfinging about other unintended outcomes.
Overall, unintended outcomes of pilot activities fall into three categories:

1) timelines, 2) staff relationships, and.3) quaiity of work.

Timelines vere extended-for three reasons: 1) accidents, 2) other

—

tasks, and 3) success. - For example, in one pilo

t area a kéy action set

member wéé invoived in two traffic accidenté, c;gsing a three~week qelay.
In:other areas actibn set @embers>were assignéd othér tasks so that the
"cqllaborative’work was temporarily seéwésidei Succéss of a colléborati&e“
effort also extendéd’timeiingé as aét;éh.sét members or division direqtérs
found ways to_capitaliée on the_iﬁitia; fask.,: |

" Staff relationships within each organization chénged bécause.of:
1) task restructuring, 2) time allocations, 'and 3) new communication pat-

, . ‘ IR
T ' terns. More cross=division interaction occurred, and was considered legi~

timate (sometimes formalizing informal networks or including new members -

7
.

in networks). Since action set members were program maragers or. linc staff

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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and since they gathered external information in interagency interactions,
upward conmunication flow became mere important and new patterns and

R )
mechanisms were established. As tasks were restructured and time allocations

changed, roles and responsibilitles had to be renegotiated -- both for
those directly involved in project activities and for others "taking up
“the slack." Renegotiation, information sharing and task coordination

all required more time spent on communication, leading to increased under—
standing between staff both laterally and hierarchically. |

”Qna}ity of Qnrk was affected by: 1) affective dissonance, 2) cross-_

fertilizatipn of expertise, and 3) sense of ownership —-- the first factor
having a negative impact, and the other two(factors,being positive._ Affec-
tive dissonanée occnrred sporadically and had no serious long-term impact
but did cause;éhbrtfterm setbacks.‘_ roblems” occurred within‘actiqn sets
when membérs of‘onarorganization tried to‘dominaté members of the other
organizatlon ;—-uaually by using specifla expertlse as a weapon ratnrr
_than a resource in.problem—solv1ng In contrast, when cross—fertilization-
of expertnse occurred within‘an.action set, individual and group morale
“increased and tasks were accomplished well and quickly In spme action
sets both-afrective dissonanne:ana cross—ferﬁilization-of expertise occurredr
‘In almosr all cases” onca work was underway all members of an actlon set

had a stake in the conaenuencas and this sense of ownership was an incen- .

{*. to improve the quality of work.

Process Learning. The greatest learning ‘was the slow and difficult

task of understanding collaboration ~- which is different from coordination

or cooperation. The theoret;cal_differences were understood, e.g.,

ERIC
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»A cooperative practitioner is an 1nterested and receptive T
volunteer, whose motivation to cooperate is ‘activated and .
channeled by the change agent -« (Sieber, 1972). A collabora-
tive practitioner is an equal partner with the change agent.
) ,/// , (Roberts, 1978 P 27)

The learning occurred as members’ of both organizations truggled to main-

tain equal partnerships. In practice,'relationships were not constant. *

Within each action set, control/leadership shifted as tasks evolved and

P

needs changed. A collaborative relationship was developed over time whe

.

-

= action set members perceived overall interdependence,and equality.‘ Two .

kinds of tasks did not lead to” collaboration: teaching/learning situations,

-~

and product development. That is, when .the 1nferagency act1v1ty rcquired’

\_

lf-i?;ne group to train the other in a trad1tional workshop setting, cooperation¥
was apparent rather than collaboration. Also when the focus-of activity

was product development with one group producing and the other reviewing T ,?
or using, task_coordination was apparent, rather ‘than collaboration. ffec—
tivevcollaboration"required frequent 1n~person contact diplomacy, a posi—

;tive attitude toward ‘other members of the actlon set thqughtful use of'»l

ava11able expertise, and careful reality.Lesthg to‘understand each organi-
zation' s operating constraints. : . N . 1. S .

RS - Another learning was drawn f"om.analy°1s of the relationship of ba'riers .
and?stratégies, It appeared that barriers were‘not overcome by strategles .
of the same hind. For instance, in. termslof resources, the barrier of
insufficient funds was not overcome by use of discretionary fundb, but by

. designing double—w1n situations.- Successful strategies were interactive

—-—~ tapping individuai motivation, using systemic opportunities, and taking

into account political reallties.'

[

Q .
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’

Fiqally, there was some indication that although'the;assumptiqn that
"shared resources equals greater impaét”’may be an outcome of collaboration
or coordination, it was not necessérily the stimulus for participation in

collaborative activity.

Long—Térﬁ ?1anning

Long-term planniﬁg resulted in a product --— a proposal submitted®to .

the Nafional Institute of Education requesting funds for activities which
would make Maryland a full member of the region‘seyved by RBS. Planning

K

activities also led to a variety of otheq‘résults, especi...ly as the /%//

impact of changes at the federal level were experienced. Activities are

‘described here’ in terms of early decisions, development, and results. v
. . R o | T

Early Decisions

-. The origiﬁalrschedule required submission of a draft plan to NIE in
late September. However, in early June NIE requested-the plan by mid
August.“Therefore, at a\joint manageﬁent team meeting June 23, decisions

were made as to work areas to Pe included and general levels of effort and
timelines. Also, planning procedures and schedules were determined. De-

cisions were influenced by resul:s of‘pilotiactivities, organizational

pfﬁorities, and state and federal policy guidelines. ,

N

Although the joint management team_ determimed work areas, specific
workscopes were to be determined by pilot activity action set members.
Task force members of both organizations were to coosdinate planning efforts,

diVision'direq:ors were to approve specific pafts of the plan, and represent-

atives of the joint management team were to approve the overall plan. It

22 N
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was anticipated that with so many people 1nvolved; development, review and
revision would be time consuming and it would be difgicu]t to meet the mid

August deadline.

Development
Action set membefs}developed long-term plans while continuing pilof
activities and carrying out regulaf roles and responsibiiities. The Barriers
discussed earlier conﬁinuedAto exist in varying degrev", with "insufficient
time' operating to increase stréss, complicated by the fact that staff of
both organizations took vacations.
The dilemma of time vs. participation wés recognized by task force
members who took responsibility fbr three decisions: 1) for each work
area a- dyad of one'represen;ative from each organization would design the
rlan (otﬁer action set members could partiéipate only through the designated
representatives); 2) since RBS staff were familiar with NIE requirements
they would write the drafp planj and 3) one task force member in each organ-—
ization would coordinate and supervise production and review tasks. These
decisions reduced participation to some extent,frequiring less. discussion.
>timgﬁ Although- the dyads ofrﬁiannérs were worried about the amount of
work to be done in the.time available, there were no complaints about lack
:of ppportunity to influence decisions.
Thé d;velopment, review, approval, revision,hand production process
' went very smoothly, although the proposal did not reach NIE until ,the
gbeginning of September.

However, a series of ptroblems occurred in decision-making over the

work areas grouped under the Regional Exchange (Rx). Three forces

o~

o
0
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‘influenced decisions: 1) gour work éreas to be included ae\MSﬁE

request were in additibn to pilot activity areas; 2) the on-going Rx
proposal (with a fairly cereain funding level) was being writeen at the
same time; and 3) trends in federel activity indicated pessible changeslin
funding priprities. -The issues to Ee resolved included: 1) wnich work
areas should be included in which.proposal for what level of effort?’

2) wHat were the risks an’ consequences of alternaFive decisioﬁs?:35 how
could a balance be maintained between the dinterests of_MSDE,thS, and NIE
(which differed in some iﬁstances) and cost—-effective use of resources? .
The most influeutial criteria applied in making decisions related to long-

term censequences: potential widespread impact on school improvement and
following through on the interdependent working relationehips ef action
sets. That is, a work area was included in both proposals if it had high
potentiai impact and if RBS involvement was important for successful comple-
tion of the work. (Each proposal described eeparate specific tasks for

each work area.) The twe exceptions were: . special education, and general

curriculem, which werc not included in the Rx proposal.

Results

Results of long-term planning activities were influenced by partici—
pants' experience of pilot efforFs and by strong extefnal forces. Results
can be categorized as: ' intended outcomes, unintended'ogtcomes, and
procese 1earnings.

Intended Outcomes. As planned, a proposal was developed by the

collaborativé efforts of staff of both organizations. As hoped, work pf

common intérest related to dissemination, development, and research and



evaluation. Figure 4, Involvement and Relationships of Pilot and Proposed
Long—férm Activities, summarizes the proposed activities, their relation- |
ship ﬁo pilot actiﬁi;ies, thé.organizational divisions and units involved,
and the propbsed ievel of efforﬁ (expressed as full timeleqﬁivalents).

All five piiot areas 1ed to 16ng—term actiﬁities. All of RBS' four divisions
andlg11 MSDE instruction-oriented divisions were involved in planning and
would be involved in 1bﬁg—term activities. All LEAs would be involved in

some long~term activities. Staff of all levelstin,both RBS and MSDE were

actively involved in decision-making. -

LU=+~tended Qutcomes. Following review of the project proposal by
NIE staff and external reviewers, revisions were discussed. However, in

early November NIE announced that fedetal appropriations would not allow

funding of the proposal. Therefore, no revisions were made to the written

[

long-term plan. . . .

Ity spite of NIE decisions, RBS and MSDE took steps to preserve the

gains made 'during the project. Using the criteria of potential impact and

importance ofxinterdependent contributions, task forée members and division
directors‘ré—éxamined priorities and specific tasks within work areas.
Areas ranked m?st importaﬁt by senior management were further clarified.

By the end of february 1981, RBS Regional Exchange, MSDE, and Baltimore
Blueprin§ fund% were being Qsed to support work in eight areas, including
all five of thé project pilot ;;tivity areas. Although the level of

effort wa§ consﬁderably less than it would haV; been if the project pro-

- = . .
posal had been funded, the most critical tasks were covered and staff of

T
both organizations could see their pilot efforts had not been in vain.
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Pilot
Arcas

Figure 4

Involvement and Relationships of Pilot and

Proposed Long-term Activitiecs

Prnpnsed
Activities

RBS

Division,/Unita*

MSDFE
Divistons*

Soefal *
Studies

Speeial

Education

dasic
Skills

None

an s

None

None

None

Continue liaison, coordinating

activity and documentation

Develop resource collection
and review stute documents

Refine screening model bnd
assist with implementation
for all Baltimore schools

Conduct a state conference,
follow up in-depth training
and provide on-gite :
implementation assistance

Assist with training in
basic skills coordination
and secondary school
improvement .

Conduct task analysis and
redesign role of guidance
counselors statewide

Provide general curriculum
inforimation assistance

Develop syntheses on state
priorities for distribution
via Project LIFE (LibFary
Information Functional
Exchange)

Regional Exchange

Office of

Development:
urban education

Special Projects:

special ed.

Development:
basic gkills

Regional Exchange

Regional Exchange

Reglonal Exchange

Regional gxchange

Developmental Projects

Instruction

Special Education

Office of
Developmental Projects

Instruction

Compensatory, Urban,
Supplemental Programs

M

Instruction

Library/Media
Services

Youth
Employability

Develop deseriptive
analyses of LEA
implementation; develop
and assist in imple-
menting model components
of project

Development:

career preparation

Instruction

TOoher

.

Facilitator
Study

Conduct study of
delivery of training

and technical assistance
by MSDE to LEAs

Research &
Evaluation:
Field studies

2,

Office of -
Developmental Projects
and Project Basic
Instruction

Special Ed.
Library/Media

C.U.S.P.

Vo-Tech. Ed.

Nune

Involve Maryland {n
regional needs assessment
to allow input in the same
way as-other srateg in
RBS' region

Research &
Evaluation:
Regional

nceds assessment

Office of

Mary land Level of
Agencies Effort
.15
All LEAs.plus .20
4 sites
Baltimore 40
Blueprint !
1 LEA
20 LEAs plus .25
"4-6 sites
Diffused .25
impact --
all LEAs
Diffused ) .15
impact --
all LEAs
Diffused . .30
impact
All LEAs ' .05
[ . R,
Total 1,75
9 LEAs 1.80
Sample 1.35
LEA sitgs
All LEAs
(diffused) .55

Developmental Projects

* The Division with prinmary responsibility for a
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.Process Learning. Two important lessons were learned during long- .

term plannf;g activitieé; 1) sfaff commitment overcame several barriers,
and 2) exterﬁal forces crea;ed bapriers thét?could not be overcome.

The impact of staff commitment was apparent in the resiliance of
action séts és Fhey coped with many ﬁaské and the earlier deadline for
a proposal at a "season" which rarely requires high productivity. The
sfratégy of participatory planning produced the "bundle of sticks" which
‘had great strength in that tasks could be shared easily since staff héd
built a considerable shared knowledgé base. Also, energy and support could
be maiﬂtainedﬁwifhout too much thfeat of individual burnout.

The impact of external forces could not have been controlled. It
is possible that NIE decisions could have been influenced to some extent —
if some énergy had been directed outward, but it was not possible fof
RBS and MSDE to predict o; influence the results of national elections
such as educational program réductions.

* The combined learning suggeéted that the amount of investment by

staffiinvolved carry some project effofgs through set backs caused by
external fdrcesf but the nature of staff investment w;s\not.ébﬁrqpriate

to overcome decisions by external agencies.

Summary and ﬁiscussion
Staff of all hierarchical levels of two organizations were involved

in three areas of activity:

o

® Comparative analysis of priorities and interests which used face-
. to-face interviews to familiarize staff with the project and to
collect data for a set of materials describing work of both
organizations on a common framework.
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e Pilot activities in social studies, special-education, basic skills,
youth employability, and a study of Project Basic facilitators,
each of which involved interorganization action sets in collabora-
tive work related to school improvement. '

o> :
e Long-term planning building on the pilot activitics, and including
a written proposal (developed by interorganization teams) requesting
federal funds to support further work. :

These three areas of activity were related to others'(governance, pro-
ject monitoring, and NIE interaction) which together made up the Maryland

Exploration Project.

~ . 2

Certain perspectives influenced all project activities. For instance,
Triét (1978) argues that if iﬁteragency collaborative work efforts are to
be effective two processes are essential: work restructuring, and "a
planning process that is interactive and participatory." Such a prbcess
.is referred to as 'continuous adaptive planning" by.Ackoff (1974) ; Miles
(1976) argues that strategies of planning and implementation should be
intégrated; a review of the 1ite£;ture indicates tgat facilitating stra- 1
tegies include optimal use of resources, sharéd leadership, mobilization
of support (at _all hierarchical 1eveis), use of reciprocal feedback, énd
a problem—-solving or client;centered approach (e.g., Berman EE_él-’ 1977,
Moore et al., 1977, Kirst, 1977).

With perspectivés such as these, many activities were comparatively
innovative. TFor inséance, since the final "product" of the projectvwas
a iong—term plan, tradition suggested information exchange, needs assess-
ment, and development of a plan by one or two individuals;. However, in
the hope that plans developed would, iﬁ fact, be implemented, project
activities were designed not .only to result in a pgoauct called a plan,

but also in less tangible outcomes such 1s commitment to active working

CH
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partnerships between individuals and organizations and "willingness to
align one's own purposes witn those of others" (Trist, l9785 To these
ends,” the Joint task force (two RBS staff and. three MSDE staff) shared
1pr03ect respon31bilities, and involved many individuals and groups in a
variety of activities, including decision—making and planning.

All efforts were directed to the overall goal of enhancing or creating
collaborative working relationships between RBS and Maryland educators in
order to influence school improvement. Continuous use of multi-directional
communication allowed for planning and implementation to be interactive
and flexible, as priority programs were analyzed, pilot activities initiated,
and long-term plans developed.

In interagency collaboration (for which intraorganization cootdina—
tion is extremely important) there appears to be six dimensions that are
interactive,.which ate‘present th20ughout all phases of activity, and

which evolve slowly as work progresses:

- ® Tasks and resources are almost "givens," representing constraints
and" opportunities :

® Goals and commitment are generated as work gets underway.

e Interdependence and multi directional communication are dimensions
unique to collaboration. .

The preliminary model (Figure 5) suggested by these dimensions is like

three "lazy susans'" with a variety of interactions possible. The center —-

v

tasks and resources =-— is the immediate operational concern of action set
members. The second circle =- goals and commitment — 1ig influenced. equally

by the center and by the outer circle: goals can only be attained by




Figure 5

Coordination -and Collaboration:
Preliminary Model

Interdependence

Tasks

Resources

Commitment-

Communication

%4




effective use of resources to accomplish specific tasks, and (in a colla-
borative project) attainment of goals and commitment also requires the
aquity and depéndability of interdependence,vand mechanisms and patterns of
hierarchical and 1atefa1 comnunication. The outer circle -- i;terdependéhce
and communication -~ not 6n1y~iﬁf1uences goals and commitment, but is also
influence& by those dimensions. Only when goals and commitment allow for
individua% and organizational successes (rewards perceived to be directly i
related to contributions) is interdependence 1likely to flourish. Also;"the
nature and sincerity of the goals and commitment must allow for multi-direc-
tional communicatiqn to take place.

Time and impact are related to the model. Attention focused on the
center can have quick results, wﬁich mayvhave relatively little impact.

(1

By contrast, Hevelopmentdof interdependence and multi-directional communi-

cation is a slow process but can have high long-lasting impact. The complex~—

ity and level of knowledge, skills, and attitudes needed to put the model

into practice increase as attention moves from the center to the outer

circle.

This preiiminary model attempté to dgfine the dimensioné qf cbllabora—
tive activities between an é&ucational.R&D léboratory and a state eduéa—.
tional agency. It is hoped that {t may also be useful in otherohuman
service areas. \lthoqgh the %resent~%hdustrialdsociety is built on competi-

tion and continued growth, it is possigie that the future post—industfial

social order may require,»instead, coordination and collaboration.

o
%)
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