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. ABSTRA#T

. . .
. .
- ¢ "

v } ! The"contributﬁons that schools make to deteymining the nature of the Y
edqcational field" agent role were examined in_a study of cooperat1ve

plannlng for change between Reéearch for Better Schools and five schools.

v o,
2 .

Data were collected through extensive observation and interviewing. \

( " Tl ‘ :

The field'agents performed \several functions in addition to the technical
. , N - (
ongé they hoped to perform., These inéluded expanding the technical

~funcr10ns, adjusting the change process, endorsement seeking, mediatlng

interpersonal 'ensions, and providing clerical serv1ces\. The add1tiona1

. ¢ ) / RN
fUnctions wére necessitated by three school context factors: a scarcity

[

_ - of schoql resources, tension among school staff and organlzatlonal in-

»

stability. In addition, school staff expectations for linker behavior

‘tended to maintain the fundtions once performed T

. . . .t “_,
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Research for Better Schools (RBS) is committed to providing a balanced
‘-. “’ ' . . i ) .
program of research, deGelopment, and technical assistance to educational

agencies in the Pennsylvania New Jersey, and Delaware region. A major

part of the research eiement consists of Field Studies projétts. One;of

thosevprsgects focuses on tyo‘of‘hBS' de;elopment efforts and the local

schoois participating in them. The development‘projEcts\areAcreating ap-
: .

proaches through which external agencies can help schools improve their

*curricula and instructional strategies in basic skills and career prepara-

tion. Schools participating in the development hope to improve their own

" educational programs. RBS intends to develop approaches and knowledge
. . \ K .

2
which yill have g-.uieralizable utility. ~ . 5 : ‘%\

.

) . - ¢ :
This is one of several reports on-the Field;Studies' research. The

five reports being develoé;d in the 1980-81 year are intended to be of

interest to researchers, school practitloners, and those charged with the

. C b
operation and staffing of development -and disseminazionégrOJects through~

out the country.' The reports cover two yeafé/ tivity in five schools. -

Their pufpose is to identify and clarify iksues related to the support of

1

1oca1 hool improvement.- A complete listing of allbreportS»available

from thds project isﬂfound.on)the inside cover‘of this document.

N - ’ N
-

z: . & wWilliam A. Firegtone

- ' "Field Studies Coordinator

., ¢ . ? g
Q . " 1 s ¥
N
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" basic skills ana career education. The approaches initialiy were't.

N SO .

THE FIELD AGENT IN SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT: ' ) ~
) CLIENT CQNTRIBUTIONS TO THE ROLE >“ '
e ~ L . . .' 'r

The failure of efforts to change schools through the diffusion of . Oy
. . . 4 ) .
"teacher-proof" curriculum mdterials has been well—documented».‘1 All too

often when money allocated to support new practices dried,' o did the

scRdel change have focused on adjusting innovations to fit the

con itions of individual districts or schools. It is felt that the more

. - . . ! T
compatible a change is with existing characteristics of an edugational
N - L 4 .

system, the more likely the change will become permanently incofporapgd.
To éssist the adeptation of an'ihnovaéion to a site, field»agepts, similar
to gxtension agents in agriculture, have/}hcreasinéiy been used.

For example, in 1977; Research for Better Schools (RBS) began dével-

oping approaches for planning and implémenting chpnge that ﬁchools could

A

use to improve their instructional programs, primarily in the .areas of

L,
in-

»

volve the\usé'of RBS staff “as externfl agents who wougd assis{ schools

Y

going through_ a ratipnal decision-mak process. Later, guidance was to

.be supplied ;;\§§ents from within tM school system. Although the RBS

e
agents were to have a highly visible presence,;in the schools, ,the deter-

mination of éc;ual changes was left to the schools. In this'way, it was
hoped’ changes would be Eompaqible with the school context, an thus,

become implemented .and institutionalized.

A

W . ’ .
$
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.the second section contains a description of thp research prgcedures;
¢ ' : .

’\\\~i§'the third section, the

4 t ‘—\‘ * )
\ :
»’ . ’
. F SN . ‘ V. ’
To date, the literature on educational agents consists mostly of
- " . A4

-~ e . . . )
. e, . . -
efforts,tO'conceptuallze the agent role.from the perspectiye of the tech-

nical ass1stance agency. To be sure, such agencies-are an important deter-

minant of how agents interact with their clients. However, it is highly.

probable that clients also have considerable influence on the role. This-

paper examines this influence as it.applied to the field agents from

. _ I ) \ ,
RBS. The first section of the paper provides background for the stud&;~ =7

«
\ : . ~ ,

. . '
unctions that linkers had -to perform at_the

. . A i
Qgﬁ the\ioﬁf;h’section identifies factors

\-—h“ ‘ . .‘ : ~

school sites are examingd;

which made these functi sary

P . /‘ . \'
d;:hground ) . ’ .
/ 4 ‘ L 3 ) K
. - . 4 . _ ‘
The: literature on-knowledge diffusion and utilizatyion in education

o ’ .
contains several te used to denote indiyiduals who asgist the trans--,

o . .
fer of -knowledge to practitioners in the field.

J.':\‘

Y
Referred to as field y

agents, change agents, External agen%s, or linking agents, the label

or its derivative,
‘l
A lt&&ing agent has ‘formal responsibility for augmentfng

"llnklng agent" linkev,' seems to be the most com-— .

x

‘monly used.2

the information available—:: an educational system in attempts to ’

Ce

improve some aspects‘of its operation. Although this JEﬁinition is

broad it contaiés -two important qualificati s. First ‘by incl(jing the

requireﬂent that the 1inker must have "formal responsibility" for knowledge N

¢
transfer,,the definition refers.to individo}ls whose job responsibility,

~

ﬁ( ’. : P ) » .
- . 'y



or a part of it, officially includes this functign?\the definition ex-
cludes individuals who €ither unwittingly or casually share knowledge'
S ‘ o N - o
. with others. Formal linkifg agents can be either external to the educa-

\

N T . . . ‘/-
Jtional system (e.g., iﬁformation specialists at a resource center, field
- ~r

. specialists in intermediate service agencies, or staff.development con—

sultants) or internal to the system (e.g., curriculum coordinators or

'
.
. N ¢ ~

< individuals ass1gned~specdfic responéibility for providing techn 1

. . A .
‘ assistance to a schodl or group of practitioners). Second, the yrequlye-

-

ment that the transfe;TEEBinfqrmation be for some purpose, némely system
. INSN -

4

A . -4

improyement, exeludes i&ﬁividualsjwho pass_information on to others only
™~ \,—/— * ’ .0 ‘

because it may be of general interest. Thus, the linking agent is a

P o purpdsefﬁl actor. /:, | T

L4 - . . . .
Although the study of educatiqnal,linl‘g, a%e'nts is a relatively

' N B ) : '
new fiéld, there are alread??several reviews- on is topic available.3

A predominant concern in the literatuwme has been efforts to characterize

4 ) . \ . |
- ‘tnp nature of the linking role, e.g., Crgndall’s "front-end" and "hack-

-

end" roles. or Piele's "resource-finder," 'process-helper),"

e .

S tion—giverf”§ These conceptualizations have in common

” "
and "solu- -
o
0 assump-

N

xample, Piele did not 1ink1ng agent would serve as both a
. »_,\ .
%
. resource-finder and a solation-giver because the technical expertise needed
\ -
- ’ "
rs .
v \ .
= ~ ’ 4
4 (—3-”




\&\ .
MLO perform the roles difﬁgred 7 The second assum'ption is tHat the expec-
S

tz\{&ns for linker behavior are mostly determined by the ltnking agency.

This'is\teflecteq in the tendency to distin;uish among roles acz&ding CO?/

how servicestwill be provided and not according tolhow.educational system

A

- ) ~
- wil.l use the services. Thus, the role has ],argely been viewed from{;he

perspective of the assistance agency rather than the client agency.
, . : (

At present there is little research which supports or ktontradicts

~

. > 4
¥ the appropriateness{of these assumpti'ahe. The purpose of this paper is

to examine them in light of empirical data from a study of linking agen-ts'
, .

N

"working for Research for Better Schools. The field specialists' at RBS

N
rd

. N —', . - .
proyided a urdique opportunity to examine the nature. of the }dn‘king role )
* . . . \ %
and factors which af‘fec;ed it. ~One reason was that RBS had a seiof ..

. ) - .
relativel}: clear expectations for the technical role linkers were to per-

’ [} . .
form in schools. _As a res}lll\. additional respon’stbilities linkenls adopted *
could be reé%ily detected. Another reason was tha the linking adents

) were, to be inYOl\'red wi‘Eh sites for a Iong perifd of time. If site expec-

t »

‘tations for“linker. behavior were to weave t}\eir way into the role, then..

the linkers sh'oulc} have had extensive enough comtact with the schools for

. . -
this to dcédr. ) 4
- \

, <
Procedures - .

*lThis ﬁaper'reporte on the work of six linkers in five different

schools. E}chb of the 1inke;s had an advanqemegr;e in education, teach-

- . ~

// ing e erienée in public schools, and previous invdlvement: “in .Ifield pro- -
i l gr . They had intensive contact w'ith the siteé, averaging mdre i )
. . i B p ‘ 7
. two ,.vis\ts a month during the school year. \'I_'k\\éhe visits ranged in 1éngt}1
R N . » ’




. | ‘
'and int tvigds were reeg?ded on tape, transcribed, and coded usﬁhg a topi-
, A v

A

" from two hours to all day. In addition, numerou% phone calls were ::§§

between sites and RBS, and thér were summer Project—rclnted workshops in
. * “

three of the sites. ‘ ’ .

~

The schools ried according to faculty size, level, location, and
student population served, Smalltown (was a rural elemen'ery school with '
a faculty ofvyg. Twenty/percent of the students were from minerity groups.
Middlevil%e/;ﬁs an elefmentary school locatéd in a lowpr mdddle—class'sub—
urb of a major city. Thirty-seven faculty membefs served a student POpu-
lation of 20 percent minorities. Located in an urbaﬁ"chool district,
Patriot Elemefitary had 18 claseroom teachers and 95 percent’  minority stu-
dents. * Gggzﬂ/ﬁills was an .upper middle-class suburban judior high with

45 teachefs and eight percent minorﬁcies. *Neighbortown was a rural high N

' ¢
school which served rio minority students. It had 49 classroom teachers.

v [

_The research reported here was a part of a longitudinal study of ex-

"ternal assistange in school change. Data were collected through extensive

! .
/

observatdon and interviewid of 1inking.§§ents and school staff. For two . .

yEars research*staff accom aniedllinkeps on their vesits to sites. During
: * v

these vigits, observations-and comments of participants were recGrded 1n'
£ P

written fiefﬂinotes In addition; ghere were periodic formal and informal
/. ' > . N

interviews. Although reseafeh staff collectively identified topics for

1nteruf%ys, questions were open-ended. Field tes from the obseﬁgptions

*

, ) / ‘)
cal index developed from the\n_tes. Codes and their locations in the ., /,hﬁv

~

fie1d~nota§ were storedtnl‘mmputer to facilitate access tblthe data.-

| . . /-
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As fiéld notes were read for analyslis, instances of flinking aggnt
’ . S 5
actiyities wevé_identlfied. Related activities were cafegorized into more

[y

‘general functions, and then the RBS 1inkers reviewed the functions as a

check on accuracy, Only functions which were performed at two br 7prc

. . . . . ‘ ) - R
sites were retained for further analysis. Thls analysis entailed 1d9ﬁ¥i- -~

fying patterns in events leading to the performance of particular functions.

L)

The Rolé of the RBS Linkers

In 1978 RBS began to devélop approachés for planning and implement-

N
ing change in two instructional areas: basic skills and career education.
o«

™~ :

. . -
These approaches were characterized by an emphasis op (1) building-coop-

'§{BS and schools and (2) using data-based
P .
$¥¥d.the schools witlf a general model' for

-

erative relationgLips betwee

planning methdds.9~ RBS prov

planning, knowledge about research and exist%ng school programs which .
. »

]
could suggest poteptially succes§€y1 practices, and technical assistance\
. . . A Y '
in obtafning hoql data upon which to base décisions abéyt.inhovations

- )
to pe impleménted. All innovation decisions were to be made by school .

"staff. I? aSE!tion, the‘schools agreed- to use the plgnningkd%dels and td(
. N

-

be a source of feedback for refijipg them. B .

~

- The RBS field agents were the major point of contact between RBS

Jéhd the schools. Thelr primary technical functions were to assist program
., . ) ~ . : .

¥4
/ ¢ -

{ . ' .
/ improvement by bringijg knowledge about successful educational gractices

Jand the process of changelto the schfs}s, to help local staff develop

ethe capab?i}ty to direct the change&procgss themsglves, and to provide
JER “tyuch . .

feedback to in—ho@se RBS stigéfon needed revision;\ip the process. In

term f ex®sting concepﬁualizatiohs of the linking role, the RBS agents

. \\ -
N o
\a

AN

\ "-6.-’ 11

.
. L N
. ..

-
«

~

C I - K3



most closely approximated Piele's process-helper. According to Plele,

P .
process-helpers become Wetively ipvolved in a school's problems by help-
) ’ \

ing to collect data and analyze conditions but remain’neutral with re-

\

spect to decisions about specific substantive problems the school wishes

: 1
to address and about remedies to those problems. 0 Because of previous

«

experience in working with ‘schools, RBS was aware that school conditions

would likely require'lfnkers to engage 1W/5 variety of activities that
\

>

fell beyond the boundariesg of qhgag\fechnical functiops; neverthelgs
-~

RBS staff hoped that the linkers would*be able to limit themselves to

.

thii cdse éf process- helping functions as much as posqible

T

. hefe/to work primarily with a team of school staff&members that each

N . .. - . - .
Gﬁmool was to identify. Cenerally the teams consisteéd of teachers and - «
. . e
.admin}strators, a few included guidance counselors students, or community -
1 . )

members.

.

S
L 4

‘linkers were to have frequent contacts with the ‘schools” and (\\

3

4

One of these individuals, tvpically an administratoq, was&also‘

. to serve as a lacal coordinator for the prdject. Although "the linker was

to attend the pinnning mgetings and<pccasiona11y model planmning prbcgdﬁres;~"'
. T4

»

L % N\ AN . . . ?

Rés hopeé\chat the coordindtbrs would begin to assume’primary leadefship- \

3

. while the linKer mos%lx 6hserved. The rationale for this arrangemqnt~

- /! t
stemmed from RBS' belief that it would pfomgte local ownership of the_ 3
- Y ‘ ) .. 4 . . R » \
project and facilitate the dissemination of ghe approach throughout a «
- - " " . ) ' - '
school system. S\ ' « I
. . " . .
- \‘
b v ! . « ) L o ‘ - ": H
. 1 k * ‘-_—'y
vy
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Additional Linker Functions
The technical funcqioﬁs‘linkers hoped to perform did not encompass

!

all of the activities’the linkers found necessary to keep the schools
< . . . - \

Ampving through the cﬁange process. In fact, the goal of school improve-

¢ B

ment' through knqwledge transfer had to be subordinated to the more

‘immediate concerns of maintuining an indiVidual's or site's participation

in the,project. Thus, the technical role was‘supblemehted with additionall'

functions that were largely related to obtaining the kinds of reéou;ces
k ' | , . .
and social relations necessary for the planning process to continue._

In this section, five of these additional.functions will be dis—

7/

" cussed: expanding procéss—helping,_pfocess adjusting, endorsement seek-

ing, mediating, and providing"clerical services. Although these were not
the only additional functions 1inkérs found themseives performing, they
& - . °

were the most frequeht.

.

~

Expanding Process Helpiné

) Oriéinally, linkers antf{cipated provi&)ng special technical assis-

. ) S : .
.tance to one or two individuals in a school to enable them to guide the

chan%e btécess themselvés& "RBS typically approached administrators about

'

being the recipients of this assistance because it was felt that they

~

would be the key people for making the projects successful in a district.

These individuals were to coanct_planning team sessions and deliver most

-

of the tecﬂhical knowledge to. the rest of the parEicipants.’ Thus, there

was to be an internal as well as an external 1ig§er. Although the RBS

linker expected to have to model certain techniques for guiding the .

N
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. .

planning process, forﬂthe most part the-linker hoped to remain in the

. -

" background. ’ -

Lirkers quickly realiaed that such passive participation was not -
possible. 'Internal linkers had their normal job responsibilities to

petform in addition to coord1nating the RBS projects. Carf&ing out their
~ <

regular work meant that the internal~1inkers had only limited t1me to -’

-

meet. withlthe RBS linker. The _time available was not. enough for the in-

ternal linker both to be instructed in -the RBS approach to the point of

" being fully proficient to guide the process ;zd to be able to attend
‘meetings.- Thus, linkers beqame involved in project, activities much more_
directiy than_they at first desired.

N : , o
Although lihkers feared. that the;r direct involvement would be at

the expense of school ownership of the,projectj school-personnel had no

such fear. In fact,_they did not believe that it should he thefr‘re.{on—'

_sibilié@ to provide technical assistance or to guide project activigfes."

As one principal said, "One cannot run an inservice and.take.care of '

‘everything else.. What I need is for someone else to come in and do it." ..
Nevertheless, the RBS linkers continually attempted to increase $?,

school responsibi%ity fo’rthe project. At Smalltown the RBS 11nker and

the principal often met to plan the activities the planning team would

perform. Durlng these sessions assignments forudirecting activities f:) S

would be divided. There seemed to be a continual negotiation between |

‘the two{about how much responsibility the pringipal would have. Althopg@J

~ A

.early in the project the principal led a couple of meetings almost com—'

pleteij,_the'RBS linker usually handled any provision of technical

":’#j?\/ . _ Y
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\ o . : . .

) knowledge. The pr1nc1p:l primarlly wog}d open meetlngs and handle school

coord1na€10n matters needed to caryy out project act1vit1es.

- A}

E@en when administrators acknowledged that they should shoulder more_

o - .

Jfhe burden of guiding the projects, they were often vhable to because;
. N ]

lo the ebb and flow~of school events. For example,'at Middleville and

Green Hllls the principals frequently were called out of planning meet-

/ ~— .
;/ 1ings to address some school crises.or qP attend a meetlng called by the 3
. diStricEﬁoffice at the last minutf. Openly acknqwledging these disrup—.

C ¢

l/' . tions, the Middleville team sche ed several of its'meetihgs away from
/ R L . L - .
x” : . 'the school. Nevertheless, the pri cipal remained severely constrained
: ) B g -

1n the amount of t1me availab ”to devote to project activitiés. Thus ,

responsiblllty for directing‘a prOJect was often shifted to the RBSIlinker.
B
' ‘That the_RBS linker was mostly responsible for directing the prOJect *
Al ' e
did not escape the notice of part1cipants. At Smalltown one teacher~-

———

referred to the linker as the "d1rector and the "coordinator.“' A
1

teacher at Neighbortown .also used “director“ to identlfy the RBS linker.

° -

Teachers at Green Hills acknowledged that there was no one at the site

who could carry on the“process should'RBS eventually .withdraw from the

project. At the same time, school staff acknowledged that this active
. . , . - x .l.[ » "1 - . _~’-
invglvement was appropriate._ One teacher said, "We felt more comfortable
. »‘_ ¥ .
¢ hen [ the 11nker] was conductlng.... [the linker] had the expertiae and
.

it led to the committee s not §l0undering .
~

Omly at Middleville was the RBS.linker able to perform the technical ¢
‘ functions mostly as RBS desired. At this site, there was an intermediate

service agency (ISA) staff member who had received previous training in

o~
L}
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the. RBS approach. _In‘b&dition; with the ekcegkion of proposal writing,

. ' ' . . . i -~
this individual's time was allocated primarily to providing service to.
schéols. As 'a result, the RBS linker had someone else available with the:

' . ) E3 .
time and expertise needed tg ‘guide the-process. The.contributions of the -’

. ISA representative»wérebconsiderable, to-the point that one teacher said

AN - A,‘.’ ’ ¢ : . i } [
it was di¥ficult to describe the RBS linker's role: The linker 'was "be-

A
{

~

hind the scénes" and "just’ happerred to be’ there." RBS regarded such com-
. . . Lt ) - -

: ments as indicative of the'L}nker's success in transferring leadership

§

responsibiliries to a school, or in- this case, thé ISA'persoﬁ.

- 2! A'

ProceSS’Adjustiﬁg i . : e , N
R@S‘expeétéd that by~havtng linkers at the school sitks thé changes

-{pg from the'blanning approaches would be bettér'suitedf;o the
fites. RBS also expected to have to make adjustments in the

’

\ . - . y
change process itself. Such-adjus&ments became critical at times when

. the planning activities.requiréd by the RBS approaches.hindered- the full
participation of site staff. In these instances, the linker occasionally

would alter aspeéts df the RBS approach to prevent disenchantment with
the project or to remove the threét of an.indiyidﬁal's,\Zr a.éite's,

withdrawing from the project. Thus, the 1inkgf not 6n1ylﬁad';o aséist
the adoption of’chaﬁges suitable to school‘conditions but also had to

- -

adjust the procesé by which these éhanges were to be identified. L
At Smalltown there were severél»other projects which‘de&anded.teach—
ers' attention.in addition to the RBS project. Because alllof these
* projects focused on class;oom instruction, they competed for the same

scarce planning time available to teachers. Teachers said that,they éa&_

'—Hl_é‘. /




!

" ported the adjustment eased their immediate frustrations.

‘ ° - - . -t
! ) - @' R ) i ’ d
value 'in all of them, but‘became increas%ﬁ?ly frustratediover the pressure

F
-

thev were.unSEr to fulfill the obligations of each.,fThe principal con—’

- '

sidered withdrawing from one or more of the pRPJects, imcluding" RBS' -

N

To ease the time pressures and ma1nta1n the site's part1cipat10n, tﬁg

N

“ . 14 a'\
linker decided to slow the pace of the RBS act1v1t1es. %gs a result, b

ERR N
Ao o »

' . s < . . I'A ’

sgemed to bé disappearing. < o . 1 T
v AN L ‘ _ - o
' %he time needed to participate .in-the project was also a problem

*

at Patriot. Although there were no other projects qompeting for teachers'

’ \ '

time, the amount of time required by the 1nformation collection phase of -

.the‘project bothered\teachers eonsiderably. To colleggninformation op ©

. -

' as ects of the or anizatlon of ssrooms, teachers had to obServe one’ -

’,

another using the procedures developed by RBS RBS suggested that as’many

as three- days of’ observations of basic skills instruction for each

o v : S
- c"‘g

-teacher would be needed to obtain an adequate sample of c assroom events.

Teachers felt that doing the observations wOuld pull them out of the1r-

classrooms “too often In the'previous'Year, the linke

had resolved the'*
. g ’
problem by performing all of the dbservations New under d rections from

4+

an RBS supervisor'not to )do this, the linker had to find another way to
prevent teachers froﬁﬁ%ett ng to'the‘point that they would want to quit
participat&ng. The solution was to reduce the number of observations'to

one. (Although the reduction caused - teachers t6 question the adequa ﬁbof

S

~ the sample of observations as a depictlon of their classrooms, they re—

0
¥

. =12~

. ‘:*.:.v
the’spring of the -second pPro ect year'teacher compl@xntsfabout time .
[} R . . J. 3 [ o
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AN .
N The 1inker‘€} Neighbortown was to assist th; school in following .a

ten-step planning mode1 Five of the steps pertained to, collecting dé\jb

-~

s upon'dhich to'base subsequent decisions at the site. The first three of |
these'steps'were surveys of. project goals desired hy'students, faculty,
and the community. The final two data collection activities were resource

. assessments of the faculty and community in which resppondents described
. »
: * activities they already were conducting which seemed to fit with prOJect

i)goals. HoWever, Q@ the time the first three surveys were completed,

was summer. _The team was anxious,to analyze these and continue with

4' '- - ) y" . P
planning the changes to be made. 1If they were to wait for the resource’
IR . _ ] s | RN
assesgments. to be designed, administered, and analyzed further progress

' ° - N o B -
¥

-=Oon the prOJect would have been delayed until the middle of ‘the. fa1L To

”

)
prevent this delay and the concomitant frustration of site staff ‘the ( Lo

- lipker postponed the assessmenf!runtil'a 1aterﬁpoint in the\tgﬁistep %odel.

P 1 -

ot These three examples i11ustrate the role conflict which‘accompanied
Y ) ‘

4 thd’work of individuals attempting to span, the boundaries of two organi— B
‘ . o . N
zatlons. Even-though linkers were willing to make adjustments in the .

process, they hoped to be able to maintain the technical .integrity of the

p1ann1ng approacb Although this intention contin

dﬁ‘o be a commitment

of the 1inkegﬂh a more immediate concern was keep the school committed

N . . »
to a invblved in the pr03ect. As has been

een, occasionall)"!chieving ; <

-

ss and the. school,

/|
school staff were generslly unconcerned wifh maintain1ng the technical

. integrity of the RBS approach. As one district of f1 e staff member said,.
. \ - e .

4 .
Lo \ .
. \

P B '18 . ,
7} -L" ,. R . , ’ . /4_' ‘

\ .‘ . . . \V ‘ f ‘.I
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"You have to take the research with a grain of salt." Thus, when crisis

" points occurred during p1anning,,the school‘felt that the process should

)

be adjusted., At the same time,,several f1e1d agents per¢e1ved that - ~
L N PR Q'

techn1ca1 developers at RBS felt that the school’should demonstrate 1ts
. N
commitment to the progect by‘adJustl g the practices which wére 1ncom—"
.o : 4 b
. pat1b1e with the approach;v Caught bet en both sets of eXpectatlons, the

s

-

BN .
V-
P

. v ’ '
Yinker had to mold a cdmpronise. : i

-« . -k
" ' Typ1cally, the compromlse was that in return for continued scgooI
o -1'

participation some aspect ‘of the process would be altered. ,That,ﬂf was -
s ‘ . N . X

the process rather than'the school that\was adjusted\hakes sense”when ’\\
/

; the nature of ‘the re1at10nship between the school nd RBS is considered
/ v ) - . i

T~

The two organlzations were ‘not power equals,\RBS n eded the school more

than the schdol needed RBS. " To deveIop its“approaches, RBS had to_have o

participaking sites. T e am of effort requifed to obtain entry to a
) o« : / . IR
reat ‘enough /that a schdal's potential withdrawal posed a serjous

~n

N : _ S 3L
respect--fo a,site Qaé td ~let ‘it withdraw; Hd;eygr,'on‘seeond L
- i they reallzed that a reduction’ in- s1tes would not be 1goked upon favor-
ably by its funding’agency. Thus, process adﬁustments nere madgito)keep
the 51te id the proJeet.

threat' to RBS' operations. In one instance, the mood of RB%%sizjﬁ with

ght,

o On the other handy RBS was only one of everal agencies avl:Iab}e
0! ¥ to. work with schools. Thus, when technical agpects af the process became
-.‘ : . ..' - ’ ‘( ‘. - .
.i at odds with the concerns of the schobl staff, the linker was {n a weak
4 : .

bargaining position compared to the school SChOO%Nitaff were cognizant

' -

L e :
of this position. One teacher remarked, "If we scream loud enough,

. . . o ‘ lae ™
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- . i
' o i
e LR : . . . )

L) -
_ they'll [RBS] change it," when referrihg to the amodnt of time a planning </.
.. i . 4

;‘activity required. - As a result, the linker either adapted the process

0T advised,technical staff—at RBS to do so. » . L

Y
i /
‘

¢

Endorsement Seeking

g
As RBS began looking for sites with which to wo

» RBS expected to °

!

have to obtain the approval of school admin1stratorL, fifst tg'enter eaé

district, and then, a schopl. It wasg hoped-that fo pproval would K

pave the way for an individual school s
. -~

3
, woulq\insure stable alf‘hation of cérta

'cceptan f the projeef(and”\\,
Jééources, primarily the time o

.of school participants. These initial disgrict endorsements were ob-

\

ta1ned for the sites in the si;ay and were inst umental in facilitating A~

the early progress of jthe proJects.l; hd

+ v+ Howéver, -the need for obtaining ndorséments was not limited to the
* /-
initiation of the change process. In facg, linkers found?themselves

' -

hav1ng to/te—enter negotiations for endorsements periodically. This was

- necessitated primarily by the turnover of personnel in key administrative

< .- . . L
positions.. . o \\ : ' )

3

" v . 5 o
N Yy The district in which Patriot 3chool was located contained a com-:
’, - i . P ) ]
. : . / - . R - )
o ﬁnnity group:whicﬁ actfvely-debated-school policy with disﬁrict adminis—

LY

k;f/f‘\‘ trators. - Partialdy as’ a consequence of this opPOSitlon‘and pa7&ially as

J\ \

Z:éause of it, there was a frequent turnover Bf 5uperintendents. In - é?
act; in the first two years of{fhe RBS prOJect, there were two new super-

\\ intendents. The irst‘newfsuperintendent began work in the fall after ¢
the project had beén in place for over half a yéar. Because thg}superin; :

. / )
"+ tendent was not obliged to continue projects the previous superintendent

»
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. had approved the linker at Patr;pt had to attempt to ohtain}the same
,”/J). sort Qf sapction that had been veceived only s1x months earlier. Init-
[ . P . N
o b o
4 ially the new superintendent seemed hesitant to,endorse the project., It

was only after several,heetings,that the superintendent began to see how

Ehe project could seryézas'a venicle(for the 'superintendent's ovit progxams.

\y . f
Ll . S
Once the value.of the project for furthering these initiatives was real—
j.ze , endorsemeﬂ’w s given. However, the superintendent s adm1n1strat10n

s ‘was a rocky one, .ahd by the end of ‘the s hool year, the superintendent had
v % -
( resigned. Thus, aﬁnew round of negot1at1ﬁg endorsements was begun.
. ‘ ,
The lrn&er at Green Hills had a s1m11ar experifnce, although at the
L \‘
" school building level ‘.For two yeags, the pr;ncipal had strongly en-
e
dofsed the project and:had served as the local coordinator for the \
© Q L«
planning team. . However, at the end of the second year, the princlpal was

¢ \

. q! U I( ;
T rea§gigned to a centra of(ice position and was replaced Py another
2 - ! / .

principalfin the disfrict.\\ﬁlthgygh the former principal had selected

~

1t a newset of tedchers to join the team and had committed the school to

<o several days of summer workshops to fac11itate ;Sis expansion, the new
principal was able to suspend these comnitments untfl time‘uas available_
. for reviewing_the progect. lhe linker met With the new administrator
¢ o . . . )
*’: _severaf timethq gain supportlfor-the project. Although the principal

indicated an interest in the project's'gbals, the linker was toldvnotlto
Ly : 4 o
~proceed with any more activities in the school wuntil notified to do so.

-

Two organizational characteristics of the schools fn the study

seemed to contribute heavily to the importance of linkers obtaining

v i | ~16- 21
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administrafoys' endorsements. First, thefe pas a zoning of authority
LY

I3

to make decisions.12 That s, individuals were abfe to make_ decisions -

’ . o \ " . ‘.
in relatively gbecified sﬁheres, and thesk decisions“uefe/binding

\o ly on 1nd1viduals whose act1vities placed them withn these ‘'spheres.
o 2
For example,‘teachers were mostly Tresponsible for deciding what kind of-.

(day-to-day classroom activitles occurred in their Andividual classrooms

v

ne teacher's gecisions were binding forcszd its-in the class but- no{/

H
f r qgher yeachers or |other students. Pr1nc1p3is made dec1sions about

sch 11ng teachers and students, provid}Qg teacher release time, . aﬂﬁ the

[ 4

:althOugh;§ princibal could structure the time teachers had tq per m .. .
| © . tow

v -

Jéchoog S initial participatioihin projects with qutside agénciesi;lThus,

certain tasks, (sihe could not determine how the time would be used t,

r { .

within that sKructure A superimtedﬁent, or’someone from the superinten— .

'—' ~ ‘
dent's office, allocated m ney t school programs and granted permiss1on
. .
. to'outside agencies.to contact indlvidugl{gchoois—’ The superintendent

25INE o
d affect certain reso7rdes available to a school but could not .,‘

specyfic 11y determine how &ese resources should be used.

) ~ What this distribution of authority méant for the change projects
' ) - . ‘ -
was that,ras several project paxticipants contended, the aﬁproval of the
< L -
next individual up in the hierar was not necessary for a project to

'
e

suruive once it had.initially begun‘ NeyerthEless, without such approval,
the oroject would be severely constrained. . For example, teachers could
stillﬁdesign and use activities based on.what they had learned ié the

. ~
project: However, without the principal's approval, there would not be -

.\-

time t& meet to coordinate these activities with other teachers. Even if

3 . -




. —~ . .
SF princi did apptove, the avai{?ﬁility of funds to felease,teachers
. ! ~

L.

‘at‘o heﬁétnan already provxded planning times (planning periods or after

' school) would be 1imited unless the superintendent also approv$d Thus,
-~ £
<:\the combined endorsement of school and distrlct adminlsjrators was needed
. s
to ensurea& salblegflow of resourﬁes that would, in turn, enable a sys-

[t ' ' ’
- Al

s - tematic, rather than a sporadic, change effort. M ‘ . K
/jﬁﬂlyxﬁfﬁjﬁﬁhin an‘inﬂividual'é-zone of authoritij décisions were not
. s ~ .

b1nd1ng\bn future occupants\of that individual s. positiont Consequently,

‘4
L
a new teacher.waS‘not obligkd to perform in the manner of a teacher. belng

e
-—g

“replaced;aa princij;%/WAs not constrained by a previous principal's

° Yoo
' D

schedule for scho meetings; and a superintendent was not obliﬁhted to
553 _ <

»

continue, a’former-superintendentfs dist t-level programs. Of course,

. - : 5\
eagh dew occupant was eubject to infokmal pressure groups which could.

- P

v 1 cause thé\{ndividuai to coftinue a barticularly.po%ular practice. How-

4 R .
ever, the non-binding character of the previous incumbent's decisions re®.

quired that theﬂbressure.group reassert its interests with each pizition'

turnover. Thus, with each edministrative chenge, the linker had tb seek

once again endorsements which had previeusly been obtained.

[y

;3 Mediating IR N . . ' ,

At several sites there was tension between teachers and administ

tors. pccésfonally this tengjon would impinge upon the smooth progress
( of the RBS projects. At these-tim#s, the linker would be forced to
i ' . :
intervene or}Lbuld risk the chance of the project grinding to a halt.

¢ N

P
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ensions e primaff}y becausé the rolq‘behavior of an individual,

N

' . \ . . )
, or indiv%ﬁuals,‘did'not conform to others' exﬁéctations for that role.

- \

ample, tedthers at Neigég;rtown resented the discrepancy between
' A

e;}fezt was, thé public stance versus the privd{e.fa%! of adminis-
VTN »
N .

Fo

" what.
T

s trago&si/

"

ording to the teachers, in phbiic thf administrators pro-

*'_ fessed a leadership style which resembled that which teachers desired; in

private ponf:nntations the teachers felt that administrative behavior\\\g\\\

belfied the public image. In Patriot school, tkachers felt that the prin-

» ‘ S .
cipal's_  enforcement/of ru%gsﬂfﬁm students was not striet or consistent
N ) Y ‘e -
, enough and that /the enforcement of rules for teachers was too rigid.
T . 4 n | . s
3 S
-~ . For their part: administrators, particularly in three of the schools,.

L ’ 9 ’ . .
believed that many teachers did not confotm to the image of a "profes-

kd ' S
ors, a.part of being professional was making
. L .

sional." To'these admin

wise use of the time; vailable to plan and carry out. job responsibilities.

However, they teachers wasted time and, thus, were not willing to

heed teacher complaints that theX did not have enough timeyko perférm

duties ancillary to'actuaily instrukting students.

Tension Sesmed to lead to a restriicted flow of communication between

the two- parties.- Teachers would intera with administrators to clarify

aspeéts of jobt*elated duties but would ndt freely expresé their opinions

‘about these duties or about how édministrétive behaviér affected teacher
" performance. 'This reluctance ‘toyexprefs opinions frequently carried over

.

.ipto §&§hning team meeﬂlngsjwhe{@it chers Would not openly discuss theiY
. : 4 . 7 R ‘ .

teééhing practices for fear of r risal from the adminis%;ators present.

. ‘ .
For thgir.part, administrators would often announce a decisiorf as a fait
, @ ) . . <.




*
-l
-~

1 / .o . . < N - ‘
explain reasons for the decision. These reagpns
P .

Mier t adi1y apparent to teachers, maklng adminlstrators seem g”
! 1

capricious For example, teachkrs at Nelghbortown compl&ined‘to the

1inker that administratqfs did not seem strongly. suppertive of the prOJect
L
/
~ The 1inker suggested to an administrator that severﬁl simple steps cQuld
S ¥ - £
g ' communicate to she teac&:rs the*same*ﬁverwhelming

o th% linker. As a reswlt,

;g; support that thé inistrator communicated
N N ) - . .

4

ecided to call p.meeting of the planning team without
the linker in attendance aé an 1ndicator of the administrator's 1nterest
A .

4 in the project. ‘This intention was not sxated to teaéhers, and teacher§

the administrator

* suspected the adninistratoréof attempting to wrest}é,leadership from the
. . ) ~

/

1

?

linker. Thus, the tension remained.

N - . -
!

. ‘ N : - '
Linkers at sites where tension was particularlyEh:ih/discovered that
. o N L
~tension often would affect the projects. Typically the tension would '~

surface in an incident outside of p1anning/éeam meetings which.would

threaten or directly affect participation in the project.‘ For example,
ﬁn = . .

at’ Neighbortown a. teacher had defitvered a dqscription of ‘a student ac-

.

tivity t0jthe school office to be mimedgraphed, as was the custom in the

school. The principal happened to see the activity, failed to see its

-relevance to the particular clfss in which-it;would be used, and went, f£o

confron\\the teacher The teacher became angry and suspected that the

prinéipal was attempting to tell the teacher how classes should be con-

v .
ducted. The teacher then expressed to the linker reservations abou€\~

v 4

participating in a project,designed to alter classroom activities if .the’

. . - 4

principal was going to interfeﬁf;in decisions about those activities.

| \ ot peoe e
N . |
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In Patriot, a principal and a teacher had an alterca}ion about sub-

“ . "; : .
stitutes for releage tlmdjust prior to a/!m_{eting of i the RBS prl 1ngr ® .
/ g *
< team. The teacher became very upset a cried throughout_the meetingy,
\ . ~ v ‘
ya », Other teac rs“qp thev

were aware of the source of the teacher s dis—f

v Tt .
/ omfort, ar \gll of them. were extremely reticent to parg}c1pate, partiCU—

el Wy \/ . e AR
\ o larly with.the‘ad nistrator .present.. . . L
- . ‘ : ' o

In hoth casqgs, the linker had to soften thaslmpact of the 1nc1dents.

4 A} b »

8+ to ma1ntain the - full participatipn of school staff/' Most oﬁten thls was )

¢ - : s N

[z 5

accomplished by providing information to indlviduals that would not have
been available otherwise. In the Neighbortqwn instance, the linker had

known that the princlpal had had a partlcularly trying morning-wlth com- '

- . mun1ty relations. The linker explained tp the teacher - that b 8e tﬁe

B\" activity involved a cfntroversial issue; perhaps it appearpﬂ 'threat- "
§ Tetation

ening than it mayNotHcrwise have beén. "By providing a‘ribalii

for the principal's -action, the linker ‘managed to molliﬁy the teacher
» C 3 ‘ B . €

somewhat,:)ln the latter case, at,a hteak im~the meeting, teachers, com-

/

L ‘ / ‘ o .
plained to the linker that obtaining substitutes and finding time to I
.. 7

[ «

= orient them to the teachers'.classrooms were-acite problems at Patriot. S~

This problem was the source of the teacher-principal altercation and

would likely lead to others if not resolvﬁd. The teachers asked the

. ” :

.. linker to d1scus§ this with the principal. Instead, the linker asked a
-t . - .

district administrator to do so.ﬂ The district administrator - d

. -

R . . ,
was in a posit}pn to ease the problem, and with the information provided !

s by the lih r, the administrator'was'ablelto make.some of the neéessary

o ad justments.,

\ . .
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Linkers seemed to be uéefullreceivers of complaints about school
L)

/

praifices because they were neutral pahties, haVing nc stake in further-
ing oneﬂside's int‘rests. The ability to remain neutral was enhanced by
E 2
. being external to schools. Because linkers were not a part of the dis-
tricts with which they. worked, they had no authorlty to sanctiDn individ-
uals and thus were not a threat.to'use information against those it
9

concerned. By the same token, it was not necessary for the linker to

respond to ‘the. influence attempts of others withig the system to reveal

-
o

certain bits of informatiu-.
This neutrality also facilitated™discussions in planning team.
meetings. Advocates -of joint participation in.decision-making argue

.

that it increases. participant ownership of;decisions tHrough power
equa'.ll-i“.zat'ion.13 However; in‘the RBS projects,_power was equaiized
mOre.by the linker than by jointrparticipation. In fact, participants
'seemed to feel that the same distribution of power which obtained in the
system existed'within planning team meetings. This meant that,teachers .
did not consider their opinions as "equal" as administrators' opinions.
'fThus, they‘nere not very.sanguinevapout the potential impact of their

ideas. However, by being thepactor to whom ideas were expressed and by

clarifying ideas once stated, the linker mediated this power differential

.

and caused the team to consider all opinionsiwith equal seriousness. As

-~

[

one teacher explained, "My opinions carried weiéhm....[the 1inker]_was

running the meeting, calling the shots and served as a spokesperson....[the‘
,1inker] could summarize things....[the 1inker] had control of the situation .

E3

although not contrql of the decision-making....As RBS gets out, this will

¢

no longer be tﬁe cgse and the project may die." Another teacher expressed °

I



the ‘same sentiment: "The outside ihflpence helps to mainline communica-
‘ 3 . . :
tion....it keeps the focus “on the opinion rather than who gave it."

-

Providing Clerical Services,

The functions discussed above were critical to the success of the

<, projects. Without taking more direct involvement -in guiding the process,

adjusting the activities dicxated by the process, obtaining the endorse- N
. ments of key site personnel, and mediating between conflicting factions kﬂj
~ - . B
" of the school staff, more serious problems concerning the contlnuﬁﬁzgi
of the projects would have arisen. A less obviously critical function
that linkérs performed was obtaining and occasionally providing clerical
‘services for the planning team. Nevertheféss, this function also con-
1 tributed heavily to the smoothness with which the school team was able
; | I . : ‘
to progress through planning. P ;

.Fox 'example, by, the middle of’the’éecond year the planning team at

Green Hills'wés‘;eaay to write a document explaining the nature of the
changes to be m;de, However, in less than two months the team ﬁad also
promfged to begin a pidot test of‘changeé concerning feéching.activities '
in classrooms. Because the'ééfual activities to be tested Qeré nof yef
férmalized, tﬁg team found itself.in a bind. The intended changes needed
to be formalized in a pubiic document for presentation to various con-
stituencies, such as the:school board and faculty; yet, to fit the‘pilot
ih.during the current school year, activities had to be devéloped. ‘The
linker debated whether to use a team meeting or two to write the document
or to compile team comments into a document and use‘only a part of a
meeting to approve thelwork. The latter course was chbsen, and although

. o
"7 the linker had more to do, the team was able to design the pilot in the

feqdi;ed pimef
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Linkers also had to arrange for ¢lerical tasks other than compiling

informafién“gq be performed. In Smalltown the linker had to travel to

~

another schnol in the district to locate a videotape machine the linker
had assumed the school would obtain. The district in which Patriot

School waé_located had had all of its videotape equipﬁent stolen. Thus,

.
~

the linker had to arrange for RBS to provide the necessary eéuipmenf. At

“

both NeighPortown and Green Hills the teams had considerable typing and '
ﬁroduction ofvmatérials to be done. This work included producing surveys,
compiling goal statements, xeroxing materials, and cleaning up hand-
writgen classroom activities. ‘Because neither school had staff available

’

to do a great amount gf typing in a short time or the equipment to re- -

._ produce iarge amounts of materials quickly and efficiently, the linkers

had to arrénge for these services to be accomplished at RBS.

R

L ﬁin each instangg in which the linker performed or obpained clériéal

serviceg for fhe school, a delay in moﬁing to the neét étep of the plan; ,ﬂ
'ning process was avoided. Although linkers?expressed concern that by not |
performing these tasks themselves the scH;olé were "got demoqgtrating a

high commitment to the project, it was also apparent that schools did not -

- ‘have the resources to do theése tasks quickly. School gecrétaries per-

formed many tasksﬁ&ther than typing or‘locating audio-visual equipment,

and tégchers piaced fﬁéqﬁent demands on 6ften-;ntiquated pfoduct;on

equipment to get copies df daily activities and materials. Consequently,
. relying on schools to perform these services would h;ve mgant that con-

'siderable time would have elépsed between assigning the task and having

materials ready for team use. ' \] Y
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~>. \ .. - Factors Affectiﬁgﬁthe Linking Role

RBS inténded for linkers to assist the schools” use of the RBS -ap-

proaéhes by providing knowledge about successful educational ;;;:;;Eb§\fnd

. , . -
the process of planning for change. Although RBS hoped that linkers would
'be able to focus primarily on these technical functibns, it was recognizgd ,
, that othervfunétions would bécdme necessary as responses to school conteﬂt

factors. The data indicated that linkers did‘perform a variety of addif%on,

. N 4
. al functions. These functions were largely intended to remove barriers-
that obstructed smooth progress in planning or threatened participants'

participation in the project. Thus, erforming.the~technical linking role

immedié'te concerns.

Although RBS defined the expectations for the technical functions
linkers performed,. aspects of the school context were the primary factors {
which necessitated the additioﬁal functions. There were three major cate- - *%d

H J.gories of school context factors which affected the linker role: school
~  resources, interpersonal relations, and organizational stability. A fourth

v . ; . N
factor, school staff expectations for linker behavior, was primarily a

process factor in that expectations tended to maintain functions once per-

formed rther than to instigate new behavior. The relationships among

4

these factors and the additional linker functions are depicted in Figure 1.

The resources needed to support project activities were the time of

administrators to plan team meetings and participate in the meetings, the
* . time of teachers to carry out project actbvitieéﬁhnd to attend tea@ meet- -
ings, clerical services, and individuals with the necessary expertise to

guide the planning process. A scarcity of any of these resources meant

P

that the pianning process would in some way be hindered. The lack of re-

[N

sources like clerical services threatened to slow thé process down; the

%
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lack of staff time to perform certailn activities often led to staff frustra-=

€
\

‘tion with the p;oﬁect and to a void in project leadership. To surmount'’

these barriers, linkers had to redefine their role. In the tase of re-
- ) B

source scarcity, linkers typically expanded the exgent to which‘they
. ¢ .
guided the process, adjusted the process itself, or provided cleric§1 ~

assistance.

AIntefpersonal relations became a problem when there was high tension

/ﬁetgeen subunits' of individuals in the school, particularly Bptweenz

Y

teaghersnand administrators. Because RBS included both teachers and
bl

- administrators on the planning teams, intifpersonal tension often had

&

serious impf{Z;;;ons for school participation. In some instances teachers

: <«

did not want to continue the project; in other cases the teachers felt

constrained in the ektent to which they could‘freely participate. In

.

any event, linkers found it necessary to mediate between the two groups.
. -

to maintain the kind of school cooperation needed for planning.
Unstable schools were thosé®*which had frequent disruptions in the
comtinuity of their daily routines and overall programs. Disruptions

in the daily routine were often caused by outbreaks of severe student

A g [
discipline prgblems or unannounced visits from parents. These events

demanded the attention of ‘administrators, frequently pulling them away

from avplanning meeting or reducing the time available to meet. Dis-

ruptions in overall programs were often caused by turnover in adminis-
- - . "

trative positions because new administrators rarely were obliged to .

eﬁnpinue the initiatives of & predecessor. Even if successors to posi-

tions continued existing projects, there was typically a period of delay

while these projects were under review. “

)
' ’ AN
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Such instability had two effects oh linkers. Disruptions to the daily.

fohtine meant that the linkers cohl& not rely consistently on administrqr

tors to take major responsibility for directing project activities. Con-
’ ' sequently; the linker had to guide planning more directly than desired.

Turnover im administrative personnel meant that the linkers periodicallly ¢

. - \
had to seek renewed endorsements of the projects.
N

Resource schrcity, interpersonal tensigd, and organizatio$nl in-

stability were not problems in all of the schoéls. In fact, two schools
. . _ .
were relatively free of these kinds of problems, and the linkers were
] B

able to perform the technical process-helping role mostly as RBS hoped.

’ For example, at Middleville none of the ‘three factors was significant.

\

There was an intermediate service agency represeqtétive with the expertise
. A .

and the time to take over some of the leadership responsibility the princi-

”

pal could not assume; teachers and administrators had a cordial relationship;
and there were few majof disruptions. ~ Consequently, the 1inker'c3me )
the closest,of any of the RBS linkers to being solely a process-helper:

Smalltown was also free of most of these problems, except that there was

~

no one available with the expertise of Middleville's ISA }epresentative.

. . x .
As.a result, principal absences were not compensated for, and_thg linker

at Smalltowh had touexband process—helping more than the Middleville
linker. ° ' _ . L

The other schools experienced all or a combination of resource
- 2

scarcity; interpersonal tension, ang instability. At Neighbortown there

' was no administrative.QUrnover,_and thus, the linker did not have to seek
. ) B . hY v
additional endorsements once entry into the site was obtained. Otherwise,

the linkers in these schools had ;o'perform all five of the additional

3 functions at one time or another. . Thus, there was a relationship between
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the degree and kind of problems a site experienced. -and the nature of the q°
v v , e Lvow
functions 1inkers had to perform. “. «

v'\

Intertwined‘%ith the above three school context factors were the site />

g

\~

staff's expectations for the linker role.‘ These expe¢tations did not seem .

A3

v

i

to contribute to how the role initially became enacted.;o much_as they — \J°

did to maintaining certain linker behaviors once exhibited. For example, 4

early in the project at Smalltown, the principal actually 1led at least

two entirermeetings of the local planning, team;..thereby onforming to the
.. L4 ~ h) . b

%-. ! -
. HoweVer after the

linker's expectations for inteinal linker beh

’

principal's partial absences from meetings thrusg'l adeﬁ&hip on the RBS
. . N -
linker, the principal expected the linker to 1ead£more\oftenv Similarly
i "")“’ . a P
at Green Hills, the principal did not call upon the 1in ]

o obtain typ-

ing services until after the linker had already vgiunt %; his service
.in the interest of avoiding delays ihcplanning. Thus, wha? seemed to

.\ .

n7ppen was that linkers responded to conditions”ht the\site by performing_¥}~

. - ‘ , s -
one of the additional functions, and then once perform 7’}ite staff ex-
. 1]

L)

pected it to be repeated as a regular part of“fﬁe 1inki&{s Tnteraction

v with the site. ’ ‘ ' o?
" W an
\ Summary ,- R

Resource scarcity, interperstBa1 tension, organizational instabillty,
Ly .
AN

and school staff expectations hindered progress ifn planning for change and

’ p1aced constraints on participants participation in the projects. As

\

linkers addressed these problems, the configuration of linking functions

was aitered Thus, the goal of school improvement through,knowledge trans-

fer gds occasionally temporarily disp1aced by more immediate concerns:

avoiding prolonged delays in planning and maintaining site: participation?“

’




*

‘These findings suggest that the assumptions contained in the educa-

tional agent iiq§rature of a clearly defined linking role and of the

{ assistance agency as the primary determinant of the role do not adequately

refleot the experience of the RBS agents. Instead, their role periodically

became less clearly related to the central *function of helping the planning

proéess through knowledge transfer and was expanded as additional functions

'had to be per ormed, depending upon the natuse of site conditions. Although

-

existing co eptualizations of linking agents are useful tools for char-

)

- acterizing technical aspects of the role as they are intended to be enacted,

) attention now should turm to incorporating actual instances of linker be-
havior into these conceptualizations. In doing so, the contributions of

clients to the.determination of the linking role ‘should become more

¢ ‘

apparent.

%

-
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