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PREFACE . <.

. » " -
.

. . - R -
This document presents an overview and major outcomes from a. three
year study of NIE's Research and ‘Development Utilization (RDU) program. The
intent of this summary 1s to erfable a wide audiende in the, educataonal
community to sHare some of the important lessons, findings, and 1mplicatiops
from that .program that may be useful 1n designing future dissemination ggi
school improvement activities. The language of this report 1s somewha
technical and statistical analyses are reported. A hon-technical summary
18 1n preparation and will be available from NIE later 1n 1981,
. vy .

. The ROU program demonstrated and assessed a comprehensive model for .
ass1sting schools to use results of educational research and development 1n
local " school improvemenf efforts. The ROU ‘model 1s 'unigque in combining
several school improvement .strategies into one program framework, permitting
the combined.and complementary effects of the strategies to be seen. Seven
ROU demonstration projects were 1n operation in various parts of the United
States from 1976 to 1979. The assessment study, conducted by*Abt Associates
Inc., ended July 3\, 1981, '

. This summary 1s based on two papers presented at the American
Education Research Association Meetings in 1981, Ihe~first gives an overview
of the ROU program, the Abt Associates study, and program outcomes that .
pccurred in participating schools. The sgcond examin®s the contribution that
different elements of the ROU model made to the program's overall success 1n
fostering improvement in schools and 1n educational practice. .

This document provides a summary of one volume of the Final .Reports ¥
written by Abt Associates. s That volume focuses on outcomes of the ROU
program at the school level. A cofipanion volume examines the interorganlza-
tional support structures that weie established to help participating schools
to (a) engage in,a systematic problem-solving proetss,.and (b) identify and
implement high quality products of educat ional fbseqrch and development timal
would be relevant and use®ul i1n their local improvement effort. These and
other  reports from the Abt Associates study.are dedcribed 1np an annotated
biblrography at the end of this document. = - % .
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: JLINKING R&D WITH LOCAL SCHOOLS: °
A FEDERAL PROGRAM AND ITS QUTCOMES* -

The RDY Program

\ - !

. L -

In June of 1976, the §311oﬁal Institute of Education (NIE) estab-
lished the Research and Development Utilization program as a new dissemin- -
ation effort to help schools clatify and solve local problems. The ROU
program emphasized a research-based, rational approach to local school

. improvemént’ through the use of existing,® validated products of federally
. funded research and development, activities. Thas program was designed to
. achieve three major gbjectives: » . ve

. d ¢
'

e to help schools alleviate specific, leeally defiﬁ;d ’
probleps™in the areas of basid skills and career

<education; o £y
¢ .8 to help school and commun1ty‘personnel learn about
. " . the produgts of educational rdsearch and development ;
and -

e to increase understanding of how the local program
) . improvement process can be befter managed and become ’
: more effect1vg.
The ROU program was unusual among federally funded dissemination
strategies because 1t was equally concerned with the dissemination and use of
,R&D products and with the development of ldcal organizafional capabilities to

' dolve problems. Other federal programs have tended to concentrate. on either
. product dissemanation or local capacity building.

The RDU Process .'

[N L

The core of the ROU approach.was to provide each particapating-

site with assistance in.problem solving, broken into stages represented by
the sequence ofs activities listed below:

v " 1dentification of a problem or set of problems;~

ey

e examination of alternative golutions to the problem,

-t . focusing pafticularly op the products of educational .
Y T R&D; ® .

.o gselection of a specafic solution considered to be T
appropriate to alleviate the problem;

. e implementation of the solution; and

_ . @ evaluation ang 1ﬁcorpdrét10n of both the solution and
the problem<solving process. h

. . . “ .
- f h | . .
{ [ T, s - . .

*

"*This dection is_basedh%n a paper presented by James A, Molator,
merican Educational Research Association.

at the 1981 mgetings oﬂ’the A
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The service dekrivery system of the RDU program ‘operated through
gseven regionally~ dispersed projects, each of which coordinated a network of
organizations and individuals 1nvolved in the provision df services and
information to local school districts. As a whole, the seven projects
operated in 20 states and Served over 300 schools or qchool districts over a
three-year perrod (1976-1979).

-
”

The Northwest Reading Consortium (NRC), under the overall direction
of. the Washington State Education Agency, operated as a consortium of Ffour
states in the Northwest: Washington, O on, Alaska and Idaho. The project
built upon the existing Right to Read programs.in the four states. (The
Right to Read program is a nationwide program sponsored by the U.S. Office of
Education to eliminate functional 1lliteracy.) The Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory was also an affiliste, providing training to project
staff* and support in the development of a pool of R&D products.

The Georglia State Department of Education operated ‘a progect which
provided funds and services to all participating school districts located
in three .Cooperative Educational Service Areas, The emphasis of the RDU
project in Georgia was on building local sthool district capac1t1es in the
early stages of ,planning and program selection. The ymplementation phase of
the problem*solvxng model was Subsequently earried out with federal funds
available through the state department of education under Pitle "IV-C of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and with other state funds.

The Pennsylvania Deparfaent of Education devéloped and coordfnated

a school improvement process which lnvolved the participation and fesources |

of several organizations: Research for Better Schools (a regional education
Jab); Researth and Information Secvices for Education (a statewide informa-
tion and dissemination service); the Learning Research and Deve lopment
Center at the University of Plttsburgh, and the gtate's Intermediate Units.

The project ‘s agencies were involved in helping sifes with numerous defired
'steps, including a series of formal trajining se331ons 1n problem solving at
thé school sites. . A

. .

The National Education Associstion (NEA) operated its progect 1n,

collaboration with the state education agencies and corresponding state
educat lon associations in 12 states: Alabama, Califormaa, Iowh, Massachu-
setts, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee %¥
Wisgonsin, and Wyoming. _In contrast to the other ROU progects, this project
Focused exclusively on “the 1mpr0vemeht of teacher inservice educat.ion.
Services were provided by two Field agents in each state whp tramned lpcal
staff. -
- - ’ A

The Florxda Department of - Educatxnn served as, pr1me OOntracto; in
a linkege system which also involved the state universities (especially
Florida State University and the University of Florida), and eight ‘of the

state's. Teacher Education Centers (TECs). An important feature of this |

project was that training in group problem-solving techniques was prvaded
not only to the.field agents (one of whom was located in_ each TEC), but also
to selected local school staff. The school site facxlxtators, thh the help
of the field agents, were responsible for leading the stafﬁ\at their sites
throygh the entire problem-solvxng\process NN

. 0
- . . ]
* - 3
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The Ca(eer Education-Dissemination Project of the Michigan Depart-
ment of Educat:idp was designed to help *local sites meet the requirements of
state career eddcation legislation passed 1n 1974, One of the project's
major objectives \was ‘to dévelop a- permanent "dissemination and ,diffusion
system 1n career w®ducation, Because of this emphasis on permanence, the
project attempted work with existing structures and personnel 1in the
state’'s intermediate sthool districts rather than build new ones. The
primary strategy was Yo provide direct 'training and programmatic funds to

- coordinators who were staff members at local sites.

*

fhe NEYWORK Inc.\ a non-profit research and service organizat ion

1y Andover, Massachuset y coordinated a consortium of agencies 1n six
states: 1in Minnesota, the\agency involved was a teacher center associated
with a university; in Washington, a local school district; in fCaliforma, a

¢ regional education laborator sponsored by NIE; in Kansas, an 1independent
Statewrde education diffusion organization; 1n Connecticut, a cooperative
service agency supported by lodal schobl districts; and in Magsachusetts, a
division of the NETWORK itself.\ This project was formed mainly to improve
the utilization of R&D products\in reading in selected local schools. The
g;eld agents provided assistance\to the local sites, while a considerable

. ount of technical assistance and support was provided to the field agents
by the project 6ffice in Andover. v

~
»

Some common features rarj tHroughout the seven projects and in the
. striucture of support services provi to logal schools: ,7
i ‘e the operation of a project: eédqgartefé to coordinate ’
the services supplied to schools;

! ® . the development and administdation of a knowledge base
' composed of educat iopal reseaych and development, '
products; .
. . ] . .

! e the development of training‘and technical assistance
components to serve the project\s field agents and/or ,
school staff; and

¢ the Yevelopment of project evdluztion and redearch
activities to facilitate local self-evaluation by the
school sites.

[

ROU as a Dissemination Strategy *

% To gaxnoan understanding of how, the ROU program operated, we first
review 'the local school context within whxcﬁ“TEDMas working. In general,
schools have been accustomed to one of two apprpaches to problem solving.

One 1s & top-down approach in,which focal problems and solution strategies

" bive been identified by building, and/or district-level administrators,

T - dometimes with' the aid ,0f consultants or other external resource persons
called (n from universities, labs and centers, etc. Although practitioner
inputs may have been considered, decision making was largely centrahﬂ&!ﬂ"




’

" J . ) ' . o
That 1s, whether at the local building/district l'evel, or from some larger
change program, administrators identified courses of action or programs
to be implgmented by local ,sghgol staff. Although:such decisions may have
been 1nformed by the latest valid research results, this research knowledge
was not balanced against--nor always cognizant of--the wealth af craft
knowledge resident in local teaching staffs. Thus, this top-down decision
making may not have been problem Solving .1n the sense of a rational, partici-
patory set of activities as espowsed by the ROU program; rather 1t ‘was
simply resource allocation by administrators faced with such. questions as
where to buy the needed new textbooks. "

t - -
A second common.approach to problem solving may have been even more
prevalent. This approach was characterfized by the absence of ,organized

problem solving or change activities. Teachers were simply left on their
own, "free" to 1dentify and cope with problems as they saw them, perhaps
negot 1ating with building or district administrators for needed resources on
an 1nd1vidugl basis. N
- ~

These approaches to the dissemination and utilization of new educa-
tional knowledge were significantly altered under the ROU program. The new
view of dissemination which ROU embodied incorporated a staff development
process in which tocal persomnel were to receive traingng in problem-solving
processes, enhancing their ability to play central Iglles in more broadly
participatory "bottom-up" decision makirg.* Working with one or more
external resourg’; pecsons who could link local staff to a large"'knowledge
base" {in the form of a compendium of educational products and materials),
local staff would learn how to 1identify and prioritize their’ problems and
goals. They would then be assisted i1n a3 review and "screening" of potential
solutions--the products and materials 1in the knowledge base which, when
implemented, could allevidte the problems they chose.to focus on. This
assistance would includdNtraining i1n matching various characteristics of the
products with the characteristics of the local problems and with available
staff or other local resources. The goal of these activities was the
careful selection of a product or program which "fit" local circumstances.
Staff would then receive any necessary training (e.g., through inservice)
fot the implementation and&:og%nued use of the adopted program.

=/

!

, Implicit 1n this view of dissemination are longer range goals than
simply identifying and coping with an immediate local problem. The training
and involvement in participatory problem solving.and the 1ntreased awareness
of prpducts were aimed at 1ncreasing individual teachers' 1nclinations .to
implement and continue using adopted programs. But beyond this, the ROU
program more generally was designed to enhance local capacity for identifying
and solving fulure problems as well. This 1s reflected in the fact that
impleméntation and incorppration a product was only one RDU thrust; the

<

other intent.was the incorporat of* the problem-solving process itself.
Thus, as a dissemination and knowledge utilizatibn st'rate.ztjy,:the
ROU program involved mobilizing internal and external resdurces 1n enhanqmg

*Note, however, that the "bottom-up" activities were' structured--
sometimes very rigidly--by the project the school participated 1n, and the
problems gddreBsed in tHis program wepe~Testricted to basic® skills and
career education. .




“r
»

~
- .

school effectiveness. The "treatments" or "interventions" this program °
entailed included: . ‘

-

* — & a large and accessible base of educational products
) which embody thé knowledge to be utilized;- .

-

. e a problgp—solvxng process, 1ncluding rational decision R

. - making by a broadly representative:local action team .
’ {or LAT);

-8 process gssistance from an array of external human
resources, 1includim~field agents, who comnected
*local action teams with'the R&D produ?t basg and .
- other resources; and £

» - -
r

e limited financial support to some schools, usually
1n the form of small stipends to cover release time,
.travel to demonstration or training sites, etc.g

The' Study of the RDU Program

~"In :November 1977, Abt Associates Inc., a social scpence research
firm based 1n Cambridge, Massachusetts, was contracted to conduct a study
‘of the RDU program. The study addressed.s1x major 1ssues: ’
s how relat1onsqips are managed ketween various agenclies
which have the expertise and resoutces to help local
* schopls solve problems; )
e to.what degree an intervention grogram sucH as RDU can '
help schools overcome barriers to successful problem |
solving (such as limited access to information or lack |
of planning skills, etc.); : ’ ’

X7

y o to what degree the products of “educational R&D are -
relevant to the problems and contexts of local schools;

® what the impact of the products of educat 10nal R&D 1s
’ once they have been adopted and implemented; . '

o what factors comtribite to the apstitutionalization of .
—  the RDU approach within a variety of organizations; « .
and ' . -

e how field agents coordinate the flow of exte}nal -
resources to schools, and whether this helps the
—  schools splve problems. . ’ ‘ ~

As our earlier discussion of this program suggestede the R&D Utiliza-
tion program was highly ambitious 1n 1ts aims. Not only was 1t 1intended to
lncrease teachers' awareness and utilization of R&D products in local
schools (product outcomes), 1t was also 1ntended to have a wore global
consequence: to 1mprove the way schools identified and wént about solving
their problemd, both in terms of increasing the breadth of participation 1n
the problem-solving process, and by making the problem-solving activities
themselves more 'ratfonal (process outcomes), ° . .

- Y 3 " . 51()} : . '
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Early in our study of the RQU program, we conducted a series of
relatively brief familiarization visits te local schools participating in
each of the seven operational projects. Qur mim on these visits was to talk
with staff of these schools so as to become more familiar with how the
program operated at the local level. Through unstructured interviews we
learned that, in general, awareness and utilization of new educational
products were, in fact, being increased through the use of improved problem-
solving practices. However, 1t quickly became apparent that other things
were happening at these schools as direct results of their particrpation 1in
the program: the schools themselves were changing in a variety of ways
(organizational outcomes), and” so were the school personnel (personal
outcomes). This led us to expand the range of outcomes.to be studied under
our research design so as to include an array of unintended organizational

" and personal impacts at least as important as the intended R&D prodyct and
problem-solving process impacts. . .

Data were collected in face-to-face focused but unstructured inter-
views at 51 sites during 1978 to 1980. Case studies were ‘written on 46
sites, five of which also received site visits. We also conducted mailed
gurveys of principals and a sample of teachers at participating schools
during the fall of 1979. This paper presents an overview of the four types

‘of program outcomes we observed in our data. .

Outcomes for R&D products. A major objective of the R&D Utilizateon
program was to install an appropriate R&D product :n schools participating
in the program. Thus, the degree to which schools 1identified, adopted, and
implemented 8\product relevant-to the problem they ghqght to-alleviate 1s a
critical measure of the 1ntermediate pr proxamal éudbegs of the program.,
Other intermediate product outcomes include various aspects of tedcher
satisfaction with the products, the numbers of_pupils and the percentage of
their school days affected by implementation, and tow difficult the produe
was to implement, including the need for adaptation. .

» A

Approximately 100 different products or sets of curricular materials

were adopted by the participating schools. The most popular products, 1n

terms of frequency of adoption, were such reading packages as the Wisgonsin

Design for Reading, Exemplary Center for Reading. Instruction (ECRI),

Houghton-Mifflin Basal Management System, and San Diego Right-to-Read.

Career education packages which were most frequently adopted included Career

Development Centered Curriculum, It Works, and AE areer Decision Making
Program. Popular mathematics programs lncludeqéfgggvard County LAMP and

STAMM. In general, products ranged from lists of bbjectives for teachers to

detailed fanagement programs; some i1ncluded A variety of materials for

classroom use, such a8s.slides or filmstrips and tape cassettes, student work

" and record-keeping sheets, and associated texts. —

The eharacteristics of the'products themselves 'varied along a
number of dimensions 1n addition to whether they were R&D- or practitioner-
developed. For example, some were intended for use 1in only one classroom,
whereas others were 1implemented throughout the schools. Some, such as San
Diego Right to Read, consist of sets of ideas from which adopting teachegs
may pick and choose, while,othets, such as ECRI, require sagnificant,

~highly structured changes of all teachers and are therefore more difficult
to implement. : '

‘e

' -
*
.
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. of part16u15r interest here 1s the fact thgz the products ani™ !

materials adopted were more” frequently practitioner developed--i.e., NDN . .

. products--than R&D-based materials guch as those in the NIE catalog. This may *
be due to a conspicuous dearth of R&D products in some areas, such as career
education. In this case, interest only burgeoned. 1n the early $970s, so the
time available for producing a variety of relevant, validated products 1n
time for the RDU program (which began in 1976) was too short.

. Other areas 1n which wvalidated R&D products were scapte incldde I
school- or district-wide planning, inservice training, and basic skills at . |
the secormdary level. In this latter case, the need for product s--especially |
reading at the secondary level--was not recognized until after the RDU . ‘
program was underway. . ' ’ |

|

-
. .

Finally, some schools 'needed assistance with topics stemming from

racial and ethnic integration and the special needs of minority groups. The
. available pool of products for bilingual students was relatively sparse. -
o L '

Practitioner-develdped products also had a logistical advantage
in that frequently there were experienced trainers, fundéd through such
other federal programs as NDN, who could provide pre-1mplementa§;on assis-
tance and follow-up service to adopting schools. As we will} se® 1n later .

analyses, availability of training 1n product use was strongly related to,
several measures of program success.

- . Within the schools that fiad reached the "product selection” stage by
‘the time of our final data callection; over 80% of the teachers responding
" to our survey indicated they were using the product or had used it i the
past. Another 5% had ‘definite plans to use 1t in the future. Fewer than
,20% of the users reported the products needed adaptation to a great or very
‘great extent, and their use was at.a high level: over 65% of those using -
the products reported they used them with all of their students, and 85% of
the userg stated the product was regularly used at least once per week.
Satisfaction with tfe adopted products whs éenerally high,, with over half bf.
the users reporting that to a great or very gréat extent, ®he products were '
directly relevant to the most pressing préblem 1n their school, met a need
itn the classroom, and provided new idead and not Just ideas they were
already using. Another 25%-30% of the users reported these statements were ,
' at least true "to some extent."”

%
- .

The users did not encounter serious problems with implementing
the products they adopted. About 20% reported the products required major
changes from their previous teaching style, changes 1n classroom ordanization
or management, or substantial additional record keeping. Only sbout 9%
reported difficulties in implementing the program or materials to a great or ¢ *
! very great extent. However, we will see 1in later analyses that perceived
difficulty 1n 1mplementipg adoptég materials was posatively related to .
school-level outcomes, .possibly because the greater investmgnt of effort
. enhanced feelings of program ownerships:
- . - .

[y hore'long-térm. or distal, product outcome 1s the extent to which
1t 1s_1ncorporated inte, the everyday functioning of the classroom--i.e., /

.
’ . »
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the extent to which pr.oductﬁ ytilizatiop 1S "ro'utmxzed." Af this ‘point

dafa from two sources-become relevant: 1in ordgr for the product to be’

.cohtinue using the Program or materials in the future--albeit with modifica-
tigns--but building edministrators must indicste that certain steps n¢cessary
to\ep ure t,he,‘contmued possibility' of use have been taken. Thus, alﬁpough

. 83%. of. the users reporte_a They would.continue tp use the produtts, we’must

‘_ still censider gsuch lohg-term questions as whether .the product had been
incorporated into curriculum plsns, measures taken to ensure that new. staff
wodld use the product, etc. . -

incorporated of ro\%uzed, ‘npt only must the teacher;s indicate they plan to

" -

,

" Building principals of, sc;c:ﬁ?s which had adopted products were
asked whether a vamiety of such ey had already occurred or would deft-
_nitely occur 1in the future. In bver 70%&&. the schools, the products had
been or' would be mcgrpordted into gurriculym plans.  About .50% reported

that written guldehm_ls. fo_r.pgr'oduct'; use bhad adready been devqloped_, and
1s would definitely occur. Alpost 60% reparted that

.new staff would receive training orforientation.in fthe ugse of the. products,

and that training .or 1inservice for current staff would be used to ensure
.containued prodict utilazstion. 0vef_90%‘*'reported that  some or all of their
teachers would use the products tq some extent, 62% 1ndicating the products
_would be used quite®extensivély. ' oy ..

L] » . . . . -‘ . / . - .

. Outcomes for the problem solving process? In addition to the
emphas1s on getting an R&D product insialled at participating sites, a major
focus- of the R&D Uti}ization program was to incresse, a schiool's capacity to
deal with 1ts prob ems’. by providing staff,. with treinirg and practite in

group problem-solving processes. Though not exph'mt in’ any ROU project, it

¢ 18 1mplicil that there are two critical aSpects to this goal of improving
problem solving at the Site level: one inVolves the use of a Pstional pro-
blem-golving model, while the other stresses the need for relatively broad-
based p::é_xcxpatmn in problemssolving aotivities. That 18, any and all
groups ch will be affected by the decisions, reached should .be represented

on-the problem-solving team, Thus, the ext to which the sites actually

used a ragtional p#ﬁlem-solvmg model, and.the’ extent to which there was
broad partigipation 1in probiem-solving activities become two important-
rntermediate outcomes of participstion 1in the ROU program. °Note that both
could vary \for esch site ascross stages of the Ioca_l process. -

- .

- Ay thg profiram operated st the sitg level, these two._goals were
generally met as $he site went through the problem—solv‘mg:proce 8: 1n most
cgses, a field agent was availsble to guide the site's activities, and 1in

SomewcCases economic sarn¢tions could be applied should the site not "toe the
. mark."” But.factors lmherent in the‘'progesy milibste against its later
rep}xcatmn {such as the fact thst the process 1s complex and time consuming,
which some staff.restnted very much). Our conversations with site staff also
revealed ,that even whére they felt they could go through the process again
without the aid of the field agent, the relgase time provided by the ROU
program was often 8 sine qua non of its success: otherwise teachers could
not spend the (often substantial) smounts of time the problem-solvihg model

*
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required.* We must also rememifer fhat in general, &npmvmg thear problem-
solving practices was not the reason sites got involved. in l'.h.ls program.
L L . .
This implies that & more distal process outcome.was the extent to

which the improved problem-solving practices--or at least some of them--were
. likely to be uséd again in dealing.with other problems. '

. ’ r . . a
) In terms of”breadth of participation'in the problem-solving process,
our data suggest that there was {§enerally good. representation of groups
“whigh woul¥ ultimately be dffected' by the decisions made. This was true 5
across all stages of the process, although shortcomings other than broad
tepresentation were evident. In the &£3se of 90 sites on which we had haghly
detailed data, we rated them on their problem-solving aqu decision- .
making activities in terms of a listing we developed OF desired traits .
' specific to each phase of the process. Where a site's .rating was reduced, #
" we indicated specifit types of deviations from these traits, These fell
into integyesting patterns across the various stages. |, N

~

. M 92% of the sites, problem-solving teams were established, and

+ there was generally good representation on these.teams of thedgroups which .
would be affected by the teams' dgcisions. However, during the early stages .
of problem solving (problem Identification and solution selection), we
found that decisions were often made or heavily influenced by adminastrators |
or” other external parties. This yas true during problem identificatior at |
6% of the sites, and during sblution sedection at 24% of the sites. Ir s f\

the laf:e_r ?l‘.ages of ‘problem splving (planning for implementation and imple- .
' mentation), the continuity of formal decision-making groups was not alwaysg s
. upheld; this “was#true ‘at almost .20% of the sites? Meetings became less '
. regular, at 26% of the sites, and during planning for implementation, deci- .-
‘ sion-making at 21% of the sites did not involve all affected groups. Lt .

In terms of the rationality.of the process, we found that although
many sites appear to have adhered closely to the principles of sound problem «
solving, well over 40% of the sites showed at least one--sometimes several«-
departures  from, our ideal eriteria. During problem identification abti-
vities, the most frequent’ variant was that the problem definition was mere
-8 restatement of sgmeone's a priori assumptiens or pet tkeory (46% of the

- cases).  Alte Ave, definitions were not posed, and considered (43%), and

s ~ the problem w adequately specified prior to beginning the search for .
e solut rons.*(34% ! . y -
' " *During “$01dt 10n seleation, the most cammon deviations were that .

alternative solutions were not cavefully examined according to a.get of
explicit®criteria (44%), and gvidence of solutions' effectiveness or ssuite
ability was not obtained (32%). .During planning for implementation, &44% '
of the sites did not make forpal plans for some or most aspects of imple=
wmentation. Vo . .

v
i
L) & - - N .

*Key characteppstics of this model are (1) thorough analysis and
prioritization of school needs or problems before seagching for school
Improvement strategies; (2) 8 search outside the Jocal school system for
assistance and information, partic¢elarly ain the search for asiutions to
problems; €3) systématic examination of alternative solutigns according to
explicit criteria; and (4) a focus on solutions which havif®been field tested
and empirically validated. - e
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During ’ghe implementation stage, adherence to sound ’prattlce was
generally much clqser, with only about a Quarter of the sites showing any
deviat 1ons. Most cdmmon among these UYeviations were” not taklng adequate
measures to ensure implementation of ‘essential featyres and goals of the .
produkts (23~). and agaptatsons of the products 1implemented (23%)* which
might not"have been necessary. . ;. - , .

The most distal process outcdme measu;e 1s the extent to which
the sites repeatedxor intend to repeat some or all of the problem-solving
process to solve other school problems. Qur data ghowed that 41% of the
principals and about 34% of the teathers at participating schools said they ‘
had repeated (or weye repeating) all or part of the ROU approach to address
another 1ssue i1n their school. The most often repeated part of the approfich
included Juse of teams of teachers and agministrators to make decisions.

Schools we;e less likely to report that they would use the services of fleld
. agents or other external consultants. —

Qutcomes fo__part1c1pat1ng schools as organizations. We have seen
that, the R&D Utllizallon program’s objective of getting products installed
at participating sites was, in large measure, achieved, although many were -
not R&D products. To a Somewhat lesser extent, the pro%;am s ‘goal of
itprovang local problem solving was also achieved, at least for this one .
~fime. wever, nelther of these categories of outcomes necessarily implies r
that thetre will be any enduring changes in the schools as organxzat1ons. \

« That 1s, the simple fact that a certain set of activities was accomplished,

culminating an the adoption and implementation of, for example, a new
reading program, need not mean that the school's curriculum was 1mpro$ed ‘or »
that the new materials were in any way better than those used previously. .
Similarly, the organizational structure of the -school, which is difficult to R
change under any circumstances, can survive other cﬁanges without alterat rom.
After all¥% organxzational changea were niot the intended outcomes of the ADU
program.. N e, - . - . .

However, as we quickly learned durlng our prellmlnary site visits,
a number of unanticipated effects were occurring on the schools themselves
. and on their staff members. The spontaneous reports of such effects by
teachers ang principals in unstructured interviews led us to.develop speci-
fic lines. of. inquiry 1into these orqan1zat1nna1 and personal effects. Askifg
teachers to serve as internal observers 46f what was taking place in their
schools! we found that 50%-70% of the teachers .said that the following ~
factors were somewhat or much better at theis schools: wmproved ‘curriculum,
better materials available, greater collegxalxty among staff, and generally = .
better teaching. About 40% of the teachers reported school organization a
"management, decision-making and problem-golving proeedures, and morale
somewhat or much better. out 45% of the teachers said .the 1image of their
school 1in the community h been somewhat or much improved.

-

To be sure, 30"-50~ o)\ the teachers reported "no change" 0n any one
of these dimensions, but gnly}a tiny minority (generally fewer than 2% of

the respondants,’ said these dimensions had been_ affected advgrsely. Com-
>

.
. -

L ’ *Later analyses showed that—Tocal adgptation of the products was
negat ively related te program ocutcome-meastires.

» .
¥

& 10 -, ’ *

-




’ . R . e L

'\ll . a . L] -
parable data from principals of participating schools and from our research |,
teams’ visits to the schools confirged these reports.* . .

e Outcomes for Participating Staff. . A8 a result of thear participa- ‘
.tion in the_ RDU program, the staff of tﬁe schools involved had a véf1ety~of
experienceg: some received teaining in group preblem-solving techniques;
some had the oppbrtunity to visit other schools or educational product
developers to observerR&D products 1n us8. Others received training 1n the
use of ap-adopted pro uct and relurned to their schobls.to train thear
colleagues; still. others became spokespersons who visited othef schools to

tell oi,theln 9wﬁ‘eiper1ence with using a new educational product.
An anonymous questionnaire was ‘used to ask participating teachers

about the extent 49 whith they persorally benefitted from involvement 1n
‘Ehe ROU program im a variety of ways. In general, 15%-30% of the teachers
-reported they had benefitted in the following ways to a great or very
great extent: their teaching skills had improved; leadership skills Had.
improved; they had learned about curriculum devélopment; had more self-
confidence and new resources fer-Tfielping their colleagues. Another 30%-4
reported Ehese‘henaﬂ}ts "to ‘some exterit.' Increased self-confidence and J
~  satisfaction were also reported- by 45%-30%\of the teaschers, and nearly 3
reported they had been "given increased. responsibility or been promoted
some extent or to B gleat or very great extent.

- 4

) ) f
A Model For Examining Impacts of the R&D Utilization Program

R As we saw 1n the preceding bveryiew of selected program impacts,
* §he available outcome data ‘are e:59n31ve--too extensive, 1n fact, to .permit
s to anglyze all of our variables. To reduce thé number .of outcomes to a
more manageable ‘set for analysrs, we developed a number of summary additive

‘scales. In this Section of the report, we 1dent1fy the gutcome meaBures and
present data sfowing hese scales are related to each pther.
A . The outcom& measures\developed include the following: 4
.o ) :
Pfocess'oy@comes S
F]

-

e Sirte gatisfaction with the problem=gsolving process,
baged on reported- satjsfaction with the services or .-
agtivities of the local action team, the field agentr,
deve)opers of adopted matérials; and the amount of time

-3, requireg’to complete the process; .

e ¢ 1
.+ e Site.satisfaction with the activities of the field
sgent, including the field agent's assistance with "
. . various *gspects of the problem solving process such
as "diagnosing the problem, deve}oping criterfa for
. selecting a solution, sckeening potential solutions,
locuting additional technical resources, etc.;

L]
L
. . [

J A » ’
.

. *The. ' Réarson coé}elatxon between principal reports and our field
. teams' report of ‘organizatiohal impacts was .44 (p<.01), and between out

field team arid teacher reports was .55 (p(.Ol);

N & L) -
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. . s Incorporation of .the problem solving process, ‘such as
. . reuse pf all or part %yf the activities and procedures .
.. which the process agvolved; . rl -

*

- .
Product Outcomes . ) ,

"® Extent to which principal and teachersfreport the
problem has been solved+through use ofjthe adopted . .3
materials, including amprovements 1n plpils performance, oo

. ) attitudes, and behavior; and . . .

» ..inc_qrporatxon of the adopted product and/or materials,
' . - a measure of the extent to which use continues after’ )
wmplementation, '
» »

. R, >

Organizational ,Uutcomes: . / .

-~

e Impacts on the achool as an organization, a global
. measure of impact on the school including amprovements L~
L (as a result of participation an the RDU program) 1in Lt
- curriculum, materiale, school organization, staff
/ morale . etc. . o~

t . * )
\Uutcomes for Participating Staff - n . '

,q- Personal impacts on participating staff, 1ncluding '
. 1mproved teaching, ephanced leadership skills, promo- ~—
‘, T tiong or pncreased responsibility, etc.
-~ L] . ) -
We expected that these measures would be interrelated i1n ways which
would suggest a model, for examining progrsm impacts at the sifie level.

For example we pregicted that more distal outcomes such as incorpo ation of

Ll »

v

. the adopted materials and the proceas* would be & result of more Rroximal .
) or’ 1ntermedLiate outcomes such as satisfaction with the pr’ocess, sat1sfaction
vith the fleld aqgent ,”ahd so forth. <. *
] “

o

To 1nvestigate this matter, we performed a selies of stepwise regres-

s10ns, using, each dls‘tal outcome 48 a dependent measure.with the others as
predictors. These regressions are summarized in Table 1, which presents
stangardlzed regression coefnfxenta for those variables entering ss pre-
dictofs, and“ncreasmg the R (proportion of explam:h variance) by at

< least 1%, along with an 1indication of their order of entry. The selection
- process\ gas stopped when no further variables met this cntenon A" raw

correlatmn matrlx 18 presented 1n Table 2 .
. ’ » q
» To graphically summanze Gow thege outcome measures seem to be
v tied together, we present Figure 1, whach 18 a schema of their mte;rela-

txonshxpa suggested™by the regressmn results. In this figure, note TNat the

outcome measures 40 the left of the diagrem are thgse assumed to be more o

1immediate or proximal, while those to the r;ght are assumed to pe more distal

outcomes. He will First discuss the model. an’ brief,/ ther return to examine
*the 1mplications for the distal outcomes.- .

- . g
*0ther dxstal outcomes 1nclude e)stent to“which the problem 18 .
solved," personal 1mpacta, and orgamzatitﬁa impacts. .

.
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_Table.1

STANDARDIZED STEPH!SE REGRESSIGN COEFFICIERTS

FOR DISTAL OUTCOMES® ON.OTHER' OUTCOMES _ |

(N s 179 schools) \
- 4 . v N\
) ‘ . D1stal "Outcomes: *
Other . ‘ * * ' N |
Outcomes - Problem Incorporation Personal ~ Organization Process |

- ! Solved ~ of R&D Product Impacts Impacts JIncogporat 10n
Satisfaction with - 4% . ’ . 16% ' -.01
Problem-Solving Process ‘ (3)a " - A4 (3) .
Satisfaction with . , Jdo%

Field Agent 3 - .ot
Scope of Implementation .19% J32%r L 220 .

' , (4) (2) 2) .
Problen Solved . v \26%% 29% 27

) - . (1) (2) (1)

. 7 *
incorporation of ) . L25% / ’ .12
Proddcts (%) (3>
Personal lmpacté } v 228 ' N V19%# )

(3) e (3)
. A
Organization Impacts - 32%# 33w L25%% ’
o, . * (1) ) (1) LY
Process Incorparation, ‘. 1 J6r
y . ' (5)
. Multiple R?: . 48 .35 32 +.51 . .16
Adjusted R , N 33, 30 50° 13

8 Number 1n parentheses 1ndicatés order of entry 1n stepwise regressaions.
*p<.05° ’

[KC p S .01
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The most immediate outcomes 1M this model are those which are assumed”
to occur closely on the heels of selection and implementation of the adopted
RAD .product. These include two. process outgomes: satisfaction with the
activities of the field <ggent, and satisfaction with the problem-solving
process, along with one product outcome: scope of implementation of the
R&D product (which reférs to the proportion of pupils in .the school who
are exposed to the adopted product and the proportlon of theu' school day
affected by its use),

' e > TN

An mtermedlate outcome,« and one which our analyses suggest 1s
strongly :related to the . distal results, 1s gnother product outcohe, b{;e
extent to which site staff report the product has solved the problem. Not
surprisingly, this outcome 18 strongly related to the scope of product
implementation, and is strong predictor of a third product outcome, the
extent to which the adop%ed product 18 incorporated., Product incorporation,
a primary aim of the RDU program, ,18 also relatéd to the scope of product
wmplementation, and also to reported satisfaction with the problem-solving -
process.

n - ] i + N p

Problem solution was also strongly related tp two outcomes we have
identified as "spinoffs," since they were not really the intended cqn-
sequences of the RDU program. The first of these is a staff outcome measure,
reported impacts on participants in the problem-solving process. This global
measure 1includes’ reported improvements 1n ireas such as teachmg \skills,
leadership skills, or morale, resulting fr having gone through the RDU
. process. The extent of personal impacts was also strongly related to reported

datisfaction with the activities of the field agent, with whom the staff
worked during the program. ]
The second spinoff effect of the |RDU program was also strongly
rélated to the extent to which the problem,was solved. This onganizational
outcome was the global measure of impact f:n the participating school, and
includes measures of improved curriculum and materials, decision-making
structure, staff morale, and the school's image in the community. Since theg
srganizat ional 1impact measure ‘includes staff morale, it is not surprising
that xt‘ 18 glso related to,personal impactg on participating staff..

A second primary aim bf the RDU |program, along with incorporation

of the adopt‘éd R&D product, is mcorporatfon of the improved problem solving
protesg into school and distgict decision-making activities. That 1is, the
RDU program intended that thg rational, participatory decision-making model
1t aspoused would be utilized| again by the sites to address other problems in
the fyture., Based on our vlsits to over 50 participdht sites, we consider
this the most distal program, Mpact. It 18 most strongly related to the
global easure of organizationdl impact, end to incorporawon of the adomed
R&D ' proYuct (the other pramaky ajm of the program). Predictably, incor-
poration \of the process 1s also related to satisfaction with the process.

. BOt incorporation of fthe process proved to be difficult at the
site level, and for this reason we Buggest 1t 1s the last outcome .of the
ROU program to be achieved. 0Ofr site visits strongly indicated that the
problem.with process incorpgratign lx?ta 10 the nature of the process itsélf:
1t was complicated, time consuhing to the point of frustration for many
sites, only poorly understood eyen by many of it&s participants, and not =
major site goal. Even at site¥ where there were clear indications the
process (or part of 1t, or something.like 1t) was being used agam, members

. 22
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af the local decision-making team expressed confusxon over what they were
really doing: "Why are we repeatedly prioritizaihg needs?" "Why are.we
spending sp much time on this survey of the community?" » "Why can't you Just
show us some products and we'll pick the one we I.k& best?” "I just can't
look at aégther reading progrdm-they're all alike, anyway!" Ffinally, even
in many sites where staff reported they understood what they were doing they
were candid in admittuhg they could not do 1t again without the help of the
field agent (or some other external human resource). Since incorporation of
the process was a gritical thrust of the RDU program, its elusiveness 1is a :
ﬁJar “probleh to which we shall return in a later section when we investigate e
e efficacy of various aspects of the ROU "treatment" in produczng impacts
Qn sites. . .

. *The implications of outr model for i1ncorporation of the adopted

prograq, on the other hand, are more clear. Incorporatign is more likely if
_ the product solves ‘the problem, 1s widely implemented, and selected via a
process wh::h does not alienate participating staff. More Specrfzcally,
3 decision_Aakiry process whiCh ensures a ¢lose match between the character-
istics of the product and the problem
sptead implementation of that product,
product incorporation.

1t 18 to address, followed by wide-
lxncreaaes the likelihood of later

N !

A
e - In the case of personal impacts on participating staff, it 1s not
surprising that implementation of a product which seems  to allevxate the
prublem would enhance teachers' feelings of. classroom effxcaCy. Similarly,
interaction with a competent field agent during the complex problem-solving
process is likely to increase awareness of R&D resources, bring put leader-
ship skills, increase interaction with colleagues, and enhance morale as a
< result. In Louis, et al., {1981) we examine factors related to satisfaction
with the field agent, and we will see the impartance of product character-
istics--R&D products being a critical patrt of the”RDU "intervention"--for, .
Si1te outcomes. . .
. . ' - )
. finally, we may briefly consider our model's zmpflcatxans'fq; organi-
zeiional impacts. These appear to be enhanced by the effectivenesg of
the product in alleviating the problem, the scope of the product's implemen-
» tation, dnd the magnitude of the persqgal umpacts on participating staff just
discussed. 0Our analyses suggest that ,organizational impacts are also strong-u :
. ly affected by the chafacterastics of the adopted product and by othef
* aspects of the RDU intervention.

The Range of Sxte-Level Impacts of the RDU Program . . .

In conceptualfzxng how best tp measure program impacts at the site .
level, two basic options were identified by our project staff. One 18 a
'straightforward empirical approach which anolves the development of a
variety of scales from batteries of items inm the surveys of principals and /*
. teachers ‘and from the coding of case $tudy and site visit data. A second,
more Lypuloqxcal approach was suggested by our wncreasing familiarity thh
the sites' experience, gained through site visits and through the coding of
site visit and case study data. This second approach mdkes ‘use of more
global assessments of the kinds of cgutcomes we saw, and 13 appealxng because
it reduces the number of different dimensians af program succes
. in some of our discussions. €
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To develgp a typological outcome measure, we focused on four measures

‘of program impack: wicorporation of R&D products; iwCorporation of the
. -problem-selving process; impacts on the schogf as an organization; and
personal impacts on the staff at partxcxpatln hools. {(The computation of

these and gther measures of the RDU program's effects is dlqpussed’xn the

\ technical appendix to the final report. ) Note that these include measurés of

' . the two primary intended, impacts of the RDU program--incorporation of R&D

products and the problem-solving process--and the two areas of spinoff

reffects we observed--organxzatlonal and personal impacts. We feel that the

following typology captures the range of global outcomes found at the sxtes

included in our analyses, and provides a concise summary of the RDOU program's

success. Sites ‘were assigned to categories on the basis of whether they were
"high," "moderate-te-low," or "low" on the four impact measures cited above.

» The resultxng categorxes are:

y ]
" . (] Large-scale ROU success characterizes sites which
. generally followed the RDU model for problem solving
with a great deal of fidelity, 1mplemented an R&D ,
. product from their project'’s knowledge base, and sh0wed

unmistakable signs of intorporation of both the product,

- . and the problem-solving process, along with’ such spinof f
effects as personal 1mpacts on ‘participating.staff and
1mpacts on the school as an organmization; (34% of the

sample)

. kY

® Mixed success sites were those which had two high
rat1ngs, one being a program goal feither product or

- process incorporation) and the other a spinoffloutcome;
* (17% of thé sample)

® ROU success characterxzed those schools which had one or, . '
) Ewo high scores on program goals; (16% of the samﬁI‘)N

, e Spinoffs were those sites which had some positive
. .eEfects gn the school as an organli"lxon and/or personal
. 1mpacts on participating staff, but which*did not adhere
. * closely to the problem-solving or product adoption goals .
- of the program to any great extent. Note that 1n many
. cases, schools n this category had their own agendas to )
— . begin with--e.g., developing curriculum guidelines--and

used the resources of the RDU program tg-rachieve them; -
v(10% of the sample) - .

e Moderate to low Success eharacterized -those schools ,
which had moderate to low ratings on 3 or 4 outcome '
areas, ang no high ratings at all; (10% of the sample)

' e failure characterized those schodls which were very

poor ichieyers on two.or more outcgme dimensions, and AN
— which had no high ratingg; (13% of the sample). o AN

The validity of this categorization 1s supporte§ By copsistency
withesther findings, both related to other outcome measureq and to what was
known Ffrom the study of the seven operational contractorf. For example,
examining how other qutcome measures were distributed amgng/these categories,
we found that sites classified as large-scale RDU succesgés also showed the

) Y
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highest averages on measure8 of the scope of R&Q product implementatign,
reported that thF problem they were gddressing through their RDU participaw
tion was solved to the gseatzziaf:ééﬁi, and repogted the highest levels of
wmpacts on puplls. These sit showed the highest mean level of gatis-
faction wyth the problem-solving process, and were the most satisfied with

the activities of the field agent. In addition,. they had the highest per-

centages of staff, reporting that RDU was quxte dlfferent from previous
problem—solv1ng pract1ces -

Sites classed as very low successes, as distussed above, show very
i%w problem solved scores and 1ndicate the lowest levels,of satisfaction with
the problem-solving process and the field agent. Staff at these schools
also indicated that the ‘RDU program was not very different from pfevious
problem-solving activities. .

Summary and Conclusions |,

)

’ .

. He have seen in _this chapter that the RDY program appears .to have
had a variety, of positive impacts, not only 10 i1ts intended aread, related to
the use and incorporation of new curricular products and materials and to the
use of an improved problem-solving process, but also In two areas we 1ident i1-
fied as spinoffs. These later impacts included po$itive effects gn partici-
pating staff and on theit schools as well. HWe have also seen that the
various outcomes we identified may be intercrelated in ways which provide a
model for examiming program impacts.

N\

What we have’ not yet seen 18 ev1dence that the various elements of
the RDU "treatment'--the products, the problem-%qlvlng process, arg the use
of external human resources--are directly related t¢ the magnitude of these
.effeE This 1dentifies the next phase of our analyses, presented 1n/the
follq?ung sect ion.

e

LR



/ . . PRODUCT, PROCESS AND PEOPLE IN THE R&D UTILIZATION PROGRAM
: : THE POWER OF THE INTERVENTIONS* * o . ‘

-

Introduction

The objectives of 1s paper are to examine the effect of 'the

. strategies utilized i1n the R&D Utilization (RDU) program on school improve-
ment outcomes, and to further examine the relative.power of the ROU "inter-
vention" aa compared to the 'hon-manipulable characteristics" of the schools
involved.

-

-

Y The RDU Strategy: Where It Fits' Into s Larger Policy Picture

There are several basic.federal/state roles that support local school
1mproveq5nt efforts: - N ! .

- e Leqislative/administrative mandste: This strategy
/ involves develop1n? laws and requlations governing
minimum standards for staffing, programs, or even
S student achievement. When ‘accompanied by effective
. ‘sangtions, 1t, has been viewed by some as the most
efficient--although not necessarily most effective--
means for producing massive Iocal charige.

] Bﬁaource support: The resource stritegy provides ' ‘
fositive incentives or gssistance to districts that .
wish to engage in school improvement activitiea. .
Within the resource strstegy there are three distinct’ '
types af support: ‘.

.+ ~-fiscal strategies, which may take the "form of "seed
. money™ {temporary funding ger improvement sctavities)
Ui

or more permanent formuls funding such as T:tle %; ____,a’fﬂ

--technological strategies, which support hsterisla *
- and program development, and meke 1nformstion about ' 8
. . new practices available; and . , . - |
~~process/people strategiea1 which.support free or
very 1ﬂ§:pen31ve technical assistance, training, con-
.sultatidn or other human resources.

R .o - . »

The major federal strategy 1n supporting school_improvement has been
8 combination of direct fiscal support through formula funding of various )
types, combined with legislation and regulations which require masny, 1f not g }
. most, digtricts to make changes in their curriculum, staffing, use of time,
apace and facilities, snd other greag_of schodl functioning 1f they are to
receive federal fun¥s. The RDU atrategy looked quite different from this:
it’ emphasized voluntary involvemept, offered small amqunts of aeed mooey

- - -

*Th1s_§bctjon is 'based on a péper presented hy Karen Seashore Louis - o

and ‘Sheila Rqaenblum at the 1981 meetings of the American Educational
Research Aasociation. AN : St

.
-
*
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fundihg, and pul major emphasis on providing bo€h technological and -
process/human support that would be responsiye to locally defineds\needs.
. ' - - ]
‘Stamulating Voluntary Change in Schools: Aprguments Against fhe Effect- ,
dveness of Small Scale External¥Intervention ‘ -
- ) . . ¢ - .

Although -the RDU Program involved a father heavy leveMof effort on
the part of lo¢al* schoo¥ persphnel,, 1t was in large measure an external
intervention, Thene‘isuan accumulating laiterature, however, that suggests
that local school hproVvement=mactivities should be "home grewn" and probably
localsy inifiated:®  ° .

. ® Schodls tend to make such major pdaptations 1n externally
. developed materials that the need for external development ¢
may be questioned (Berman and Mclaughlin, 1977; Charters
and Pellegrin, 1973; Stearns et al., 1977).
+ . K
) ‘s Externally provided technical assistance 1s typically not .

wpositively related to school improvement -outcomes {(Berman
. and MclLaughlin, 1977). Even where it 1s, it is much less
e important than the roles pldyed by 1ntenqal change- agents

» (Miles et al., 1978). . .

e Thé organizational characteristics of schools as a class

mitigate against effective, externally provided school '
improvement (Derr, 1976;«Weick, 1976) although not neces- _
* sarily against more localized 4mprovement. R

a Tpe organizational characteristics of schaels dverwhelm
4 tnggharacteristicgrof the external intervention: local
structure, culture and staffing/pupilgcharacteristics
‘ are the major determinant of innovative behavior ~

——-L%nblum and Louis, 1981; Hage and Aiken, 1970). . .

e Whether or-not innovatichs are adopted, implemented and
~ . 'mawntained is riot a rational, predictable process, but is
’ conditioned by critical events, changes.in the process, .
“politics",and other features {March and Olséh,_l976f) .

-

Some of these arguménts.are QFébd on the primary potency of Jlocal character-

istics; others are more related to the lack of potend§ of. external interven-
tion.» In the present paper., we first examine the degree to which the RDU

"Interventions ,were potent as schdol. 1mprovement strategies. Secopd we wall

examine ,the import:ggj{-of logal- effects; and finally, we will draw some
conclustons about effdctiveness of both the intervention and lucal character-
istics on the outcomes of the program. Data fpr ghese'analyses are deraived
from  a subset’ of up to 90 schools which participated 1in the program. In
addition to survey dafa from teachers! and priricipals, data sources included
either a "mini-ethnography" or four-flvF day site visits by Abt A83001ate§

.

» &
~ |
-

*For gn dktensive désciipfion of the methodology for the study, see
"Pol'icy Resealcher as Sleuth," Louis, 1981.!
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Program effects: The Power of the Intervention

The RDU intervention contained several strategies: sma amounts
of direct funds to logal school sites;. technological support through the
introduction  of extpszlly developed programs, practices and mater:als;
external human assistance to schools engaging a problem-solving process;
and stimylation of required internal problem- sal%xng‘actxvxtles. The effect

'.o.f' each will be discussed®in turn. ?
Money.  Financial resources directly available from RDU to’ local

sites were very limited: $1000-$8000 per site. Project (federally¥ con-
tributed costs were but a fraction of the actual costs of‘ the innovative
process. Cost data were obtained from 22 siles, through inteéfhisive examina-
tion of rdords; plus interviews with najor participants.

\Tﬁ- Variables meg!ured: « two types of costs were ident:ified:
e ODirect costs: Specific ROU activities paid for
. directly with RDU grant funds, e.g., purthase of .
the R&D product; compensation 9f subst:itutes to :
release teachers for RDU activities, etc. ’

* o In-kind costs: Specific RDU activities not charged
T T ko an KOU grant.- In=kind costs are 1ncurred when
) district funds and other non-RDU sources provide re-
S soyrces to the ROU effort., or when perséenel time is
coMtributed to RDU without being directly compensated .
for by RDU program funds. -

2) Findings and discussion: In RDU, program funds accounted, on
average, for only 20% of the local site costs of participating in the pro-
gram. Thus, typically, each dollar of federal money leveraged about four
more from the school and school district, or from other sources.

L) o

The total costs of the project (direct plus in-kind) and the percent-

~age of costs that were in-kind were both correlated with five basic outcomes '

measures for the RDU program (see Table 1). The results ind:icate-that the
total costs of the activities at the site level are mdt significantly corre-
lated with any outcome measure (although the trend indicates that the higher

.: the gxpenditures, in total, the less lxkely that Lhe project taused signifa-
‘cant pos:itive outcomes}.

. The percentage of in-kind costs was a more pOwerfuf positive predic-
tor of success. The data in Table 1 suggest that a school's commitment of
in-kind, resources reflect or motivates a desire on the part of participants

"to achieve successful outcomes. Increasing proportions of in-kind casts were

positively associated with greater organizat ional change, greater xncurpar—
ation of the RAD product, and more proncunced personal impacts on Yteachers.

Jechnological support: the impact of R¥D products. Each pro;gct
consolidated a "knowledge base™ of externally developed programs, practices,
or products (with.an emphasis on' those which hed been field tested or, val-
1dated) and which were made available, as appfopriste, to local sxtas as
solutions to their ident:fied problem or need. -

o : ~
.. 22




. " Tzble 1 )
. [ ' N . .
, . Rank Ocrder Correlations Between Costs and Outcomes
- ~ - * / ‘ =
' . Total § , % Inkind § ,
Organizational - [ .04 ] 49 . '
Inpacts (N=22) ' NS p=.02
Incorporation of o | =-09 . ~ .24 ) H
probler-solving NS ., NS
process (N=21) N . ‘
‘_Inco:pofhtion of ’ ":,‘.20 41 d
ReDgproduct (N=z22) , =~ |° NS Coe p=.06
- Problem solved (N=21) -.31 . .20 ' |
NS NS ' |
/s . |
Personal impacts (N=21) 6 _+39
, W mios -

> 'S ¢ .
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0 ” 1) Variables measured: )
~ - e perceived quality of the product; . A,:?
. percexv.ed dif faculty of implementation; . s
.* ‘e local materials development;
' , o adapfatlon of R&D product before implementation;
e adaptatlon of R&D product after impjementation;
T ", o whether, the product was field tested or valldatea; ”’-\T\\
w' e the relative advantdge of the product compared to
) prior practice;
. "8 the malch between the defined problem and the e
“ o \ pMUCt.’ - :
S " e the complexity of the product; ‘
- e the reversability of the product; and - .-
' » e .product 1included adequate guidance for 1mp lemen-

tation. ’ . -

2) faindings and discussion: Table 2 reveals that product character-
istics are very powerful predictors of school-level outcomes--with the
exception of process incorporation. The percentage of variance explained by
three or four product varlables ranges from 46% in the case of Teports that
the .problem was solved, t6 10% in the case of process incorporation. The
several variables that enter. more than one equation show interesting pat-
teérns. Product hualltx,‘ which reflects the degree to which teachers and
principals ‘rate the products as relevant, applicable to their situation, and

_providing a genuinely new way of doing things, is particularly important in
predicting the degree to which the problem was solved, the level of program
ancorpojation, and the staff development benefits reported by the teachers.
Tﬁe-cogglex;t! of the product 1s amportant in predicting overall organizs=
tional impacts, program incorporation, and staff development outcomes.

+ Difficulty of implementation 1s a major factor in the degree to which the

problem was solved, and the ,overall organizational impacts.

-

Product characteristics are, overall, significantly more aimportant
than most current amplementation theories allow. Good products not only
: help td create organizational effeets--student impacts, and organizational
change--but also have 8ignificant staff development spinoffs. Local mate-
rials development and adaptation, rather than facilitating implementation
and institutionalization, show weak but consistently negative. relationships
with_ outcomes. HWe believe, based on our site visit data that externally
devélopeﬁ products can be implemented with only slight tainkering if the
school had care(ully défined what it 18 1t needs, and has gone through a
systematac process to find a product that will fit not only the problem but
the local context. 1s not necessary .to reinvent the wheel in each dis-
trlct in ofder to obtain hagh levels of school” 1mprovement.
Process support: the 1mg)ct of external human agssistance. Two kindas |
« of external hwman assistance were provgded to sghools through most of the ROU
projeq@h: the services of a "field &gent,” facilatator,®or other general-
1st, who was employed by the project to support the school in its activities
over the entire problem-solving period; and also specialized, episodic
! ’

- . ' « .

. Q ‘ . , . ‘ ‘ 4.t
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N . . Table, 2 -t - ’
. i % ; . .
- e Standardized Stepwise Regression (%Eta) Coefficients ’
LV For the Relatfofship Between Product Characterfstics and Six -
.. . Heasures of School Qutcomes o
) ', £ (N = 60) o
: /. . '
Product * Organfzat fonal ‘ Product -Process Problem  Scope of Perscnal
aracteristic Iapacts Incorpotation Incorporation  Solved Inple-enggtion Inpacts
Var f ables ’ . ¢ ’ . . .
Product Quality .. W24 . 5848 .19 s W36
Difficulty of mplementation L2850 N - .23¢ LTI
Hew Mater fals.Development -.17 -,27 ‘
‘ v
Pre~Implementation Adaptation . =-.16
N - N ‘ . - -
Post-Isplementatfon Adaptation ’ -.19 ;! . -.13
. ]
Product Vallc?ed . 3589 22 \
Relative Rdvahtoéo ) .20 .20 - *
Match to Problem ST I ’ .13 .
. ‘w
Product Complexity SILLE o290 ° : . . o210
Product Reversibility' . . / ) . v - )
. ~ Fl . . >
Meq. Isplem. Glildante ; * .17
Multiple % . 34 T a7 51 .33 .36
. ‘ . . " * "
Mjusted g% . i 28 * .40 310 46 .26 TR T S
. . ¥ . - .

v

:
+ + Beta Coefficients are presented onl
The selection process wai_ stopped w

\je order of entry wal{unfotced.
* L]
3 tp¢ .
P £ 05 .
inps 201
)

ERIC ¥ .
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Y for those variables which contributed to the
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training whiach was typically intended to assist the school 1n 1mplement 1ng
its chosen externally developed produgh, or an supplementing 1t with
’materxals as necessary. 8 M

)
1) Varigbles Measured: ‘

-

e Field agent variables: field agent 1mitiative and .
act1vily, field agent time on site, faeld agent
~ . . takes a political perspective on the chaage process, -
field agent has an 1nnovative personality structure,
. field agent, takes ‘@ structural perspective on the
’ change process, field agefit: contact with the prin-
cipal,

*

e -Other consultant variables: dmount of training,
diversity of training (or-numbef of sources from
which training was provided).

*

P [ d

2) Fandings and discussioriz, Tab o. 3 _.indicates that the extemal
_ human assastance provided to schools can-have majgr_impacts upgp the degree
- to which knowledge 1s used and new programs wplenegbed. Technical assis-
tance and training activaities hawe particularly potent 1mpacts on overall
organizational change, and program incorporation, where 36% ard 40% of the
variance 18 explained, respectively. Only process incobrporation and per-

sonal impacts are poorly explained by the level of human assistance. {Note * -
- that 1t was also poorly explained by the characteristics of the product--
- Jassues related to process 1’ncorp0ratmn will be discussed 1n more 'detall

later.) *
. . . //./\

Three variables stand out as beang most 1important, and of these,

one 1s related to field agent pehaviors, and two are related to ‘training,

The amount of training receixed by the site staff prior to implementation

' and after implementatipn has a strong positive effect, 'and this impact 1s
augmented by having training provided by a variety of different types of

. people.* * .

The taime that the fieid agent spends with local site committees i
or Pproblem-solving teams” 1s predictive. of several ?ependent measyres.
Our site visits revealed that much of the importance of the agents can

, be attributed to the role that they played on site in both stimulating

committee members to stdy actiye and to reach decision poants, and also 1n

K providing logistical support —~to ensure that' the meetings were S8cheduled
regularly, that suggestigns for cohsultants were obtaned, etc. Thus, the —

actual presence of the agent on-site was important.. "
. ;" - .

. There 1s a tendency, revealed both by the quantitative and qualita-

‘ tive data,. for the two Lypes of exfernal human' assistance to have somewhat

- different mpaots on the site. eneralists and field agents have thekr

greatest ampacts 1n stimulating the sqﬁooL to define their problemg mote
broadly, and to think more ambitiously about what they might do to golve

’ . 4 ’

*Other analyses>indicate that”treining provided by the developer 1s the .
y most 1mportant 1n producing positive school outcomesy but trainming from other
congultants, and district specialists who have become involvéd either to aug-
ment the developer or to provide specialized resourcés are alsc amportant.

. . .
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+ Beta Coetficients 'are presented only for tho
The selection process was stopped when addit

-
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(. e Table 3 N
- - ¢
Standardized Stepwise Regression (Bem)+ Coefficients i \
Por the Relatfonship of External Assistance and Six /
. Measur€s of School Outcomes
- [{ ] 76} - ¢
' . .
\ Y]
External " Organizagfonal ~ Product “Process * Problem  Scope of “Personal
Assistance * Impacts Incorporation Incorporation  Solved Inplementation Impacts
Variables — —— s ‘F, ~ L
Linking Agent (L.A.) : 240
Initiative and Activity® '
L.A. Time on Site .19 230 ) v osie a8,
- l’ .
L.A. Political Perspective . . .13
L.A. Structural Pérspective . ‘ ' 4
. ’ 4 \ - . L
L.A. Inncvatise Personality ’ *
'aP . . ' ]
L.A. Contact with Principals .16 . o 13 ’ A
Asount Gf Tratning 30 .10 Y 2407 280s L2608
_|piversicy of Tralnifg Sources | , .25e FETD .22* e .19 210 !
; . o _ —_— — e —
Multiple RZ a0 - .43 14 .21 46 119 . l
) » ]
Ajusted Hultiple Rz ‘ .3§ .40% .10 .17 .41 «14 - ‘I
. . L - - _ " " - o
) |

se variables which contributed to the reported mit\lple nz.
fonal variables falled to increase the Multiple

R™ by 1% or more

the order of entry was unforced. T P
] ‘p s «05 s . . . [y
**p < .01 - AN ' y
. . »
. 2 -
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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them, thus producing a <Thange program of greater scope. The specialized
training from consultants, ,on the other hand, has more impact upon the
. degree to which there -are actual school xmprovemenq}mpacts within a school:
- whether the problem is Folved, and whether there ale broqﬁer organizational ,
. changes. DA ) . . . |
The impact of intgrnal problem-solving activities. The ROU approach
~ required the participation of local school peMeonnel in a variety of probleh-
sslving activities. All of the RDU projects attempted to provide structures .
and criteria for this process although they had less direct influence over
e the internal process than they did on the €xternal products tgat were made
available &r on the external human assistance Intervention. The process was,
howevel, an rtant feature-of the RDU approach and the following features .
of the process wire examined to. detegmine their impact on school outcomes..: *
- - "

. * 17 variables Measured: ) Sy . .
P . > >
. ) -

_level of effort, fuality of the problem-sgplving process,

faculty influence orf the process, as well as committee Ty

or team influence, central office influence, principal .
influence, pfincipal level of involvement, breadth of
involvement in solution selection and breadth of in--
volvement in implementation. .

2) Findings and Discussion: The internal problem-solving process
atcounts fof less variance ipg.oul quantitative measures of school improvement
outcomes than either the products or the external technical assistance {Table
4,. This correspondss also to our analysis of case data, which suggests that
many sites arrived at "succgssful” scheol improvement outcomes via a wide .
+ variety of locally “designed, routes. In some schools centralized decision

making by the superintendent or principals was highly effective; in others, a
decentralized, staff development approach worked well, Nevertheless, our,[
statistical analysis does indicate a modest level of predictive power for

internal process vatiables, particularly for the overall organizational

\
|
change outcorﬁe, and somewhat for process incorporation, which was not well |
explained by product characteristics or external human assistance. |

Most of the predictive power of the internal process on school \
outcomes is attributable to the breadth of involvement 1n solution selection, i
|

|

|

|

|

and implementation, *and overall faculty influence over the decision-making
process. it should be remembered that breadth of involvement. in implemen-
tatron reflects not just the involvement of the faculty and the principal
within the implementating school, but also involvement on the part of the
supsfintendent, central office -specialists, and other relevant actors. A
high score on this variable typically represented a district in which the
.central office staff took at least some interest in monitoring the imple-
wentation process, in providing support, and in spreading the new practice
to other -schools un the district, but did not dominate the process.

The 1nvolvement of the whole fgculty in the problem solving process was,

we observed on site visits, ofter’a key element 1n spreading a "sense of
ownership” from a small team or committee that designed and selected the

. lnnovation. Some teams were designed to increase faculty involvement, either

by representing all grade levels or departments, and using represehfatives
to "spread the word,” or by holding special faculty meetings to discuss and

I/ * [

Q ’ 28 . :34l




)t v w2\ .
- e — »~
X - . N Table 4 . ‘
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- - Standardfzed Stepwise Regression (Beta)' Coefficients . «
ﬁ"’“\ For the Relationship Between the Internal Problem Solving Process

and Six Meafures of School Outcowes ‘
Internal Organfzatfonal Product Process Problem  Scope of . Personal
Procyss ‘ Impacts Incorporation Incorporation  Solved Iaplement ation anacts'
Variebles , {n=90) * (n=90) {n=76) ‘ (n=76) {n=90) ®  [(n=76)

' 3 o e . — .
Level .of Effort . : n * T
Qualfty of Problea~ . A1e . - . ’ s .
50lving Procees . -,
Fagulty Influence lon Jdl1e ( L20%a -2+
Procese . .
. "
Principal Influence .13 .
on Process ‘ B
> .
Superintendent Influence . - -.20 =.15
on Process - ' e
Other Central Statf . 130 , )
Influence on Procese . N -
Breadth of_ fnvolvemsnt 240 -, 2408 T .31ae’
fn golution Selection —- .
. .
Breadth of Involvement .23 . 290e . ’ .
In.!lplelontat!on
[Multiple RE a8 ¢ 15 20 15 a6 .05
’ . .

Mjueted Multiple R 4 12 15 11 .2 .02

*pg .05
*p ¢ .01

ERIC «

.
;

3.

]

—

.

+ PBete Cosfficients are presented only for those variablee which contributed to the teported multiple Rz. ;
The selection process was stopped when additional varlables fafled to intrease the Multiple R” by L% or more,
the order of entry wvae unforced. - !
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yote on key decisions. Where faculty as a whole (or all of those that tould
reasonably be affected by the plabtned school improvement activities) were
regularty involved, the transition between the small group that provided the
legwork, and the other potentxal usérs was 1nev1tany smoother.

b One of the surprises of this analysis 1s the fact that principal,
influencé was not a powerful explgnatory factor. Our site-visit data 'in-
dicate that, in many of the most successful schools, principals facilitated
the process of problem definition, uolutaon selection and implementation, but
preferred to let the process be tescher dominated. Thus, while not totally
passive, they did not tend to recepve the Sighest scores for influence. Thas
strategy, of course, worked only phen there were active faculty who were able
to take on leadership roles 1n promoting the process.

A finasl surprise 1s that the internal problem-so‘v1ng procéss does
not predict, the level of staff development benefits reported at a school.
Based upon bqth theory and at least some of our site visits we would have
predacted that staff development benefits would have been more strongly
associated with process variables ,such as level of effort and faculty 1n-
fluence. However, staff development outcomes, at  (least as they are aggres
gated to the school level, are largely a functapn of the amount of tralnlqg
recefved by staff members.. (Other analyses presented elsewhere suggest that
staff members who are on the team do derive substantially greater staff
development benefits than those who are not on the team, indicating that, for
indtviduals who are most involved, the process may make a.difference.)

4 a

The Combined Interventiof® Productﬁ, Processland People ~ '

-
fhe previous sections examaned the impact of each aspect of the
Antervention separately. Overall, the product characteristics and external
buman assistance each separately explained greater percentages of variafce
in school outcomes than did the ihternal problem-solving activities. Not
surprisingly, incorporation of thg problem-solving process was the only
i outcome that was affected more by, the internal problem-solving activities
than either of the two eaternal intervent sons, although the adgustedumultlple
RZ/Has not very great (.15). - e/
However, the anact of the RBU intervention cannot bg understood by
only examining the three Lnterventgon strateqgied separately. In reality the
Lnterven21on combined the thiee strhtegies, and it is therefore amportant to
examine &he potency of the combined approach. In order to do so, multiple
regressions of outcomes on a sgt of, indegendent variables drawn from each of
the three intervention strategies were conducted. The following variables
/(each of which was a powerful predictor within its own group) were chosen:

’

e product variables: prodéct qudlity, product complexity
_product validated, and djfficulty of 1mplemgntation;

e external human assistancd variables: field agent/
principal contaét, amounf of training received, diver-
sity of training, and fi¢ld agent time on site;

‘ ® 1nternal problem solving process variables: faculty

involvement 1n the process, breadth of participation

-

S

1



*

. in 3olution selection, breadth of participgfion in r,
* implementation and the quality of the pro em-solv1ng
process. . _

fable 5 indicates that the real potency of the intervention is a
function of the combination of strategies, resulting in high or very high
" pércentages of variance'exflained on each of the school outcomes. For ex-
ample, adjusted multiple RS were well over Eﬂab::r organizational impacts
and for product incorporation.: Even process indtarporation, the most "elu-
81ve" of the school outcomes in our analyses had 24% of the variance ex-
plained by a combination of six varigbles drawn from all of the interxention
categories. ! : -
¢ / ’ .
~ The “most important -prediétor variables of the comblnedllntpgventlon
‘ strategies are product quality (which enters into the equatfon for each
outcome), product characteristics such as com lexaty and prior validation,
amount of training received, faculty pafETg%EEFTEh in the process, and
breadth of participation 1 solution selection and 1mplementat1qp; .

Product characteristics and diversity of; training appear to be
particularly important "to product incorporation. But 1ronically product
quality and prior validation are negatively related to process incor oration.
The only variable that 21 ignificantly posatavely EEEEEETEEEB"a%Eﬁ"SEEh
program outcomes is diversit{Bf training sources. Thig suggests that 1t may

. be extremely difficult to have both objectives in the same program. Both.
site visit and survey data suggest that the program was more succesgful at”
acHieving product incorporation and spinoff effects  (organizational changes
and staff Yevelopment effects) than proceSs incorporation. (Note this 1s not

the same as a high quality problem-solving process, which many sites did very
. well as participants in this program.) .

Cﬁ - It is particularly interesting that, for each outcome, the variables
that contributed to the explanation of the outcome were drawn from each of

~~.the three intervention strategies. Furthermore, with .the exceptlon'EThpne
outcome, a combination of intervention strategies 1s a more powerfdl predic-
tor of the outcome than any of the individual intervention categories (see
Table 6). The one excéption 13 the outcome of "problem solved" which 1s
predicted 'begfer by product variables (R“z.46) than by a combination of
Strategles (R :.al)o ’ - b .

*

The Impact of Local Site Characteristics i .

. Local site characteristics can be strong determinants and/or~ampedi-
ments td~@ program's outcomes. In order to determine the ippact of the

largeély noM>manipulable site conditions on the RDU school outcomes, and to

compare those results with the impact of the intervention, several analyses
were conducted. .

Variables were measured in five categories: . .

® principal characteristics: how long in the, school;

teaching experience, administrative experience, and
degree to which staff rate him/ber as an instruction-

. al leader; . .
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\ . Table § ‘
L]
Standardized Stepwice Reqression (Beu)* COetﬂ‘clenta
\ For the*nelatfonshlp Between Conbined Interventfon Strateafes._and -
¢ . Six Measures of School Outcomes
{Nn75)
R e i R B
Interveat jon Organfzational Product Procegs Problem Scops of Personal
Strate%s " , Impacts Incorporation Incorporation  Solved Implementation  Impact$
IS FO R olved  Toplerentation tmpecte
{Product) > N ; e
LY
' . 4 »
Product Quality .18* .12 ~-.20* .58 .22* M T b
Product Complexity L2090 .15% - 200
- Al
Product Validated L18% 27 .20*
' Difficulty of Implementation . ) . !
. - v - ’\. -
(External Assistance) i * - :
* L
Linker/Principal Contact fy‘ 170w .13 .13
‘ Amount of Trafning La22%e ' 18* .21 122
\Dlvou!ty of Training RT.L W23
Sources : - . ’
_ | Linker Time on Stte 4 , 370 -.3004
" [
A
{Iinternal Problem=Solving .- -~
MActivities) ~ - ' .
1t . . 2160 —
Facu }‘.Involve-ent 09 09 11‘_‘/" ]
Breadth of Involvement 20% .16 .08
in Solutfon Salectlion .
Breadeh of Inv. in .16 ) LA - 17
Jmplementation
Quality of Process 110 ]
-y — : ’ f — N —
4
Multiple Rz .59 . .56 .30 A3 47 Led2
- ¢ .
Mjusted multiple R® .55 .52 .24 A1 43 .36
Q N — e -t ———— -
E lC + Deitx Cosfficients are presentod oniy for those vatlables which contributed Lo the reported nu&tlme Rz.
== The selectlion process was stopped when additlonal varlables falled to %qcreaso the Multiple R by L% ot more
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Table 6

Percentage of Variance kn Outcomes Explained by Three Strategles

v 7 of the Interventfon ard the Combined Intervention Strategies *
(H = 75) .
Predictor Organizational |l Product Process Problem | Scope of . | Personal
Variables Impacts Incorporation Incorpotation | Solved .Implementation | Impacts
~ (,(
N ' i
Product Characteristics .28 \ -40 / .10 A6 .26 .30
, \ * - IR,
__|External Assistance . .36 \ -40 .10 .I‘I{"?' .41 14
' " L) . R - Y x
bt Internal Problem Solving .34 .12 . .15 .11 W12 - .02
Activities v
~ b L[]
Combined Intervention ) 55 52 24 .41 .43 .36 )
N Strategies T .
St < * :
T 2 '
*Adjusted multiple R, - . P
1 - g
' b
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e teacher characteristics: percent male; percent teach-

ing for tem or more years in the schgol; average nunp- ~
ber of professional gembergh1ps; percent with an-ad- . -

»

+ vanced degree; [ ‘ .

- ’

& school si2e, structure aﬂd climate: si1ze of district, -
s1zé of schook, intluence of principals, teachers and .
superinbendent over key educational dec}sions; school
) 1+ level (elementary or secondagy), staff orientation to
. change, collegiality, ténsion among staff, previous
. experiehce with szmza?g problemgsolving actavities;

-

1
.~

characterzsf&cs-of the community setting: 1ndex'of “
disadvantagement among students, % students from white Q

collar' families, level of<community change, Turality;

¥ i.‘ e nature of the problem: magnitude of problem, focus on ] »
classroom organization, fdcus on curriculumy or mate- “wy,
* rials, focus on pup1l pe[’formancg, focus on rolgy rela-.

tions, focus on school organizational problems, tocus

on problems in staffing op staff charﬁcterzst}cs,

focus.on puprl attitude’s and behaviors., .

Findings and discussion. The results of regressions® of outcomes
» on each of tgese Categories separately had little explanatory -power. Ffor
both principdl characteristics and characteristics of the communifysetting,
. there ,were no regressions that explained as much as 15% of the.variance” in -
- any dependent variable, For teacher- characteristics, only percentage of
staff who are male contributed sxgﬁ;ficgntly to the explanation of.overall .
organizational impgcts. It i1s rmterestang to note that this relationship was .
a negative one, suggesting that maig teachers (who were also more typically
. *1n secondary schools) may be particularly " independent "

and resistdant to an
external intervention ,and the kinds of collaborative efforts that were -a
feature of the RDU program. Three strugtgrre and clipate var:iables did
explain 15% of the variance in overall organizational impact: teacher change
orientation, principal influence gver decision making, @nd teacher imiluence

,“over decision making. The only-tategary of site variables that explained
three outcomes (organizational impacts, the degree to whichethe problem was. .
réported to be solved, and persgnal and staff development impacts) was
charagteristics of the problem that the sites dealt, with in the program. The
most ¥mportant variables were a focus on classroom organization and pupil

per formagce. . . . : ,
- r

i .
* - However, one further step was taken, which was to examine the com-

g bined impact oY the most potent site variables (based on simple correlations

as well as the regression analyses) on the school impacts. For "this analysis

the following .variables were chosen: teacher 6ilgntat10n to change and

teacher” influence over decision making; the indgx of disadvantagement. of

¢ . students;. school level; pegrcent male staff; the degree to which the problem-
solvipg- activities had begun prior to the ROU program (an index of "readz—dg

ness"); and the 1identification of the problem as being one of classroom

organizatign or pupil performance. As Table 7 shows, these variables do’

explain a relatively high percéntage of, variance on many of the outcomes,

. paftxcularly"product incorporation {R"z,45) and organizational impacts

(R® =z, .,40). Pe»rsonal- impStcts are explained least well by site characteris-

+ tics.” Once aghyn a hlgply potent variable (adentification of the problem as

» . .
» A *

. (€)
B ‘ : . . 34 .
ERIC . .41 ”

IToxt Provided by ERI

. . . . -~ e . .




Standardized Stepwise Regression (Betn)+ Coefficients ,
For the Relationship Between School Characteristics and | :

Table 7

Six Measures of School Outcomes

o'pS.OS_/ '
"'ps.ol-._J

g . .

N

ERIC ‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L J

The selectlon process was stopped when addltional
. * the ‘order of entry was unforced.

var iables ful_l.ed-to increase the Muitiple R by 1% or .more:s

‘ » (N-,‘s)’ L . *
Sclicol * Organizational Product Process Problem  Scope of Personal
Characterisatics Inpacts Incorporation Incorporation Solved Isplementation Impacts )
-* -‘.’
5chool Level ) . .- 2y
. « ¥

Index of Disadvantagement ) . te | . 20
[Meacher Influence in 9§ e V1 Lies

Decision Making * . " ’ . -
Teacher Change Orientation S .28* .
% Male Teachers : - .28+ ) . )
Prior Problen—Solv!ng‘\ LI} § 21% .29% .16 230 .

JActivities -

Problem in Pupil ‘.30 AT -0 ATF T L LI .

Perforxance . * .

* ' - .

Problea in Classroom , ' . 2Tt 39N

Organization . ] . o ] -
Multiple R? . 42 .50 * .31 40 .40 ‘!
Adjusted Multiple R2 -40 4S5 .24 <34 ) .1§

‘ Y
3 ' 2
+ Beta Coefficients are presénted only for those variables vhich contributed to the reported m}tiple R".




one of pupil performance) was negatively related to process incorporatien. ™ |
Other. variables that were predictive of both product xncorpuI;jlon and _
process incorporation are the degree of teacher influence Qn,decxs making,. |

and the indicator of readiness. . NN

"

The Relatxve Impact of the Intervention and Local Site Charaeterastics

- *

L

A major objective of this paper has been to examine the relative
potency of the intervention as compared to the site characterxstxcs on Lthe
school 1mprovement outcomes. While site characterist 1cs proved to be power-
ful predictors of school outcomes, Table 8 indicates that for all but .one
outcome measure, the power of the intervéntion outwexgha,local site charac- .
terlst1cs 1n explaining the outcomes. ) . {

We interpret this as umplying that the RDU 1ntervention ‘was particu-,
larly effective 1n addressing the 1nequalities 1n innovativeness among
schools that naturakly occur 88 @ result of differences 1n personnel re-
sources, community resources, prior innovative experiences, etc. (In fact,
there was no significant difference in outcomes based on school size, level,
rurality or community turbulence, whereas the index of disadvantagement was
positively forrelated with outcomes.) The biggest dlff%;ence 1S 1N fhe
adjusted R® for personal staff development outcomes (R 36 vs. '
.16), followed by an effect on organizational changes (.55 ws. .40). In
other words, the spinoff effects of the program were most markedly affected
by the intervention. .

Only process 1ncorporation was equally affected by both the 1ntervens
tion and the site characteristics, and in each case only 24% of the variance .
was expldThed by each category, How can one explain "the relatively low .
.Ampact of the intervention on.process incorporation? While most of the RDU
projects had stated obJectxves of permanent improvement i1n the general
problem-solving capabilities of the schdol, case study and site visit data
reveal 'that i1n fact the primary emphasis of the intervention was to provide
assistance for engaging i1n @ specific, targeted problem-solving process that
focused on adopting and installing 8 pew product or' practice to sglve a
particular problem. While some training in the generic group process or

problem-solving skilis was included, for most sites 1t seemed hard to gon-
centrate on the capacity building functxon at the Same time as effort was-
being expended to solve a ‘particular problem. Furthermore, the field)agent
or facilitator was viewed as cfucial to the process, and withput 1al
project support, was not likely to be' available to tpe local site agapn.

A final analysis was conducted to determine whether site character-
1stics add to the power of the intervention in explaining school. outcomes.
Stepwise regressions of outcome measures on variables representing a com-
bination of each aspect of the intervention (products, external human 8ss1s-
tance, and internal problem-solving activities) and potent site characteris-
tics were conducted. As Table 3 demonstrates, for “all outcomes, explanatory
power, 1S wncreased when variables frod all of the above domains are con-
sidered. Eight variables explain 68% of the variance 1n organlzatlonal
change, and once again process incorporation is the most elusive, with 29%
of the variance explained. It 1s particularly interesting to' note that for
fgur of the six outcomes, the variables contributing to the adjusted multiple
are drawn from all the domains of the mtervention (producks, external

-
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Table 8

!

. Percentage of Variance in Outccmes Explained by Combined Intervention Strategles
. 1 and School Characteristics* .

. H 7(“ = 43) L}
L] . ¥
] . »
1 ’ ¥ . C - ’ ! * *
C _ ey
Pgedictor Organfzational | Product Procesgs Problem |Scope of ' Personal
Variablep Impacts Incorpor\tlon Incorporatdyfn | Solved Inplenentation Inpacts
. . N
|combined 1ntervention .58 1 .52, © .24 A1 A3 .36
Strategles . - . “
School Characteristics A0 . [ .45 .24 .34 .34 .16
,'Buﬂ;.. . . + . - >
< . - -
*adjusted multiple 32. - -
.‘"‘ ) A * * :
‘ " d- ) » - o
o * ] -
“. 1( . .
. N v ¢ +
. 45
.':-‘ 'g'.‘ . - ~
I - N N
. L ’ - . .
s %, . , )
- . " " " ., -
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. - §r-mdu¢lzod s‘eopuu. m:'uuoa (Bau)‘ Coefficients
For the Relationship Between Combined Intacvention Strategies and School Charactecistics and
. . . S5ix Measures‘of School Gutcooes
. . LT : (N=49)
Predictor [l Organizational Product Process ?roblex  Scope of Petsonal .
o variables Jepacts Incorporation Incotporation  Solved \I:'phmnueion Ispacts
- ‘. L] L]
(Product) - Y
reoduct Quality [ <13 =4 14 26
L[] - »
L3 M "
Olfflculty of Implementation . .20
froduct Complexity o35 -v.l..'l .20
Product valldated B . .
L] - -
. - * L]
' {External Assistance) - . . -
1 -
Cinket/Principal Contact dgen ’ \
' Linker Tiae on Site L ee WELL 3300
L[]
Aaount of Tralning . .
(Internal Problem=-Solving . . *
Activities) .
Faculty Involvement A1 .11 . 09
- 1
dreadth of Iavolvesent % 200 0 -I6 - .
*ia Solution Selection .
| 3ceadth of Involvesent L2lee YLD 1 LI ,L ’
- iy Isplemsntation ' '
. ) . Py ’
(School Chatacteristics) to.
L] - -
Tescher Change Otlentation |° .31+ ° Aier JRRIS
?rincipal Influence 2700 . .19 ! .
» R { ’
Prob. in Pupll Pecf. 270 -, 16" ' 370 * 1
Prob. in Cldssroom Org. N . 180 v L 5 LU
Iadex of Stasdventagesent . ,‘ .20%
[ - -
+ Y e
* buletpre A ) 67 35 .58 .60 A7
& re ¢
sted Multiple A2 .68 .6) 029 .53 *Ls a0
11 \ - .
2

+ Beta Coefficrents afe presanted only for thoss varsabies vhich contributed to the (#ported mujtliple X
The saiection pretess was stopped vhen additionai vefiabies fazied to jnctease the Multlpie R™ by 1% or more
the order of entty was wnforced,
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assistance, and internal proceas) as well 88 site characteristics. The - 3
exceptions are the degree to which the problem was perceived as solved, 1n
which no variable representing external human assistance had entered at the ’
point in which the selection was stopped, and process incorporation there the
explanatory variables only represent the internal problem solving activities

and site characteriatics. ' In this snalysis, no variables representing the
external product characteristics or external human assistance contributed to

the explanation of *process incorporation. This analysis reinforcea the
interpretation that the intervention may not have been successfully fost%r1ng

the incorporstion of improved problem solving. Instesd, the degree to which

the outcome was achieved was largely a function of the internal processes
(which were less influenced by the project than the external features df the
intervention), epd the less manipulable site characteristics themselves.

&
L B B Y B A ) . F

4

Conclusion ) . .,

.V
]
.

The previous two papers have related‘parﬁ of the gomplex story of |
how schools participatipg in the RDU program were affected by 1ts relatively |
unusual aassistance strategies. A more detailed discussion of the policy

" implications of this study are presented elsewhere (Louis and Rosenblum,

1981) but ,a final distillation of what has been learned would emphasize the,
following points: (H . .

Y e Dissemination programg create two types of outcomes 1t

at the school level: knowledge utilization/imple- * «
mentation and school improvement/cdpacity building;

e Engaging 1n a broad knowledge utilization activity
. is one of the most effective means of building capacity; '

e Good products produce géod school outcémes: qbal1ty_

control is a b;ltlcal element of an effectiverdissem-~
ination strategy; . .

AT}

- s  External technical ass1stancé':; important to facili-
tate both knowledge utilization and school improve-

' ment. On the whole, training provided by experts and
program developers that related directly to knowledge
utilization objectives was more important than general-
1st field agent support in producing both knowledge
utilization and capacity building improvements;

T

e Field agents ‘(generalists) were important in facilitating
improvements in problem-sdlving behaviors at the school
level, and increasing the level of effort and scope of
knowledge utilization. However, a high level of involve-
ment by such agents may diminish.capacity~building out-
comes; .

e The quality of the problem-solving process is leas im- N
portant in producing knowledge utilization outcomes
than has often been thoiight. However, it is a key . ' \
to other school improvement outcomes; -

a . ’ ¢
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» School characteristics such as the staff's orientat ion )
to change and the amount of principal influence are -
important determinants of how well schools.wil im-
plement a problem-solving process, but they do not
_-overwhelm the impact of the intervention; . .

! e The biggest payoff in.terms of both knowledge utiliz-
ation and school improvement will be realized by em-
phasizing the resolution of problems that affect the
core activities of 'the school--teaching and pupils; &

° Costly planned change efforts are no mole likely to have
significant impacts‘on the school” than less expensive
. ones. However, it is important’ to allocate a large
proportion of the available resources to pay for staff
1nvolvement in selecting a solut idbn and planning for
implementation. It is also important to supplement .
external funding with 1nternany contributed staff
time and other résources; and ' 2

- e ¥hile not all schools followed program specifications
for a rational problem-solving process and the imple-
mentation of an R&D-based, validated "predﬁ?t," the
program intervention had slmost no significant nega- ' ¢
tive impacts on schools that might offset the gener- s

N ally positive findings presented above. .

|
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ANNOTATED EIBLIOGRAPHY OF “REPORTS -
FROM THE STUDY OF LINKING R&D WITH SCHOOLS
L ] .

u."'" s
. &

Chabotar, K.J. and D.G..Kell. lanking R&D with Schools: An NIE Program and
Its Policy Context. September,1978. 18 pp. - '

. The report presents a brief overview of the R&D Utilization
- program, and a more 4tt&1led presentation of the policy .
y questions that-the study of the program will address. The
rankings that state and federal policy makers attach to the —
- various policy questlons that form the basis for the study

P are dxscussed .
. ‘Louis, K.S., J. Molitor, G. ipencer, and R. Yin. Linking R& with Schools:
= - . An Interim Report: Septembe 1979 39 ppric

o
.
"~

-
The report presents & dqsc;xptlon of the R&D Utilization
program,, and the seved pperating demonstration projects. .
- Characteristics of the projects that are common to all,

and those t are distanctive are identified. Prelim-

Ve 1nary observations about the natWre of services being )
delivered to schools and the impacts of these on school®
improvement activities are discussed. Several vignettes \\\5

- of school activities 1n:the program are presented. .

~
-

%

\ Kell, D. and K,S.-Louxs (with S. Rogenblum and J.A. Molitor). The Role of _
| —— Local Action Teams 1n School ImDrovement. Juné, 1980. 43 pp.

The report focuses on aimajor objective of the RDU program:
to increase participatory decision making 1n schools. The
aim of the report 1s to provide teschers and admimstrators

> with guidelines for establishing effective problem-solving

- - teams. The conclusions-of the report are 1llustrated by
the experiences of three very different schools that were
v “Anvolved with the program. .
™, : , '
N \ )
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\ *
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— , 8ttempting to maximize a change effort by encouraqing

xS

S ’
’/ . . -
Louts, K.5. "Linking R&D with Schools: Products and Processes: Some Prelim-

inary Findings from the R&D Utilization Program and Their Implications for .,
Federal Dissemination Policies." Paper presented at the 1980 meet ings of the

American Educational Research Association. 26 pp. :
. \ ] .
The paper presents a prelyminary analysis ‘of the survey .
data from 90 intensively studied schools. The paper
’ . concludes, on\the basis of] regression analyses,, thatwall
components of t RDU intervention strategy--the f'

use of high quality “products,” the application of technical
assistance fram external field agents and trainers, and the
guidance of the school through a rational, participatory
problem-solving process--hdve a strong impact upon knogledge
utilization processes and outcomes. In addition, the

. report concludes that the effects of the variables Mmeasuring
RDU strategies outweigh characteristics of the school such
as readiness to engage 1n a change_program.

Louis, K.S5. "Linking R& with Schools: Implications for School Adminis-
trators from the Study of the R&D Utilization Program." Paper prepared
for thé 1980 Summer Instructional Leadership Conference of the AASA. 11 PP

‘. Based on data from preliminary analyses of the impact
of the ROU program at the” séfool level, several recommenda-
"tions for how schoolZadministrators may facilitate the
problem-solving process 1n schools are diawn. These
include the need to emphasize using ‘externally devel-
‘ oped products where.they are availablg and appropriate,

the adoption of complex new practices, and the importance

of administrative support in the continuation and incorpor-
ation phase. Other recommendat 10rts, 1nclude the wmportance
of promoting teacher-driven, garticipatory ¢hange teams,

and searching for external fgﬁtlxtatots who can provide

asglstance and stimulation to a locally driven process.
. pu—

~ ’—_H-.
Spencer, G.J. and K.S. Louis (with S. Rosemblum and G. Takata). Special
Report on the Training and Support of Educational Linking Agents. September,
1980. 85 pp.

\ . The objective of the report 1s to describe and assess

the types of training and support that were provided to /[
field agent personnel i1n the ROU program. This investiga-

tion 18 based on data provided by the RDU projects on the

content, timing and methods of trainming activities for

field agent personnel, snd surveys of 49 field agents who -~
were employed by the program for two or more years. In

:‘ addition, "gupport," or aanformal communication, supervision

ard technical Wssistande to field agents are also analyzed,

uging the ‘same datg,sources) and supplemented by interviews
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- - with TField agents' direct superv1sors.‘ The report con-

'qludes that (1) there were only minor differentes 1n the

formal training opportunities that ea¢h project provided to

fleld agents; (2) -field-agentg.generally would have pre-

ferred more variety in contefit and training model; (3) bath

projects and and agent "h6st" organizations are important .
sources of support for afents; and (4) support activities .

have more impact on linker self-reported behavior than

training. .

.
*

Yin, R.K., M. Gwaltney, and K.S. Lours (with S. Rosenblum). Qualaty Control
andiProduct lnformation Systems: An Interim Report on Implementation, Use
and \[Effects 1n the R&D Utilization Program., October, 1980. &0 pp.

- —— The report presents.an analysis of. the processes of deve_
eloping and operating "knowledge bases" or pools of curri-
C and 1nservice materials that were used by the seven
RDU projects 1n providing services to their client schools.
The. major \1ssues addressed include those of locating,
= ., acquiring and certifying materials, and the problems of
matching locally defined school needs with the information
that was available. The analysis indicates that despite
considerable efforts on the-part of NIE and the seven
projects to emohasize the dissemination of validated R&D-
based products, as many as 60% of the products adopted
by the schools did not meet the criterpa established in the
program design. Some reasons ‘for the discrepancies between
- antent and:implementation are discussed.

s

Corwin, R.G. Program Design and Implementation: Biography ef a Federal Pro-
gram 1n-rts Funding Agency. November 3, 1980. 90 pp.

. This reports analyzes the role of NIE as an agericy 1n
stimulating and supporting the development of fthe RDU
program. The report emphasizes the nteraction between*the _
-— structure of the agency and the evolving events as they
shaped major program declsions.

"
—
. -

Chabotar, K.J., K.S. kouls, and S. Rosenblum, "The RDU Study and Its Policy
Context: Perspectves of Educational folicy Makers." December+l, 1980,
26 pp.

This memorandum to NIE summarizes some of the preliminary
findings From the RDU program, and the reactions to them .
of 14 major educational policy makers 1n the National .

— Institute of Education and the Office of Education. < .

3
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Louis, K.S., S. Rosenblum, and D. Kell. "Staff Development and Curriculum
Change:; What's Good for Teachers 1s Good for Schools." February, 1981.

% pp, ’ . -

.
»
in

This brief report 1s 1ntended to communicate to teachers
the.findirgs of the study regarding the staff developfent
benefits that occurred as & result of participating 1n .
the ROU ‘process. The report concludes that teachers who .
participated on a team benefitted more than those who did
not, that’providing expert training in 1 lementing a .
pew curriculum produced more staff development benefits, - .
and that focus on practical classroom problems was bene-

ficial for teachers. The report concludes that meErging
1nservice/staff development programs and plannéd change

programs will create a’more complimentary use of limited

school funds. .

r

%
i .

Louis, K.S. "Pollcy*ResearCH&T as Sleuth: Integrating Qualitative and
Quantitstive Data." Paper presented at the 1981 meet1ngs of the American
Ed:cat 1onal Research Association. 25 KB \ . .

* This,paper presents an overview of the methodology of
the study of the R&D Utilization program, and discusses
. ~lﬁg_999'°f a "consolidated coding®” approach £6 merging

datdcollected by sur with that collected through 4
semi-structured spte visits. Some of the 1gsues and
problems associated waith the methods are presented. . .

-

Chabotgr, K.J., K.S. Louis and J. Sjogren. "Relationships Between Local
Contributions and the Success of a Federal School Improvement Program,"
May, 1981. & pp. . -

This report presents very briefly the resultsof one .
component of a study of the costs of participating 1n

RDU. The findings indicate that the total cost of the

ge effort (federally contributed plus locally con-

tributed costs) 1s not related to the level of success

of the change effort. The percentage of costs that re-
presented locally contributed time and dollars was,

. however, positively correlated with success. -

w*

’ . .

L0u13,‘K.S. and D. Kell {with A. Young, G. Spencer, R. Carlson and B. Taylor)
The Humen Factor 1n Dissemination: Field Agent Roles in their Organizational

Context. July, 1981. 190 pp. . '

Thas report presenigﬂ;n exploratory analys&s of the
field agent -role based on surveys and interview
materials from field agents 1n the ROU program. The . e

- report focuses on the role dilemmas of field agents,
which 1nclude role conflict, role ambiguity, margin-

‘ s 53 0 -




. alatyy—and unclear spec1f1cgt1on§ for behavior. Ffactors
that affect both field agent job satisfaction and job
performance, as measured by client satisfaction and agent
assessments of school outcomes, are discussed. Three case,
studies that 1lluminate some of the problems of managing
field agents, of developing appropriate role definitions

LA with clients, and of choosing day-to-day tactids of role \
enactment are presented to ephance the quantitative survey .
findings. A preliminary model to e!PIa1n agent job-related . . ‘

attitudes and role performance 1s degived from the ana}ysxs.

Lows, K.S., D. Kell, K. Chabotar, and S.D. Sieber (witH P. Desmond) (eds™s,
- Perqpectxves on School Improvement: A Casebook for Cu:r;culum Change. July,
1981, 240 pp.

This report presents a framework within which administra-
. tors and curriculum coordinatqrs can ‘interpret various
. , pfoblems 1n managing change. Chapter-length case studies
- ’ of schools that participated in the RDU program are pre-
sented.to 1l luminate change management 1ssues 1n three
v areds: lesdership and participation; strategies.and tac-
‘ tics of 1mitidting and 1mplementing new programs; and \\
. . managing contingencies that arise 1in the change process.
Each chapter 1s accompanied by questions that are suitable
for group discussion of %he case, and a chapter synthesiz-
1ng across all 12 cases 1s presented The report 18 1n-
tended for use either as a text or a8 a book oF feadings
for school professionals.

ot

L]

Louis,¥.S. and S. Rosenblum (with G. Spebcer; J. Stookey and R. Yin).
Designing and Hanagxng Interorganizational Networks. July, 1981. 180 pp.

. The report examines the assumptions underlying the .
b ¢mphas1s of the RDU program on the development of inter- ‘.
organizational networks to support the delavery of inform- 1
« ation and technical assistance to schools. A model for :
examining network design, network management and the
outcomes of networking 1s presented and 111ustrated through
s . the presentation of four chapter-length cases of RDU

-

. [ . »
.progrgms, The final chapter derives conclusions and ‘ .

recommendations regarding design and.management of 1nter;, ,

organizational relationships. "

-

Lours, K.S., A. Rosenblum, arid 3. Molitor (with K. Chabotar, D. Kell and R.
Yin). Strategies for Knowledge Use and School Improvement. July, 198l.

260 pp. IR

rl

-

- The repost examines the” process of change at the school
level, using a framework that drawg upon current organiza- ,
. tional theory, and assumptions sbout knowledge utrlization -

. .
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# Lous, X.S., Rosenblum, S. and Molitor, J.

+and school 1mprovehent/

+ "can be facilitéted.

»

The report draws most: heavily

‘orf quantitative data/sources to 1lluminate the %latmné(up
betwaetnthe 1nterven\ion&trategies used by the RDU projects,
and s:,r'::* procesges and outcomes; 1t also uses qualTtative
case mater1al to expand n the findings. .The final ~
chapter presents some refl ons drawn from observataons

of the participating 3chodls sbout the ways 1n which
knowletige “ut1lization and general school lmprovement - .

LY . . ' ,
] 3
. B

-

.

Strategi®s for Knowledge Use and

School Improvement: A Summary. July, 1981. <20, pp. . .

-

- Fy - L

" * Thas, repbrt co&funeé two papers presented at the Amenéan

Leuis, K.S. and Rosenblum, 5. Linking R&D with Local Schools: A Submary of
Implicatzons for Dissemination and School Improvement Prograﬁ, July, 1381,

. RDU program at the school levél, shile the second presepfs

{Educat1onal Research Assoclation meetings 1n 1981, The
first paper presents an overview of the oufcomes of the.

anmsnalysis of the way. 1n which product characteristicg,
technigal assisfance, the internal .problem-solving prgcess,
and school and pupil-characteristics predict the level

of success of the program, (This report 1s a su
‘of Yolume 2 of the Final Report.), e~ .-

-r

-
>

.

21 pp: . v . . '
) . . v " \::-_/ « -~
o This .reporl serves as aft executive summary far the project,
.« and synthdsizes“the 'main findings of both volumes of
. the final -r&éport 1n the context of some of the major *°
policy 'and management decisions that currently, face dissem-
1nation programs at- the federgl and‘ state' level.
» ': ’ 7 " ¢
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