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PREFACE . LNy
. s ? . | B r
. In 1976, the National Ipstitute of Education’ embarked upop an ambi-
1§btzous three year demonstrat.ion that was intended to field test new models of
how best to provide schools with high quality information .and technical
assistance to help them solve locally 1dent1(ied problems. This effort .
~called the R&D Utilization {RDU) Program, also in¢cluded '@ significant re-
search compohent, which operated both within seven funded service delivery
projects, and through a three and a half year studys one part of which 1s = . -
reported in this volume. The study of the RDU program was not intended as a .
traditional evaluation of the degree to which demonstration objectives were .
met by each of the seven funded projects. Rather, the study had a more -
general mandate to use the experiences of the RDU projects and the schools
that became their clients to illuminate some enduripg problems 1in fostering
school improvement, which have beerr_voiced by researchers, policy makers,
program managers and practitioners. . ’ .

= . i

This genmeral mandate has led to a variety .of different reports,

.each of which addresses the “general question of how to promote effective .
knowledge use arM school improvement in“schools from a yifferent perspective,

or for a different audience. An annotated bibliography,of the reports that ’
were produced by the study may be found in Louis and Rdsenblum, 1981.} This
volume examines the successes”and administrative dilemmas faced by seven
demonstratien projects that attempted to develop interorganizational networks
to deliver services and resources to agsist their client schools in a knowl-
edge utilization and school improvement process, Our objgctive is not to
assess individual projects, but rather to 1lluminate some persistent 188ues
in designing and managing dissemination systems {and other service delivery

systems that emphasize field-based. services). :

-

Vs . ,
. The study of the RDU program has provided. us wlih an unusual oppor:
tunity to study the develofment., of temporary interorganizational networks
over a<period_of several years. While the networks that we e;amfned were
based.on a short term federally-funded program; the study of these attempts
to create linkages--ysually where none had existed previously--1s not without
relevance to those who would wish to Ieagf about some of the problems of
"organizat ional newness" and design for Systems that, are inteneded to endute
for"a longer petiod of time. Many of the issues that we faise, particularly
in the overall framework {Chapter 2) and the cross-case analysis {Chapter’7) )
are informed not only by our own data, but by the growing literature on p
interorganizational relations and our -own, less systematic, observations of
1nterorgaQ1zat10nal networks and gelatgonshlps tn other contexts.

s . . [3 -

L The dévelopment of bgth the ease, studies and the cross-case 1nsights
could not have taken place without our co-author, Robeat Yin, who fipet set
forth a preliminary framework for analyzing the design end manegement of the
ROU projects in an early draft’ report {Yip, 1978) and 1n his study of
networks for knowledge utilization {Yin and Gwaltney,,1981). In addition, we
would hve been unable to complete this wprk without the able assistance of
Gregory Spencer, who wrote fhe first draft of the Northwest Reading Consor- °
tium case study (Chepter.3), Jeffrey Stodkey, who authored the first draft of .
the Florida case study {Chepter 4), and, one again, Robeit Yin, who drafted
the Michigan case study {Chapter 5)., James Molitor also made significant
contributions in reviewing Chapter 4. " e a . . . »
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- We must also give énormous credit to the project directors of the
seven RDU jects, who attempted tirelesgly to educate us to both the real
life and :ﬁi%retTEEI problems of designing and managing interorganization
networks. In particular,.we do not believe that there exists anywhere a
group of managers more committed to organizational analysis and less inter=
ested in perpetrating self aggrandizing myths. Indeed,? many of the project
directors--Richard Harris, Jay Smink, Al Haugarud, Robert Luke, Ingaborg
fahs, Steven Preston and Philip Hawkins--will recggnize their own insights
in this volume (although wg take responsibility for any misinterpretations of
.their thoughts), We are also indebted to the other staff members of the
“client schools and .districts that participated in the RDU programs, who
agreed to have us "look over their shoulders" and question them, &ften at
length, They assisted us generously, despxte the primary task of improving
their educat jonal and service programs. We are yrateful for their partxclpa-
tion.,

\L

We wish to acknowledge the essential support, advxce, and crxtzques
we received from NIE staff, particularly Michael B. Kane, John C. Egegmeier,
Ward S. Mason and Thomas 5. Israel.

We are grateful to our colleagues at Abt Associates Inc., who have
labored tirelessly to prod us to greater clarity, better organization, and
.more thoughtful analysis. Robert Dentler and Nancy Ames served, in particu-
lar, as reviewers and commenters. The editorial assistance provided by Sandy
Margolin, wad also very helpful. hea Moskat, Mary Ellen‘Perry and Kathe,-
Phlnney were sUperb in their logistical support'for producing this docutent.

. ®

F1nally, while acknowledging the help of many others, we accept
tespongibality for the final contents and form of the -following report,
- including any flaws or limitations thereuin.

- ’ . Karen Seashore Louis

" Shei1la Rosenblum

Abt Assocmate§ Inc.
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: *CHAPTER I . , ,
( . , INTRODUCTION

=
In the continuing quest for ways to fogter the mprovement of educa-
tion 'for =all children, a persistent questli 18 heard among ‘educational
pol makers, practitioners and researchers: how can,the gap be closed .
bg#Feen .the knowledge producers and the potential ysers or consumers of new
. knowledge of educational practices? An assumpt ion .undeilying this question .
1s that there 1s a body of khowledge.about usefy! new school practices that
has been carefllly developed and refined, but' that school practitioners .
usually have little or no access.to such knowledge. This is because the new .
knowledge frequently resides in universities, labs and centers,.and other
instifutions that do not typically interact with local public school Syskems
furthermore,. &ven when the knowledge producers arg. practltloners participat-
ing, 1n demonstration projects, the natural communicgtions networks . within
edutation do not sUpport a wide and rapid diffusion of informat ion abgut such /
projects between LEAs.” . . A A

' {
A varlety of mechanisms can be used to promote knowledge ut111zat10n

for 1nstance, conferences or workshops can be held, in which “practition- I
ers are brought anto direct contact #ith knowledge producers and digsemiha-°

tors. ' Or, an information service or cIearmghouse can be established, .
from which practitioners may obtain relevant reports, documents or adyiee.

" However, even if school systems are aware .of the availability of new knowl- L

edge or practices, they do not always possess the organizational capacity to~
make an appropriate match between the new practices and the lpcal school
setting and to become better adopters and implementors. of new practices.
A third approach which has become more popular 1A recent years is one
in which formal arrangements are made.among a variety of organrzations, each
playing some essential role in the knowledge utilization process ELou1s
*  and Sieber, 1979). Schdol improvement programs which are based on 1inter-
organizational collaborative arrangements have.prollferated in, recent {years., .
Many of these are based on the assumption that “successful linkages Xz:n be
established between local school districts and other organizations in thg
educational system that can provide assistante for knpwledge utilization as
well as other aspects of the school improvement process. For example, the
National Diffusion Network attempts to link knowledge developers in one set
of school districts with potential adopter districts through the efforts of a
State Facilitator; the Regional Exchange.establishes linkages between Region- .
al Educational .Laboratories and State Education Agencies; Yeacher .Corps 1s a
collaborative arrangement between universities, local school districts ang
communities; Follow Through and Teacher Centers are other examples of pro-
grams which attempt to link knonledge producers and knowledge GOsers. In
addition to thege federally funded efforts, there are grasérgots programs, .-
such as the League of Cooperating Schoolg. - . ® .-

~
L] ¢ + » . -

The cumulative experience of , these and other effarts has resulted

in a growing interest in mterorgamzatmnal arrandements, or networking, for .
the dissemination ard ytilization of knowledge. Interest has also grown dg '

.+ to the increased need of local school personnel to turn to éxteryial .resourcés
= and orgamzatmns- (such as intermediate service agencies, universit.es, state
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departments of educatfbﬁ, and labs and centers) to provide services that can
no longer be met within the schools and districts themselves in an era of
declining resources, taxpayer revolts, and increased. state mandated require-
ments,
H:Jany attempts at networking have been successful, but as mterorgam- -
. zational networks have multiplied, so_has awareness grown that such .networks
share common concerns and problems (i.e., hetwork management, med1at1on
spetween competing organizational agendas, activity coordinatipn, and control
ard decisipn-making processes) that need to be better understood and dealt
) ewith, Although some researchers and theoreticians have conceptualized
1ssues. pertinent to interorganizational networking (Adams, 1980; Litwak and
Rothman, . 19705 Yuchtman and Seashore, ,1967; Louis and Sieber, 1979; Weick,
1976¢), studies and discussion have revealed a significant lack of conceptual,
descraptive and analytic information that would be .helpful in designing .and
hanaging such networks (Cates, 1980). % .
o .
Several recent research efforts have begun to grapple with these
188ues (Yin and Gwaltney, 1981; Havelock, 19793 Chin, 1979; Cates, 1980;
Rosenblum and Jastrzab, 1980), but rately has, there been an opportunity to
examine the 1ssues of network operations from startup through institution-
alzzation, or to systematically look#at the effectiveness of networking as
a knowledge utilization strategy. The purpose of the following report 1s

to draw upon the experiences of a recént federal demonstration effort to
) develop lessons about interorganizational networklng as a knowledge utili- .
zation strategy.. , ' , — -
* » - \
« The Program Context ! . :

In June 1976, the "National Institute of Educatxon (NIE) established
the Research and Develdpment Utilization program (RDUY. as a “new action-
. research effort in dissemination. One of the major propositions that the RDU
. program was designed to test was whether school-level Practices could be
improved by making external resources available to school persennel. Over-

all,” the program was designed to:

\
|
|
\
|
® orgamize a linkage system.or . network of national,
state and other external resources including infor-
mation and human resources that woul cmade gvail-
. . able to school personnel;
l
\

T e apply research~based products or ideas to school prob-
lems;‘and, .

‘ ¢

» ® develop a problem-solving process, whereby schools would
‘ systematically identify such problems and select and im=-
plement new ideas.

% The RDU progrem 18 unusual among federally funded dissem:nation
strategiqg; because of its dual commitment to the dissemination and use of
R&D products and the development of local school capabilities to solve
problems through the use of externally generated knowledge. Other federal
programg have tended .to concentrate on either product dissemination or local

.
+ ~ . i -
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capacity building, but have not toncentrated on an integrated model for
combining the two. The cdre of thp ROU strategy was to provide each partai-
cipsting site, which was either a school or é district’,, wath sssastance in
the following sequence of activities: .

e identification of a problem br set of problems; - .

] . ‘ -

' e examinatloh of alternative solutions to the problem,

facusing particularly on the products of educational
research and development (R&DE;

o selection of a specific soluthh to address the problem; . .

e 1mplementation of the solttion; and ?

o evalustion and incorporation of both the solution and

the probleg-solving process. -
i

___Ihe sgervice delivery system of the RDU program ﬁerat‘ed through
seyen projects, each of. which coordinated a network of organizations and
individuals that were involved in the provision of services and i1nformstion

to local schools and districts. Although the seven projects varied 1in
structure and design, most comprised four types of organizations: d

.

®» a headquarters wnit serving as the formal recipient of

the federal award and as the general adminstrator af the
fest of the network; four of the seven projects operated

out of state departments of education and comprised a
linkege system within a 51n?18 state, one operated

' out of a state department of education but:served g
. four-state region, and two operated out of other types

of organizations (a an-proflt educatigonal R&D center

in one case and a natlonal association 1n the other) ‘

creating linkege systems dispersed across the entire

. netion. ' . .

® resource organizations, often univer81ty-basé} or inde-

pendent orgsnizatlons that had developed their own exper-
tise, in educstiona] R&D, training, and technical assist-
ance; one ‘function thst was typically carried out by a
résource organizakiqn was the consolidation of & "knowl-
edge base,”" or pool of RA&D products, developed as re-

sources. for identifying solutions to match client needs.

' e linkage organizatiops, usually an intermediate service
- agency or state educationsl asgency, employing field.
agents* who coordinsted the servicks provided to local '
. schools and districts, and who hefped guide the locsl )
school personnel in 8 school impfovement process; each »
project supported two'or more field agents; anq\

R

*These field agents were variably .called linking agents, facilita-
tors, afd generalists in the .different projects. -t

1]
3
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— & local school districts or schools which were responsible
for engaging in a problem-solving process culmxnat1ng in
the adoption and implementation of new practices based on *
the "external knowledge"; each sitetypically established
’ . a local team of teachers and administrators, and‘with the .
assistance of the field agent, generally made major de-
-- cisions related td the school improvement effort, thus
- d fostering local OWnersQiE\ff the ptogram and the selected
’ . solytion.
(- . _ \
The headquarters unit of each project developed «@_set. of formal relation-
ships, usually reflected in’' some subcontractual agreement, among the major
participating resource and linkage organizations; formal agreements were ,also
struck with part1c1pat1ng schocdl distracts.

pp—

The network components were typigally organized into a linked struc-
. ture of horizontal functions, coordinated and/or conducted by the project
headquarters unit, and vertical linkages through which the RDU project
operated (see figure 1-1). The horizontal functions included: project ' A
manggement and the work of the resgpurce organizations, which: (1) developed
and maintained a specific R&D product base; (2) provided training, and tech-
nical assistance; and (3) conducte¢ project evaluation and related research.
The vertical linkages actually included some’ type of communication (weak or
. strong) among six potential administrative levels through which the RDU
’ projects operated dr delivered services. ’

» — The seven RDU projects were regionally dlstrlbutsd and included
.the following: . ' )

[} % LB

e The Nofthwest Reading Consortium, involving the state:
departments of education and other agencies in Washington,
« 0Oregon, Alaska, and Idahoj

e The National Education Association Inservice Education

. Project, operated in collaboration with the departments

- ! of education and corresponding state education associ-
ations 1n 12 states: Alabama, California, Iowa, Massa- - X
chusetts, Michxgan, Minnesota, Ohid, Pennsylvania, .

Tennessee, Washingten, Wisconsin, and HWygming;

* o The Consortium, operated by the NETWORK Inc. a non-profit
research and service organization that coordinated the ~ -
efforts of agencies in six states: Callfornla, Connect1-

- cut, Kansas, Massachusetts, Minnesota, and Washington;

il e The Georgia ﬁeseérch and'Deverpment Utilization Prqéram;

- - o The epnnsylvanla School Emprovemeht Program; -

8 The Florida Linkage System; and

_ o The Michigan Career Education Dissemination Pfoject

operated by the state department of education as were : : .
! the projacts in Georgaa, Pennsylvanla and florida. 3
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All of the seven’projects completed the federally supported service
delivery part of their sctivities. ~As a whole, the seven progects operated -
" in 20 states 'and served over 300 schools or school districts over a three-
vedr period (1976-1979). Over 90% of the local sites which became involved
c,an the RDU program successfully completed the problem-solving process.
" OF these sites, 80% adopted and implemented a research-based new -fractice
under the sagis of the program and the data indicate that most were received . \
with enthusiasm in the schools. Both the product orlentation and the process
. orientation of the program were found to successfully contribute to outcomes
at the local site level (Louis, 1979;,Louis et al. 1981). Thus, when viewed
. from the local site perspective, the ngtworks that were created to help
schools imgrove local practice can be considered a success; however, many of
the projects faced significant problems. in establishing themselves and in
carrying out their functions.” ~ . ' .
}, - The ROU experience, with its particular emphasis on establishing
seven linkage systems for promoting knowiedge utilization in a three-year ~
demonstration effort, presents an ynusual opportunity to learn significant
lessons about network design and operation. Since the federal funding of
the RDU program was for a fimte period, issues related to all the major
phases in a networking effort can be exploreqd. These include:

‘s network design; -
T ] e nmanagement of retwork activities including startup,
, / ongoing operation, and network change; P o
. ® network effectlvéness; and

® " institutioalization, . . ) N

Our approach to exploring these issues ‘and their particular salience
to the RDU program is discussed in Chapter 2. r | .

The Case Studies

L] A [

In order to learn more about interorganizational net;aork'mg as)’
knowledge utilization strategy, attention will be given to the experiences
within each of the seven RDU projects; four projects in particular wall '
be discussed as cage studies: the Michigan CEDISS project; the Northwest j
Reading Consortium (NRC); the NETWORK Consortium; and the Florida Linkage
System. . . ! :

¢
", _ Selection of four cases™— The four projects were chosen to represent
major structural variations on factors-with potential policy rélevapce for
both the creation and design of networks and for their management . The

factors are: , - .
. <
e the geographic span of the network; ‘ .
o the degi™e to which the new linkage system attempted to | o»
* . build gn existing structures and relationships or greate v
e ry ney linkages; and, . . .« .
- Y - . N 6 . . " . :
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. © e the degree]to-wh.\ch the project's focys and act1v1ties.- Y .

S were tentrally dxrected .or Ieft to the dia:retlon of

et LT local s!tgs. . ' - : ..

j‘p . i C - ' - . . . " .
o In aé'lectmg cases- to ngpi'esent these variations, there was often -

"l more— than ‘ghe eligible project.. In those insta s the ,selectdori wgs made .
based on the quality of availsble data, ghe fﬁity of the project% ap- .
> * _proach to the RDU "model,!" afd. the irtefBst® ressed by the NIE ,Pl:oJect .

networks contained; these vanatwns. Thus, the NETWORK tonscrtium was chosen
., o represent .a network ,Lthat wag natxcnlal in scope, h services and field .

R agents operating in sites _1n six states scdttered “‘adrass Ehe country; NRC

_pepresents a tegional network, with se v1cqﬂs being prouded tc’mtes in four,

nelghbonng states. . , ) . . . . e
. ¥ . w_,. y 4 ‘fj‘

“efficer. & oo . - . .
.. a4 . . L I Y . LI 4 .t .t ’ 2 “ . ?
- Il13 farst criterion used An the select.mn Process was bhe ge,pgraphm’ 5
. ;1}' s_parr “of network operations. If NIE or bther fgderal agencies & intérested o
+* ', in developing any. pew netwotks in the future,, a major guestion from the '
-, fedéral perspective 1s vhether such networks can be_organized on & natmnal, oL,
regtonal, or statewide basis., Within the RDU progr%, tf;s seven project . ;

) - Two add1t10na1 projects ﬁere?sen froru\ the four .statemd} pro.]ects
to reflect the addltronal poligy vari ions noted*aboyve.” In creatmg a.new
formal interorgamzatmnal arrangement, an important. consaderation 1j whether
M Yo establish a network that is based on ex.l.stmg gtruttures or relationships, f
or to create new ones. K ‘lthough .all of’, the projegts were estsblished in .
part on the basis IT at least anformal preexlstlng relationships, some
prOJects were built ‘on preexlstmg formal collaborative arramgements .moré
than others. (In the NRC, foggexample, the state Right to Read directors in
the region had colla‘borated edrlaer, and within each state, the RDU effort
was tardeted to schogls that had been prevmusly involved 1n the Right to
Read program.  The B(ETHORK Consortium, on the sther hand, built, on more .~
e anformal t:.elatmnshlps of organizations and 1nd1v1duals.) In seleptmg,
. *statewide projects, the Michigan project was chosen to repr
.to utlllz.ew§:ources ta helpyJfocal sites meet the requireme

o

mandate regarding career education. One of the project's, majar, objectives .
was to develdp a permanent dissemination system 1n career e . Because
'f~/ of this emphasis on perpanence, the project attemptedy to work weth existing
structures *and linkgges (the 50 career .education planning disticts and
. coordinators) .tather than build new ones, On the other hand, the-Florida
prOJeCt represented an attempt to develoR\ a new linkage system involving the
.+ . state’s education depgrtment, the state universitieg and eaght of the state’s
Teacher Education Centers in h‘hlEh the field agents were .located. The strong
role asmgned to universities in this system was partmularly innpvative in
) contrast to the other ROU project.s. .

-

- . *

- Finally, mthin a networkmg arran'gement there can be centralized ar
ﬂecent.‘rahzed control over the seryices delrvered by the participating
organizationa and individuals, and .the problem-solving activities, within the ,
_.participating school districts. In some networks, the ‘headquarters unit can ..
" exert strong influence overy the specific types QF assistapce and the support

[ ~. ' and training that is prond_?d’. In others, such decisions may pe made .,




. v . .
iy . within the linkage or resource agepcies,, or within the school digtricts
kol themselves. The locus of control or influence can have important implications |
for networking opeﬁ"}ons"and outcomes. ' For the case studies being congid-

’ ered,. Michigan was Intended to represent ‘a decéntralized statewide network,
whereas Floridd was intended to represént a more.centralized statewide

» network. . . e .

" ( L] ‘-‘h - :

In sumary, the four projects sgleﬁted represent most importantly a
diversity 1n geographie span (one national, one regional and two~statewide
networks; ags well as "newness" and dqgree of\ centralized control. (See
~ Figure 1-2. Projects not selected for case study are also.included in the

o figure in orderr to portray their distribution on these factors. Assignment
of projects to esch cell was based on assessments o;/groject documents and

L]

. intervaews with project staff.)
Objectives of the gase studies.. The objectives’ of the case stadles
are twg-fold. A first and major purpose 18 to 1lluminate the issues related
to the design, startup, management and institutionalization of newly created
formal interorganizitional arrangements. It 1s important to note that :.
compared to. other newly organized eéducational networks the authors have .
studied. over .8 number of  years, the, RDU projects were well designed and
.managed and capably directed, by committed leadership and staff, However, it
is.also importart to hlghllght the mapagement dilemmas that projects of. this
kind continually face. In this way, what 1s lesrned from the successes and
problems of.the "RDU projects may be helpful in future attempts to use net-
working as” a knowledge uti}ization strategy. !
- . P

4
A second objective 18 to provide an extensive description of how and’
Why each of the selected RDU projects worked as it. did, the intended and .
actusl services delivered, and the perceived effectiveness of the.delivery \ -~
v -  ,system. Other reports in the overall study emphasize a unique aspect of the
- RDU éxperaence (e.gy, the consclidation’ the knowledge bases\[Yin et al.,
1980); the, role'of local problem-Solving teams [Kell and Léuis, 1980]; .
f‘, and the roleof the agents [Louis and Kell, 1981]). The case studies,’

"howewer, represen rtunity to portray in at’least a limited way, a
Mvertical slice” of 13 DU experience. That is, each project description

.allows us to ex@mine many aspects.of the program at once and to observe the
1qterrélatlon§h1ps among the many elements comprising the program.

. AT . . . .
. ' Methodology. In order, to meet ,both objectives, and to_ensure that
the case studies would reflect the unique experiences and primary lessons
fron®the projects, each case -study was written by a core staff member who
over '8 period’ of time had become very familisr with the total project. The _
data for the case studies were derived ftom many sources, but primarily from
three rounds of field visits to project headquarters, intefviews with select-
ed field” dgents and their supervisors, interviews with personnel, in the
. resource organizations, reports and dogumentation provided by the projects,
. and surveys with field ‘agents and local site staff. While each case study
reflects the networking themes and issues that will be described more fully —~__
in Chapter 2, the case™studies de not necessarily follow a common format or
outline. The unique organization of each case study chapter is intended to

. reflect the most salient jssués releyant to that project, as parceived by the
" case atudy aythor as project "expert." . ‘
’ ) . _—
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Figure.1-2 ’
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" *Overview of This Volume oo _ .
"The rema1nﬂei ‘of~t his volume 1s'organszed as follows. Chapter

2 difcusses insgrester dettil the 1ssues relevant to the study of RDU pro-
Jects,as interocgamzat fonal®*networks; this chapter provides a framewprk for
examining networking,as. a knowledge utilization strat with particular
emphasis on the .RDU experience/model. Chapters 3 E%rough 6 represent
case studies of-each of the four projects selected for this report. Chapter

* 7 synthesizes and summarizes the lessons. learned from the case stud:ies
for the future deaxgx and management of educational linkage syatems,.based

on the 1ssues and frameuork presented in Chapter 2. < .
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Ct .. ' CHAPTER 2 ° "
T ISSUES IN sfuovmc RDU AS INTERORGANIZATIONAL TWORKS - A

’
. . - . . N

Al [ t
¥ .

This chapter describea the research and policy 1ssuea relevant to the
study of ROU projects as interorganizational networks, The focua 1s on the
1ssues of network design, operation and institutionalization in general, and

~ on the RDU program 1n particular. The following 1ssues are diacussed: ,

" Network Design: What. assuptions and conditions
need-to be satisfied 1n designing an effective -
1nterorgan1zat1onal network for- purposea of
1 + knowledge utilization? , . - |
- H i
s Management of Network Activities 'and Network Change: -
What are the craitical 1ssuea 1n atarting up and manéging y
+ . activyities 1n an 1interorganizational network; what are ° |
- the specific resource needs of newly deaigned and imple-" -~ ' -
" nmented networks, and how can these needs best be met; how.
are networks likely to change over time, and what allow- )
LN ances can be made to accommodate these changas” .

OB Network Effectaveness: How efficient are the linkage
. systems 1n delivering intended sggvices and what perfor-

manee criteria can be used to méasure their effectiveneas?
-~ . . ¢
o Institutionalization: How can effective networks, _
imtiated through shdet-term federal funds, establish
) - themselves on a permanent basxs” . .
¥ N\ - . .

The remalnder- of this chapter descripes theae issues 1in greater detail.

NETHGRK-eDESI-GN . ~
e [
’ +S1nce knowledg‘& utxlxzatmn ultimately 1nvolves the transfer of
infodmation and%serv1ces between two points (1.e., from one individual
organyzation to rbther), the basic process may be considered a communica-
tions proceas, .&nd traditional reviews of the literature have indeed de-
picted knowledge utilization in thas manner (e.g, Havelock, 1969}, The
networks greated for knowledge utilization in the ROU program wer2 not
merely far communication, however; the program had a service de11very1ﬁ(
fupct 1on as. well. In designing a communications proceas with aervice de-
livety Ffunctibns, certain ngtworking characterlstxcs need to.be conaidered
in at least two ateas:
[
e the underlying assumptions by which the network 1s . .
structured (1.e., are they simple or differeptiatped ~ ’
.. ‘Systems, and are they interpepéonal or intesdrgani- -~
zational syatems;? and . i

s the nature of the network's functions (1.e., the goala, ° . DU Sy
' {ntended aervices énd information to be delivéred, and , :
ihe mode of network operationa), . . .




* T
y - - -

Networking Structure -+ =~ - : . -
., # . . . . . .

Simple va. differentiated systems. As a commimications system, a’
knowledge utilization network consists of the following elements: (1) a
transmitter of informetion; (2) a recexver of information; (3) a channel
that links the transmitter and receiver; and {(4) a description of the,
informat ion being transmatted. . .

! !

-

For the purposes of affecting policy or practite, sociologits were
among the earliest to note the need to distinguish between simple and differ-’
entiated communications systems (Lazarsfeld and Reitz, 1975). Whereas a
simple commynications system involves indivaduals of similar training 3nd
value orierbation, a different1ated .comminications system 1s characterized by
the fact that the transmitting aé:l receiving individuals belong to different
professional communities with differént professional norms. For example, the
transmitter of inférmation 1s often an’ expert, or bearer of specialized
knowledge, while the receiver c#n be a policy maker , decision maker, oOr
practitioner/user. This distinction between the roles and specialized skills
of the receiver and transmitter cannot' be underestimated. Communication
between such individuals, even in a straightforward dyadic -form, can be made
difficult because the individuals use different concepts and terminologies
in theair professional .language, and because the individuals do not necessar-
1ly share compatable communications channels.

. i

The RDU projects representi variations of highly differentiated
communications systems, and draw attention to the complexity and potential
. problems of such systems. The original solicitation called for RDU projects
to develop "linkages" between the resource orgaMizations and the local school
districts or schools. ‘In the seven networks that emerged, “these linkages
tended to take the form of "field agents" or specific individuals trained to
relate both to the resource and school personnel. However, not only did the
roles and intensity of the field agents'.involvement vary, but other linkages
emerged. as well. In many cases, specialized resource personnel associated
with the knowledge base--who were themselves able to relate to the drigina-
tors and users of new knowledge--developed-close linkages with school person-
nel. Furthermore, linkages were often jestablished orhstrengthened between
central office and school personnel, and between administrators, specialists
and teachers within schools. Ag will be demonstrated in the case studies,
the complexity of the system has important implications for network function-
ing apd ‘effect iveness. '

. Interpessonal vs. interorganizational systems. Beyond the distinc-
tion between simple vs. differentiated systems, knowledge _utilizalion net-
works 1involve a second essential distinction: The relevant communication
links may be interpersonal or interorgamzational {or both). This distinc-
tion has generally been overlooked 1in the existing literature thtmnal
network®ng (e g.+ Dissemination Analysis Group, 1977).

Interpersonal networks involve communications or social systems of
solo "practitioners” {e.g., doctors, lawyers, professors, consumers).
Whether thege practitioners are organizabiopally based or not, the essen-
tial networking activaty involves individual relationships and communica-
tion. the networke May Be informal (e.g., "anvisible colleges"--see Crane,
1972), or they may be formal ,apd membership-based (e.q., professional as«
sociations). In either, sjituation, the individual person 18 the key umt

12
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of the network, and the communication process may be analyzed in terms of
the trad:itional approach to the diffusion of ideas (e.g., Rogers and Shoe- -

. maker, 19713 and Rogers, 1962) .

-
¥

Studies of interpersonal networks tend to dominate the older litera-
* ture on linkage systems in knowledge utilization (e.g., Havelock ahd Benne,
19693 and Havelock, 1973). - The networks are potentially relevant to knowl-
edge utilization because the individually based communications system ulti-
mately connects knowledge with practice. Thus, for inst@nce, Hood's (1973)
article on educational roles focuses on the flow of information: (1) within .
the R&0 community; (2) between the R&D community and practitioners; and {3) .
\\\\ within the practitioner communaty. . . o .

-

~

. b

" In comtrast, interorganizational networks involve linkages between
two_or more organizations. Such networks may also involve key interpersonal
relationships, but the role behavior of an individual 1s constraifed, dome- ]
times to a great degree, by,the norms and regulations of the organization to .
which the individual belongs. Thus, the United Nations represents a network
of participating governments; thgugh the work of the U.N. 1s mainly conducted
by individual representatives,”the major agreements and network linkages are
. formalized in terms of intergovernmental 1.e$} interorganizational) pacts.
L] . -

Interorgani1zational networks can be extremely important in facili-

tating knowledge utilization Functions {Louis, 1977). The National Diffusion .
‘Network, for 1instance, attempts to link one set of LEAs (knowledge develop-
"ers) with another set (adopters) in encouraging the 1mp lementation of new
educat 1onal practices (Emrick et al., 1977). Similarly, relationships among_
intermediate service districts (or regional educational agencies) and Ibcal
school distritts‘(see Yin and Gwaltney, 1981), and within NSF's Urban Tech-
nology System, as well as other relationships between instatutions of hagher
education and local school districts (Havelock, 1979; Chin, 1979; Rosenblum
and Jastrzab, 1980), all repﬁesegt interorganizational networks dealing with
knowledge utilization. 1In educational systems, a key 1nsight 1s that such
systems muyst be regarded as being "loosely coupled” (Deal et al., 1975,
Weick; 13?377’ In other words, the system generally.consists of several
components (e.q., a district office, a schoot building administration, and a
teaching staff) that may be "loosely linked." Each level has a degree of
sutonomy and discretion that limits the amount of control or influence one
level hss over another in promoting knowledge utilization or other functions.

Within the ROU program, interpersonal ‘linkages were infldential 1n
© branqing together the component -orgsnizations in the design of the seven
linkage systems. However, a major emphasis was given to the establishment of
interorganizational® l1inkages. The headquarters unit of each project develop-
ed a set of formal, relationships, usually reflected in some subcontractual
agreement, among the wdjor- participating resource and linkage organizations; /
formkl agreements were also struck with part:cipating school districts.
Becaugse different types of orqanizations carried out their own specialized
functions within each of the seven projects, the pattern of management
control and communications was a complex affair, and indeed the specafic
- ofganazation, functioning, and level of :nfluence of the participating
- organizations in the seven organizational networks yaried. L

N -
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.. - \\\q Both NIE.and the headquarters unit of each project monitored the RDU )
netwarks for .potential interorganizational problems, and several conflicts
r . did euerge . Often overlooked, however, was the potential importance Yof
1nterpersonal ties, often exemplified by the team of people who made the
initial proposal to NIE; the team tended to be composed of individuals

. . who were already part 'of an informal, interpersonal network. Yet, the.
f L possible importance of these ties was not explicitly considered in subsequent
personnel appointments. 1In some cases, for instance, the initaal project
N directgrs or their replacements were people who had not been part of the, .

s ;nterpersonal network of the original proposal team.

[} »

, Networking Goals and Functions

: Interorganizational linkage systems céannot be viewed as ends 1n
themselves, but as mechanisms for the delivery of idformation and services.
Many factors 1nf1uence- the ability of knowledge utilization networks to-
function effectxvely - Among these are clarity of ' the goals of the network- )
’puxldlng ef fort, clarification of the expectations and responsiBilities of
Bach camponent organization in the network, and an explicit understanding of
. the focus of the intervention, i.e., the nature of the services to be deli-
vered. As evidenced in the literature on organizational change,, a clear
understanding of the assumptions by which the network 1is operating can have .
JAmportant impgications for the manner, in which the system 1is both designed
‘and managed (Rosenblum and Louis, 198.\ Berman and Mclaughlin, 1980; Zaltman
et al., 1973). However, it 1is equally 1mportant to recognize that some
- adaptation and flexibility in goals 1s critical for effective operation of
< L dispersed orgsnizations like the ROU projects (bours and Sieber, 1979).
- : : ;
In the case of RDU, the or:ginal 1ntent10n ef NIE was to create seven -
nefworks’ip an action-resegrch effort of. three years' duration. The prograg.. ~
was- designed to test whethel school-levél practices could be improved by mak- |
ing external resources available to school personnel. As the program evolved |
however, there was appsrent ambiguity in several prajects concerning the dual .
goals of research and the action or service delivery aspects of the program,
This ambiguity wes further gxemplified by the increased emph831s that emerged
< " both at NIE and within the projects o, institutionalization, which was inter-
preted by some to‘lmply the continued” federal sugport of a servxce delivery
.program, for at least a longer period of taime.

Also of xmportance 1n a discussion of this type 1s the need to .
clarify the roles and responsibilities of constituent organizations involved
. ,pe-the linkage sysfem. Each organyzation exists in its own.political and
'sotial context with its own goals, norms and organizational culture, It 1s
’ ta be expected that each witl bring to a network-building effort 1ts own

prevailing agenda. A potential conflict of agendas is not unlikely, but can
be minimized if, at a mimmum, each constituent group's roles and responsi-
bilities are made explicet. K -

L]
b

Clarification of the focus of the program in terms of 1ntended
services to be delivered 1s also important. Therg are two types of services
that can be delivered by knowledge utilization networks: 1) the transfer of
information on the availability and yse of specific R&D products; apd 2)
assistance ipn the development of local organizational capabxfxtles for school
improvement th;ough the use of a rat:ional problem-solving process, 1

14
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For example, a product- orlented spproach has been embodled 1n the
National Diffusion Network (NON), supported by the U.S. Depdrtment of Educa-
tion since 1975. The main objective of the NDN has been to diffuse specific
R&D products that have been deemed sugcessful, using a certification proce-
dure involving the Joint Dissemination Review Parel. The NDN system does
include a whole support system of organizations. who may act as "developers”
or "facilitators," but these ogganizations are largély external to the local
school. An example of. the organization-oriented approach 1s the State
Capacity Building Grants program (5CBG) administered by NIE. In this pro-
gram, state departments of .education may use NIE funds for new activities--
e.g., the installation and operation of a “toll-free "hot line" to provide R&D
information that will imprpve a state's organlzatxonal capabrlity. However,
the SCBG program does not require the 1mplementat10n of specific R&D pro-
ducts; rather it allows a state to use a w1de range ‘of approaches to improv:
ing educational practice. .

—_ a

The 'RDU program ,was wnique in its approach becauéh}ii was cbncqrggd

with the use of R&D products ae well as the development of™~ocal organiza-
tional capabilities for ptoblem solving, 8ed the seven RDU projects,provided
a variety of services to school and school d1str1cts An both categories.

R&D provucts. The flrst service delivered by the RDU prOJects .-
informat ion--gddressed the goal of implementifig of specific R&D products.
These products involved a variety of curriculum or inservice training i;@

dges, most of which were fbrmdlly validated through certifled testing prote-
dures. .- ;

Information about the various products was.made available by each
of thé ‘seven ROU projfects in 'the form of a knowledge®base or assembled pool
of R&D products. A participating school began its activities by 1dentifying

specific needs and then probing the knowledge base for a relevant R&D pro- .

duct; assistance was given in this problng prdbess as well as 1n the use and
xmplementatlon f the selected product The nature of the knOwledge base for
edch of the seden RDU projects’was different. (See Yin, Gwaltney and Louis,
ﬁPBU /o Five ®Qf the seven projects had knowledge bases that 1included RED
products in basic skills (mainly reading); the other two projects provided
R&D products fostering teacher skills (NEA) or career education (Michigan).
The knowledge bases also differed in their size and in_their mode of develop-
ment, with some projects having omly limited numbers of, products that were
» identified at one pomtd the life of a project and other projects having
larger nunbers that incdedsed ovestime 1n a contlnuelly updating proceks.
. - ’

Problem-solving capability.  The second service--technical assistance
-rhad the goal of improving the skills of school &nd district-level staff so
that they would be, in the long run, better users of educational R&D. This
meant that they would be better able "to conduct the following five kinds of
activities, regardless of the. specific school problem or‘R&D product that
might be -involved (Chabotar and Kelly 1978): .

® the 1dentification of a problem or set of problems; \

o examinatlon of alternative solutions to the problem; -

- ”
o gelection of a specific solution}

- ¢
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o' implementation of the soldtion; and , ¢

* _-~-—# incorporation of the gofution. v . ‘

rs
The seven ROU projects developed xd?lous training and on-the-job activ-

ities to assist school staff in carrying out this process. The basic spirit
of the effort was not only to enable local practitioners and administrators
to solve an identified problem, but also to enable them to become more
sophisticated problem-solvers in general, This would avpid the need to have
these activities continually conducted by organizations outside of the local
school system. . - .

N - ,
. The seven ROU projects articulated this latter service in a variety l
of ways and to varying degrees. Somey like the Pennsylvania and NETWORK
.projects, developed a detailed set of operational steps_for these five basic
activities. Progress at specific school sites was monitored in terms of
these operational steps, and staff training needs were organized around these
steps as well. Others, like the Michigan and Florida projects, developed |
fewer steps to cover ‘the same cycle. And others, \like the NEA project, dad |
not jattempt to develop such elaborate procedures butl focused instead on other A
tasks--e.g., the adoption of specific,R&Q products,

Thus, although the designers of the RDU program emphasized the dual
nature of the service delivery programs, each of |the seven projects in- i

terpreted the relative emphasis of the intervention In its own way. As wall 3

be seen 1n the case studies, some of.the network experienced problems, .,

. . because they never fully resolved the underlying tension between the two |
- } "gervice goals. ) -

L -

-/ - MANAGEMENT OF NETWORK ACTIVITIES ANO NETWORK CHANGE '

The design of a network 18 Just the firgt step in network building.

of Bubqpqdbnt and major concern.are the management practice& that may influ- |
ence the performance of network actavities and the achievement of intended |
goals. , ) ’ -

r ' One wéy of approaching an examination of network management igsues is

to discuss -the necessary and cratical steps in both netwdrk building and on-
, 9oing operatons. These include: 3>

-
[}

e .gtartup activities, such as tﬁ; $bbilizatign/gf resour-

ces; startup may be heavily mediated by the state of readi-
ness of network components to enter into the collabopa-
tive relationship; T

- -

s the_ coordinating ang monitoring practices of network oper-
¢ ations at a "steady state™; apd ; . v

A

-

-

_ Management practices at each o?tlhese steps are also affected by a
, 7 number of additional factors. Every managerial unit, whether in private or

public sector organizations, exists in & larger bureaucratic and policy en=-
- vironment with its own set of administrative operatiéns. In the case of ROU,

v - *
"x

¢ the management of network change. ' . l
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: o . .
the network COmpoégnts'each existed ifwa='"host" organization {for example,
the project headquarters may have been housed 1n a unit of the state depart-
ment of education, or the fieYd agent may have been hvused in an intermedi-
ate agency with 1ts own goals and [functions). The nature of the "host," the
nature of project leadership,, and.the distribution of power and control
across nétwork:ng organizat1ong represent 1important factors 1nfluencing
project management practices. :

.
,

Startup and Resource Mobailization .,

4 &

'

A major step in the startup and implementation process involves the
mobilization of resources: 1dentifying the resources needed by a@ network
and seeing that e rgsources are available at the appropraate t imes.
Overall, very little previous resegrch has been helpful for 1dent1f%;ng
either the key steps 1in the, mobilizgtion procegs or the potential problems
that may be encountered when xnterog;§n1zatzonai networks are being formed.
Resource mobilization among a colladborative set of organizations poses
considerably different problems than does mobilization within a single
organization. There are potential resoyrce constraints at each levdl in the
network hierarchy that may havespositive, or negative effects on startup and

amp lement at ion. .
' 4 -

The headquarters unit as network leader. The ﬁaJor responsibzlities’

for mobilizing the needed resources fell to hge headquarters unit of each of
the RDU projects. Each headquasters unit had Q\mobzlxze the following types
. of resources: . " .
- ~
e financial redources, provided by NIE, but in some cases
" significantly augmented by in-kind contributions cover- !
1ng space, equipment, assistance from other personnel '
within each organizstion’ in the network, and even direct
.h suppart of major project staff;

* ki
e technical resources, usually provided by external contrac-

. , tors (e.q., universifies or.independent nonprofit organi-

zations), who helped to develop the knowledge needed to
initiate changes 1n school pqgct1ce; and
¥
+ e human resources, provided by the personnel of the linkage
organizations and of the school digtricts participating 1n
the RDU project, serving to coordinate and implement pro-.
Ject actaivities.®

-
L

Mobilazation of ‘resources, however, can be severely affected by a variety of
factors, including the ability of project leadership to deal with multiple
organizations and their resource constraints, and the general level of
readiness of the network components., ~ J

Project leadership. The.degree to which project leadership 18_an-
strumental in the original design of a new network may have important ;impli-

cations, for startup.and resqurce mobilization. In several ROU projects (NRC,
Georgia, Pennsylvania, ahd the NETWORK), eifher the project diregtor was
recruated after the award had been made, or there a turnov in thé
, ¢
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- project director position. In most cases, the project design closely fol-
lawed that described in the ori1ginal propdsal, but the project staff had
to develop new procedures and practices to implement the design, even in

‘ cases where turnover in leadgrship did not take place.
A general problem for all the projects was the innovative nature of
/ the ROU activities and the need to determine the rélevant project management
ski1lls (see Louis, and Sieber, ¥979). Thus, for instance, all projects had to
déal 1in one way or another with the different organizations involved and

. qthezn resource Eonstraxnts, and with new practices concerned with the °
fo)lowing: . v . v
. e relationships with staff and structures in their own host ‘
Lo —_ organization; .
. : ¢ 1nfluence and control over staff who were part of a sub-
. contracting organization or of a different .level of gov- |
. *  ernment; . P .

~ . r
-— @ an appropriate’training brogrém for project persopnel,
including field agents, when few. curricula existed and

I } . the need actually involved a.role-sqFlalzzatlon process;
- ) e procedires for monztorzng project activities thrgugh the
o host organization, .which often did not suit the needs of

\
\
\
|
|
!
) use of the admxnxstratxve‘neportlng systems within the .
the project; and.
‘ o establmshmént of new lines of communlcatlon among part ies
- that had seldom had contact with each other in the past.

——- Many of the headquarters umits in the RDU program encountered mobili-

. . zation problems in starting up these activjties. In addition, some projects
faced delays in expending initial funds, due in part to state government XN
requirements following the granting of a federal award and expérienced

——difficulties in mgking the necessary personnel apporﬁtme ts, again due 1in
part to state regulations. In addition to these mobillzation problems,
each of the, seven RDU projects also faced the task of developirig the formal
"knowledge base," or collections of specific educational practices that were
to be implemented by locadl scltool districts. The difficulties faced in the f

, developmerit of such knéwledge bases is such an important topic that it xqrthe

A gubject of a separate report (see\Yln, Louts and Gwaltney, 1980).

- If, as in the case of sev ral of the ROU projects (e.g., Pennsylva-
nia, Florida and Georgia), a’ network's knowledge utilization activitjes
coincide with similar programs in the host organization, the activities of
the project may be ‘facilitated. On the other hand, a number of administra-

“tive charagtertistics of the host organization--e.g., contrast operations and
the ability to, develop subcontracts, the extent to which project persopnel
are in tempbrary or permdhent job agsignments; and the presence of certain

. budgetary or personnel restrxctxonu;- ay contribute to mobilization problems
In the establishment ,of a new organizational network. Without sufficient

. plann;ng that takes into account the local ntext and 1ts constraints, a

+ .
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- number -of difficulties may be encountered in the startup and implementation®®

of project activities (and indeed were encountered by many of the headguarter
ueits 1n the ROU program). ' .

it

»

Readiness assymptionS. ) Mobilization problems can be reduced or
aggréns}ed by the state of readiness, and clarity of fufctions, of the
network” components. If a group of organizations has previously been™-colla-
borating on some related activity, the group can be expected to be better
prepared to operate within a mew networking situation. This was -indeed the
case with one of the ROU projects (the NETWORK Consortrum). However, 1Y ., ..
organizations have not previously collaborated or are not oriented toward
such external collaborat.ion, the resource mobilization process .can become
even more trying. ' ‘1,

-4

For many of,the ROU projects, overly Opt1mzsL1c\5§éumpt1ons were, made
about the state of readiness of the key network_components. The resource
organizations were often not prepared to initiate activitys as early as the
.program designers might.have expected. The lirkage orgarfizations were also -
unclear about their functions. Field agent roles hadj not been clearly

, articulated, and the ROU progect managers were nof- prepared to provide the
needéd field agent role training, as well as the curriculum training, at the
outset of theis~Work. Fuinally, the projects made overly dptimistic assump-
tions about the- state of readiness of local school districts and schools.

. Some ROU projects expected the local sites td be capable of exerting early
inttiatives 1n learning to recognize the relevent re'sources; in point of |
fact,. school personnel were .not predisposed in these directions and: needed |
training and asgistance before such initiatives could be undért aken.

.. . . ¥ |

. . The oversgll effect‘S?tthese mobilizat 1on problems was to make the RDU
projectsf as a whole pppear to be younger than their federal awards dates .
would indicate. Although the RDU program operated for a three-year period
(1976-1977), several of the projects were just reaching their full operation=
al capacity by the final year of NIE funding,, when attention was supposed to’
be focused on making the transition to alternative {or internal) support
for continying the desired project activities. Thus, the mobilization
process can be enhanced by careful planning and clarificatioh of goals and
expectations for the various components in the network-building effort.

L

\:"1 ., .
& '
The 1ssues 1involyed in coordinating and monitoring activities across
several organizations in an interorganizational network are particularly
complex. Fuirst, 1f one views knowledge utilization networks as "formal
organizations," they differ from most shbgial groupings of that type because
they are "dispersed organizations" (Louis and Sieber, 1979). The usual
management difficulties in coordination and communication may become aggra-.
vated when the subunits i1n sn organization hierarchy are dispersed across an
entire state (@s in the four statewide ROU projects), and even more so when
the subunits cut dcross 8 four-state region {as 10 the NRC) or ¢the entife
nation” (as 1A the NETWORK Consortium and the NEA project). :

Coordinatton and Monttoring

Second, the subunits in the organizational Superstructure, tend to be
“loosely linked" (Rosemblum & Lours, 1981; Weick, 1976; Deal et al., 1975),
and despite their joining together for participation in a set of activities

f i .




M N . ‘
LT . " . -

! . . ’ ’}
with presumably shared goals and objectives, each of the subunits operates I
. Fairly  autonomously. Furthermge®, the .subunits in the network may have i
potentially competing agendas which may not have surfaced or may not be
amenable to mediation (Herriott and Gross, 1978; "Rosenblum and Louis 1981).
V It should be pointed qut that while loosely linked organizations may en-
counte‘r problems in implementing a coordinated program, some positive out-
comes of opefating in 8 loosely ljnked system have been described earlier
(Rosenblum and Louis, 1?81 Weick, 1976). The relative autonomy of subunits ‘
allows ‘for crealrvlty, approprlate local adaptation, and potentidl successful
implementation and institutionalization in at least "pockets" in the network ‘
when total system-wide implementation ot cont inuation seems to be failing. =, , 1|
. . - )

Third, each subunit in the Tin ganizdtional linkage gystem 1s
constyained by its own structure, culture and socioccultural environment |
(Herriott and, Hodgkins, 1973;., Rosenblum and.louis, 1981) which may affect o

. the ability of the network to achieve knowledge utilization goals and obJee-
» o «tives. These are .some 1ssues that hust be dealt'with when coordinating and
momtor.lnq 8" proJect-\s network act:vrt:es. . ) .,
In llght of these consldera‘tlorﬁ, the RDU pro_l:cts developed a
variety. of.advisory and:informal management groups bo assist in directing Ehg&
projecté. These ineluded, the use of panels of putside experts, the format 1ofr
of management teams comprised of the major subcontractors, the formation of
management teams compgised of supervisory  personnel from the intermediate |
service ageqpcies, or the existence of no formal groups. Where groups exist- |
ed, their mMses appeared to be glvmg advice (to the project staff), f
making recommendations (often to the host organizatod or to NIE), and main- ti_yT
taining general conummcatmn with the education establishment. Although the |
groups provided substantive assistance fas exemplified in the®Pennsylrania ;
project), they also served a legitimizing funotion by generatmg cont inued
support ‘for the .proJect. . .. o
¢ ‘ * P ] “

The degree of monitoring alsg..varied among the seyen projects. Some
projects. {e.q., Pennsylvama) appear to have had close contact wAth. field
activities and to have i1nfldenced these activites regularly. Other projects ,
(e.9., the NETWORK) did not haye daily contact but were not necessarily
concemed about this situation as, long as, school 51te personnel continued to -

* expreBs satisfaction. . . . . -

\ L

-
-

\
“ One problem comnon to many educational service organizations, which
was shared by the RDU networks, was the general difficulty of monitoring .
organizationfl pr process innoyations. Such changes are hard to measure and
- therefore difficult to momtor, as compared to the development or adoption of R
specific products. This apparently created a tendency, i1n Some projects to
‘monitor progress in terms of product. adoptions, while in.others it caused,
excessive formalizatien of the process so that it could be monitored. It
' must be pointed oPt that formelization of the process served other purposes +
.83 well, such as future replication of the process in the. part1c1pat1ng sites .

and elsewhere. . . N
. - . Lo :
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Mandgement of Network Change * ? . ‘. C ) <
- . The occurrence of signifigant cheege over time 1s a fect of organiza-
) tional life. wever? an 1r$!'e;orgamzatiunal network must not only dssume

thats changes’ wall occur within each’ of the participating urganizatiops, but
also that gWanges 1in° network relationships will occur. from a policy \

. + ‘standpoant, a goal 18 to predict- and manage such charfges so that they will
T A have the most salttary effect on network operations. -
The tepic of network changé has been gerierally ignored in previous .

research. The related studies® typically gppear at the interpersonsl level,

. where diffusion research has documented different patterns of information
digseminéition over time (Rogers, 1962; Rogers and Shoemaker, 1962). Charac-
terastics of amnovators (early adopters), fur instance, have ‘been compared to
characteristics of lsggards (late adopters). At an organizational level,
some atteéntion has been given to changes in informal networks over_ time,

, especaally as -such changes may affect the pojitical power of a communaty
coalition (e.g., see Warren, 1974). .In general, however, there has been ”
liktle research on the changes that can occur within formal interorganiza-
tional netwarks, which would .provide mgre rﬂevanf, insights into the RDU

" program. . - ‘.
;...IT; géitrospect \at ledst three phases of change appear felevant for

the RDU projects. Fisgl, a network may undergo a trial or palot-testing

phase. Second, msjor midstream gorrections or changes mayghave to be accom-
modated. Thard, 8 new network may ultamately becume concerned with institu- -

.. tionalization--a ‘L‘U‘p‘te%t was to become so amportant in the RDU program

, that at a1s dlezcussed sepalately 1n.a later section of this ehapters .

e Jrial or.pilot testing. Thé conceptualization of sny new program 1s

typically based, at least in part, on learnings from past and current related

efforts. For example, in the case of RDU, much had been learned from the

experiences of the Pailot State Dissemination Program (Sieber, Louis and

Metzger, 1972), the National Diffusion Network (Emrick et al., 1976), and the .

agraicultural extemsion agents model usid by the Department of Agraculturs.

Though much conceptusl groundwork for the, RDU program had been done in the

year prior to 126 {see Corwin, 1980), ‘the actual awards for the RDU projects .,

hﬁ:e made without any formal pilgt testing of the ROU approach per se. fhus, ., »

ihe:e- was little—prior_ evidence/concerning~the viability and feasibility of
network designs Stipulsted” in the original proposals. At the Bsame time,

no fofmal pilot-testing, phase was incorporated into the anitisl work within .

each of the RPU projects. . e .,

4
r‘
.

. s o
/1, * . A Formal pilot-testing phagse 1in RDil would have had the advantage of
systematically developing and assimilating feedback in order to inform
‘modificationd in procedures for degls with the problem-solving process,
selecting @ new practice, buildingra 1{fal action team, etc., before finally
amplementing these progedufes in the %nt‘:re“hetwork‘.‘ Although some project
designs deliBerately jncluded the phasing in of ned sites at intervals in

* the project's Iife cycle, or deliberatély planned an incremental develbpment
" of the project ¥ knowledge base, eich project tried to get its full network
. opefating as quickly as possible, sg ,that local school diastracts could

initdate their functions during the 1976-1977 gchool year. )
1
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’ Midastream changes. Even 1n programs such (as RDU, which was not .
necessarily plgnned as a long-term effort (at maxagum, the program was
,concerved to operate with NIE funding for five ye#m fact, operations
- . cont inued for bout three-~-and-a-half years), some attention needs to be, given
to the need_for midstream changes. In addition to changes which can take
place as a result of a formal pilot testing phase (which was notprésent 1n
the RDU program), mxdstream changes can occur (and did in fact %ecur) .1n -

///’ everql ways., & - .

- Flr;:?“thanges can occ:’ as a result of .,the phasing in of 31tes.

. Some projects enrolled two or three wavea of sites (one cohort beginning each -
school year), and each new wave of aites was treated somewhat dxfferently,
reflecting procedural modifications found necessary from the previous year 's
experience., For instance, several projects began with a complex problem-sol—

~ . ving process, calling.for each site to pass through a large number of dis-
crete problem-solving steps. Such a process was often fourd too cumbersoms,
and newly enrolled sxtes/were allowed to follow a simplafied set of steps.
Second, major midstream ghanges can occur as a result of faltering gue to an
1ncomp1ete design. (See, for example, the cage study of the. Michigan pro-
Jectg) ™ird, chan s tan occur as a result of turnovermer replacement of
key projest rsonnél.’ The original project directors for two of thihpro- R

o jects went on to other positions after about 18 months (NRC and Georgial. As
- previously noted, these original directors were part of ap®important Inter-
persopal network whose significance may have been unappreciated in the.
replacement process. In three projects (the NETWORK Consortium, Florfda, and
+ Michigan), the responsibilities of the project d:rector were gradually
divided between the original "pr1nc1pal investigator” and a subordinate who
actually adpinistered the day-to-day operations of the project. Only 1in two
pEOJecta {Pennsy lvania. and 'NEA) did no turnover or* transition occur. Because
the project director of each RDU projéct played such an i1mportant role 1in
building and sustaining the entire 1nterorganlzat10nal network, these peraon-
nel changes could conceivably have been tréated as midstream shifts, with
concomitant expectations For a modified version of the:network. . . .

(2] \‘ .

. - _ - NETWORK EFFECTIVENESS

L] . -

The effectiveness of networks as a knowledge utxllzatlon strategy
grust be interpreted according to some performance criteria. There are
several 1ssues that arise when trying to determine the appropriate criteria
by which to judee network effectiveness. . -/ .

S

»
. On the one hand, 1nterorganlzat10nal networks cannot be v:ewed

as ends In themselves, but must be viewed as mechanxsms for achieving knowl- T &
edge utilization outcomes at the local school dxstggct or school level. Thus .

the refevant outcomes of the network-byilding effort of the RDU program first

and foremost include school performance (or effectxvenesa) and the increased

ability of school officials to use educational R&D. Although many factors

are likely to be determinants of school and student.changes, the degree to

which the aervices delivered byékhe RDU network (i.e., the assistance provid-

ed by the.field agent, the R&D products selected and implemented, the

1mplementation of the problem-solving firogess) can affect sthool change -
are the mark of network effectiveness. (fhe ultimate school outcomes are .
the subject of other reports [Louis, 1980; Louis et al., 1981] but will be

-j addressed to some degree in this volume.) - . .

' ' 22 : : -
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On the other hand, to the extent that network building (and network
institutionalization) was considered an objective of the RDU program, it is
important _to assess ‘performance 'and outcomes of the network itself f(e.q.,
communicat 10n and coordination mechanisms) and of the different organization-
al components of the metwork (1.e., the -headquarters unit, the resource and
linkage organizations, .etc.).

A IR0 .

Whife there 1s little consensus oh measures of organizational effec-

tiveness (Goodman et al., 1977), some management outcomes that need ta be
considered include: the ability to\recru? appropriate personnel; the
ability to maintain high morale and. productivity among the staff; and the
degree of satisfaction with the operations of the network, as perceived by
members of the varirous constitueft groups 1n thHe network. ’
i - . . v

. _ Another major measure of network effectiveness, and one" with which
the RDU projects became increasingly concerned during the latter half
of their fgderal funding pgriod, 1is,the continuation of operations on a

permanent basis--1.e., 1institutionalization. Becalse of the importance of |

+4ke i1nstitutionalezation phase in any network-building effort, and &p the RDU
programs irt pz:}'txéulat, the next section 1s devoted entirgly to this phase.

. ) ’ msmuugm.mum

x

Instititionalization may occur dlf@ntly for different constituent
groups within An organizational network. It 1s also important to point out
a major ¢onceptual distinction that needs’to be maintained. Institutionali-

zation 1s diffegent from, and cannot be ysed as.a proxy fol, performance )

because institutionalization can (and does) occur in the sbsence of clear
service payoffs. This n:egi to distinguish between institutionalization and
service performance has b€en found previously with innovations. in state and
local governments, and the conpeptual dlstxﬁctmn 18 graphically presented
in Figure 2-1, Thus, for exapple, the upper right-hand cell in the matrix
represents those situgtions where service inputs become institutionalized--
possibly '‘because thereé have been political or bureaucratic payoffs such as
organizational growth that may be lmportant' to the host organization--but
in which there have been no clear service payoffs (e.g., improved efficiency
of /&peratmn, increased outputs, etc.). Another conceptual distinction is
that institutionalization of the 1nterorganizational network 1tself may
occur, or it may take-place within compornents of the netwogk (e.q., some
knowledge utilizatipn activities may contanue within the field agent host
organizatzon). " ) ..

IndYators of Institutionalization .

+

b ]

1= .

An orgamizationpl practice or procedure vcan be conducted with such
regularity that optside cbservers feel that the practice 1s & "normal” ,or
"routine" part of the organization's opérations. This 1s the stsge at which
a practice may be considered, from a perceptual point of view, to be "insti-
tutionalized” (see Yin, 1979).

s . *

However, the exact”time intervalmat which a new practice or proce-
dure becomes institutionalized cannot befeasily defined in operational terms.
Earlier conceptualizations have emphasi the independence of the practice
or pro'r;edure from specific personnel. ; .

. ;
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- FOUR POSSIBLE OUTCOMES FROM A LOCAL SERVICE INNOVATION .
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. Perhaps the best sign of the routinization of fa] new pro-

gram occurs when the men who were originally involved in

implementing the pregram are replaged. If the program re-

mains é¢saentially the same....we can then say that it has

been-stabilized. Another sign of routinization is the °

development of job training programs for the new replace-

ments. * (Hage and Aiken, 1970) ) . e
Unt1l recently, however, there have been few empirical investigations of the
sinstitutionalization process (exceptions include Yin [1979] and Berman and
Mctsughlin [1979]). "The 1mportant contributions have been to define, in a
theoretacal Manner, the major phases of change that occur as a procedure

becomes routipized. '

.
& *

One gtudy both conteptualized and empirically investigated routiniza-,
tion 1n operational terms (Yin, 1979), The more a practice or procedure
achieves tgn passages or cycles, the more routinyzed 1t 1s. These ten

“passages of Tycles include the personnel factor cited above as well as
several other important dimensions--budgetary conditions, formal governarice
and organizational rules, and provisions of supplies and maintenance service

' % o

. - Of these passages and cycles, the one most often considered critical

1n the support of federdl programs is concerned with budgetary support: A
strong indicator that institutionalization has ocourred 18 wheéh 8 new program
succeasfylly makes the tranbition from federal to local funding, The ways in
which fufds were Hsstributed to support different functiogs and organizat ions
in the petwork during the féderal funding. period have sighificant implica-
tiona - for the continuation of knowledge utilization activities once external
support 1s withdrawn. In the RDU program, federal funds were used at all
levels in the organizational hierarchy of. the RDU projetts. Thus, not only
was support given to the project headquarters and its host grganizations, but
funds were; also’ passed directly to the linkage organizations, other resource
organizationg, and local school sites. Although the use of these funds was
defined carefully to coincide with specific RDU milestones, they may be
viewed as having served a "seed money" function.

However, as the full emumeration of passages and cycles shows, the
focus on a,single passage 1S overly narrow; the RDU program did become

concerned with institutiogalization apd did tend to define the process in .

terms of budgetary support. &uch 8 definition was forced, of course, by the
fact that Fe_derql support was to be terminated after a thtee?year ‘period.

~ *In all, thg, ten passages and cycles govér the followmaing observable

(and not perceptual) conditions: equipment turnover (cycle); transition .

to support by local funds (passage}; estsblishment af appropriate organiza-
tional status {passage); arrangement for supply and maintenance (passégey;
establishmént of personnel classifications or certification (passage);
changes 1n organizational governance {passage), internalization of training
program (passage); promotion of personnel acquainted with the innovation
(cycle); turnover in key personnel (cycle); attainment of widespread use
(cycle). TS T— _ .
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Emergence of the issue within the RDU program.: ' ,

[

Institutionalization did not become a major focus of attention dntil
midway through the RDU program's life history, when 1t became evident that
federal funding would not. be continued beyond the three-year period. Part of
this dglayed concern tan be, explaired by the fact that in the early part of
the project, project menagers were understandably struggling with the need to
“breathe life” into their proposed designs and fully mobilize the resources
that would be necessary to put the, program into full operation. , One NIE
staff member indicated that progrem staff deliberately refrained from pushing
institutionalization issues in the first year. However, according to another,
NIE staff member, from tbe beginning it was implicitly .assumed by NIE, and
explicitly proposed by several of the seven projects, that each would in-
corporate and perhaps expand 1ts RDU-type activities after funding ended as a
result of (a), the host agencigs' commitment to the idea, and (b) successful
demonstration of outcomes after the three-year funding period. However, as
the program developed, there was increased confusion among progrem partici-
pants about the definition of ®institutionalization in this context. Although
considered to be a research-action program, the RDU program came to be seen
as fitting gny of three diastinctly different forms of federal intervention:

r
-

e a‘demonstration program, in which the goal was to -
show tne feasibility and effects of an intervention
in a real-life setting, but in which there was no par-

£ ticular emphasis on long-term institutionalization of
the intervention at the demonstration site(s);

LB e a seed money ,program, in which the goal was to use
B, federal funds-to initiate &nd develop new activities
that would later, and on a lasting basis, be supported
by.state or locsl fundé? or . . »

) . _ ) \
» 8 subsidy program, in which' federal funds would be

needed both to initiate new activities and then, in mod- '

ified (and perhaps reduced) form, to maintain these“ac-

tivitjes on a lasting basis. o ' )

) However,_accordingglo most NIE staff, there was never any real

“expectation that programscould be supported on a long-term basis. The only
ambiguity K@s over whether NIE would provide up ta two additional years of
funding to successful projects to covef ongoilng demonstratron,dissemination &
costs, and which mght have been used as transition costs to help further
"institutionslize” themselves. * In the end, these additional funds were hot
provided.

i r
The *placement of a new program within a specific unit of a state
department of education will inflyence the natureyof both the implementat 1on

and the institutionali2ation process. The organizatidnal locatiom of the
. project director’'s offick was determined, howmever, by criteria other than-the

indtitutionalization process. Despite this, when it did emerge, the
- . " - b J . \
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'inatitutionalimtion issue was mai*y focused on the ‘statug bof ach RDU |
project’s headquarters unit (most of which were located in state department \
of education). This unit was viewed by both NIE and the pro,je.c}a as the main ‘

part of the RDU operation that needed to be institutionali'zed

. However, when a program involves interorganizatio networks, as diad,
the RDU program, the issue of institutionalization is, in reality much more &
complex. First, activities and structures in the pt/her components of ‘the
network-——in this case especially the linkage orgdnizations--also need to
be institutiondlized. Second, and even more difficult to understand or
describe, the relationships among the network nents need to be instatu-
l:ionahzed; Typically, such relationships are-reflected in specific agree-
ments or procedurts among the parficipatipg organizations; to this extent,
efforts must be made to assure the pe gnency of such agreements or proce-
dures.’ . . - .

[ '
‘ v

. UMMARY ) ’

-

This chapter presented & framework *for looking at RDU ds a growp of. 3
.nterorganizational networks Issues relevant to the design, management,
effectiveness and 1nstitutionalization of sgudh networks vere discussed,
focusing on networking as a strategy ‘for knowledge utilization in general, -
and for RDU in particulst. - )

The followyng chapter-length case studies of four ROU projects
examine the networking strategy in greater detail. These .cases are then
synthesized in the final chapter, and the lessons learned about networking

summafized for the future design and management of educational linkage
systeas. .

]
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M - . INTRODUCTORY NOTE TO THE CASE STUDIES . .

The following seckion contains case studies of four ° l
RDU projects. The case studies were based on field interviews . ’ ‘
with project staff rembers, subcontractors, and other relevant
individusls® i1n the organization in whaich the project wag

housed and at the National Institute of Education. v '

The purpose of the Px:oject-spenhc cage studies is to
1llm1mte basic 1ssues in, design .and management of 'networks
3 to foster dissemination. As such they do not purport to gave
a full or well r?:\nded story of ‘each project. Nor sere the
case studies intended £o be evaluations of the individusl
2 projects, although the jsuthors admit that it 1s difficult to
describe and explein their observations without eppearing
judgmental. We want to emphasize strongly that our data
collection wes completed by October of 1980. These case
studies report only what we saw up until this point. In f
many cases, we saw indications thet the projects, though no S
longer funded by NIE were still emerging end changing in thear
host organization. Even now it is too esrly to predict the
ultimete success or failure of project design and strategies. .

' Each of® the case studies has been reviéwed by the
Project Director st the relevent project and has been por-
- ‘rected based on the review. Although they agree that the °
. ! cases are factually accurate, in some cases they did not agree
+~—with our interpretations.




oo : CHAPTER 3 , ‘

. < THE NORTHWEST READING CONSORTIUH PROJECT \ ’ ' .

' ' ' INTRODUCTION . . \ o

’ . BHowdol get a han.dle on the impact of infourme networks i!
. and relationships? An example of the influesCe of these

relationships is in who gets invited to meetdipgs. The -
.project #irector doesn't get invited to disseminstion meet-
5 ings for the State of Washington, but the linker does. What . ’ !
. does this mean for me and for the project? What action,
. if any, Bhould I take to change this eituatmn‘?
This quotation from the proJBct d1rector of the Northwest I;e—ggmg
Consortaum (NRC) represents a common concern expressed in different ways -
by hdlfferent members of this project network. To understand the NRC, one ’
must look beyond the office of the project director, as the project con-
tained one of the most complex formal and informal networks in the RDU
/ program. A social network approach 1s needed which views the project as
‘a system of components (people, groups, organizations) ‘joined by a variety
of . relationships. Often, not all peirs of components arg joined, and some
componente are joined by multiple relationships. ; -

The NRC wes a joint effort of Alaska, ldsho, Oregon and Haehington,
and’ was housed 1n the Washington State Department of Education. A Iinkang
"agent* was hired and placed in a host agency (usually an intermediate ser- .
vice agency) in each of the four Consortium states to help local schools 3
improve their reading programs through thé use of R&D outcomes. The North-
west Regional Education Laboratory (NWREL) was responsible for organizing
and deliverang the knowledge base of resources to be used by schools, and
for training the four lmkmg agents 1in the process of effective service
rdelivery. . .

Three key issues emerged during the study of the NRC. While these \\
1ssues were evldent to some extent in other RDU projects, their combined
presence and mpact on project functioning and project outcomes were espe-
cially relevant to the NRC and make this story an important one. .

-@& flret isgue that emerged in the NRC was tension between.a re-
gional and ‘state approach to school improvement. The project design was
unique 1n that the project management ahﬁlevaluatmn, the knmledge-baee
_management, and the technical assistance’ ptocess all functioned at a re-
gional level. Yet, the cooperating pacific ’nurthweet states have tradition-
ally hed strong state-level autonomy. This tension between state and te-
gional emphases was exacerbated by the placement of the project headquarfera
in a etat\e department of educetion rather than in a regional organization
such as the NWREL.** Not only did the hoetin;kagency resist the use .of state.

space and resources in the service of other stategy~but the other three
states resisted the "outside interference" of a\ther state in their affairs.

b4 -

K *Field agents were called "linking agents™ in this project. ~
. " #*The NWREL was never'conei'dered the host; agegcy for the project.
) - 29 .
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bR * A second issue concerned the difficulty .of managing a complex differ-
ent 1ated system of different organizational components, .each with 1ts own
agenda, While this 1Ssue 18 a problem common to most interorganizational
networks, 1t was madé especially difficult in the NRC project’ because of
the nature of the relationships dnd because of turnover 1n the position
of project director. The project initially relied on a highly interper-
sonal approach to controlling the variety of 1nterorgamzat 1onal rela-
tionships that characterized it. However, with the change i project direc- °
tors, the focus on personal relationships changed to a more contractugl and |
formal management approach. The.strains between the goals and opera!'.mg
styles af the different organizations involved 1n the NRC had a great impact
~""Gn the functionihg of the network. .

L v

The third issue emerged last and concerned the perceived addition
‘of 1institutionalization as a goal for the NRC project. #“Institut onalizat 10n
was not emphasized in the ,proposal submitted by NRC, but emerged in a subtle
tay as an object ive that was valued by HIE., Thus caused concern and frystra-
tion on the part of NRC staff who had strongly emphasized the status of their
project as an action-research demonstration. . .

a8

The remainder of the case study 18 divided into Five sections. The
first section desgribes the®initial design and operation of the NRC net--
work. The second section presents the relationships which governed the
network operation and discusses the relevant changes in the network over * ~
time., The third segtion discusses how the network actually delivered ser-
vices to schocls, and the fourth describes the current . status of the major .
network components., The, last section discusses the lessons to be learned

- about managing networks for school mpr,pvement.

. THE INIT IAL DESIGN AND OPERATION oF THE NRC PROJECT

. . The _main objectives of the Northwest Reading Consqrtium (NRC) pro-/i .
ject, as stated im the proposal, were: : < ’
e to organize-a system for increased communication among ‘ .
centers, teacher pyeparation 1nst1tut10ns, state educa-
tion agencies, intérmediate seryice agencxes and local .
- . educat 10n agencies; -

“ @ to assist local education agency personnel in identifying

problem areas in the reading 1nptruct ion program;

e to provide infqrmation about pertinent®R&D outcomes'm — ' ‘

useable form for use by--local eﬂucatwn agencies;

+ o  to gssist local educatmn agencies 1n selection of appro-
‘ priate R&D out comes; .

’ LJ

e to assxst in 1mplementation of adopt ed 'B&D outcomes; and

e to cohduct formative svaluation of the process being used
at each stage of the project. ,{The evaluation was to focus

Zon the local procéss of R&D utilization, site-specific im-
pacts, anrd the linkage strategies that were used at the ’
site.) (Washangton State Department .of Educatwn, 1976) c o,

) 30 .
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The Notthwest Readiny Consortium grew out of the ‘federally funded
Right to Read program in the states of Washington, Oregon, Idsho and Alaska.
The Right to Read. program directors for each state have as their objective
the provision of materials and assistance to help lqs:i school districts
design and put into practice programs that ensure the continuous progress of
every child i1n learming ‘to read st ’his or her best ability. To accomplish
this objective, the state directors perform the following activities: 1.
convene periodic state assemblies to btald resource and communications
net works among reading speciglists at tna’state and local level apd 1n
ingtitutions of higher education; 2) disseminatesneeds assessmeﬂi)and
planning handbooks and guidelines to local school districts; and 3) prbvide.
the services .of Right to Read assistants from the_state dffice to help local
school gfistricts make use of the planning materials in local program design

and lementation processes. ,

As local schopl districts began to’particzpatél}ﬁ_ﬁhe Right to Read
progr the state directors began to seek ways to meet the needs iden-
tified by districts through their Right to Read needs assessment procedures.

The Northwest Laboratory (NWREL), ted in Portland, Oregon, was aware of
this concern of the Righf to Read te directors through participation 1n
various state assemblies 1n the northwest. . The NWREL was also aware of
NIE's interest in exploring methods of helping administrators of local school
buildings improve their programs through the use of re%earch and development ',
outcomes. NWREL therefore suggested NIE as a source of help to the Right to
Read program directors in the northwest. Through the efforts of the Right to
Read directors in Washington, Oregon, Idaho and Alaska,, and with the assis-
tance ofthe NHREL: the Northwest Reading CPnsortlum cmmxlxmo being.

vehicle to which the RDU program might become attached. Not only was
the emphasis on reading i1n the 1mitial RDU RfP copsistent wat Right to Read,
,but both programs required that local schools attend tg the dyality of thear
plenned change process. In Right to Read, therg were réquirements for funded
schools to go through a systematic needs assessment, and to document planning
activities. The RDU proposal wis intended to supplement normal Right to Read
procedures through (1) the provision of a knowledge bgse of existing, vali-
dated products, and (2) the provision of the services of linkers, consul-
tants, and other sources of assistance in carrying out the reading 1mprove-
mént program. Neither of these features was part of Right to Reead.
- A U

The Washington Right to Read ,state director haq been involved with
the original National Right to Read Task Force and had spearheaded efforts to
coordinate the Right to Read state programs in the Northwest. Her per-
ceived leadership among her peers strongly influenced the decision to locate
the project headquarters in Washington. Upon project funding in July 1976,
she assumed her proposed position as project director of the NRC, with the
Washington State Department of Educatior acting as the contracting host
agency. Tha Right to Read directors in each state selected a linker host
organization.and asked for volunteer school districts wathim the geographic
areas served by the identified linker hosts. The school districts submitted
letters of ainterest (often after a special invitation from ‘the Right to
Read director), & selection of two districts per state was made, and these
organizations (linker hosts and school districts) were identified in the

The Rzght'to Read program appeared to be a par%&cular]y appropriate

. “ . ]
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original proposal to NIE. The NWREL wWas chosen to 1identify and provide
assistance to disseminate appropriate research and development products
that could be used i1h schools to improve reading.

v <

Key Components of the NRC Project Network -

¢
-A brief description of thd key components in the NRC project network
- will help to understand the processes and relationships that resulted.

The key components are presented in Figure 3-1. .

NRC Executive Committeer The NRC Executive Committee was made up of
the project director and evaluatiom director from the project office, the
four Right to Read directors, and the linker and a local school and higher
education person (selected by the Right to Read State Assembly) from each of
the four participating states. This 18-member committee met _nine times
between July 1976 and June 1979 at project expense to provide ongoing direc- —

. tion and guidance. Even with the option of selecting different people from
the state assemblies each year, everyone re-appointed themselves. The
committee apparently met some individual as well as NRC needs. Al-fhgugh the
project director wanted to curtail this group during the last projéct year
for budget reasons, the group resisted. They stated: "This has become a
special support system for us--don't dgstroy it."

. The Executive Committee exercised an 1informal advisory role 1n.the
. project. Time constraints did not permit actual review and sign-offs on
products, reports to NIE, or budgets, but this group contributed substantial-
Iy to plarnning. For example, the committee influenced the project {o submit
a proposal for additional funds--something the project director would not
Have chosen to do. During the Jast year of the project this committee
emphasized fostering continuing networks and relationships, and each state
conducted a special seminar to share project learnings, sponsored by the

state members of this commit¥ee. . :
. . \ .

1 ]
Washington State Department of £ducation. The Washington State °

L % Department of Education acted as the contracting agency for the project with
NIE. As project host, the agency provided physical space and facilities,
.support functmns such as accounting and personnel, and basic contract

" monitoring to ensure quality control.

v

The NRC was perceived by the agency as one of many special research

studies and was therefore placed in the €valuation and Testing Section of

. the Division of Instruction. The department seemed to have only a limited
understanding of how the NRC differed from more typical evaluation activi-
ties. The agency viewdd the NRC primarily ag a temporary action-research
project, rather than as a dissemination or reading improvement program that
could.benefit other ongoing agency activities and objectives. %cordmg to
the project director's immediate supervisor, however, the NRC projett was
unique in that "it was longer than projects and it provided relatively
detailed technical assistance to three other states." There was little
attempt to integrate the NRC with other section activities. The section
gsupervisor of the project "bent over backwards to keep the project very
clean--tp keep to NIE's original model.“ This resulted in some 1solation

. from the rest of the agency. - « - .
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7 Figure 3-1

NRC NETWGRK COMPONENTS... -

Right to Read
State Programs:

Q'Hashington

3
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. . @ Oregon ,
e Idaho -
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T NRC project office.” The project office consisted of a full-time
project director, evaluation director, end & setretary. Becaulsesof a hiripg
freeze at the Washington State Department of Education, other atéff were
hired as part-time temporary help, as interns, or through the auspices of
8 subcontractor--the HWREL. The 1nitial project director had been fh the
Washington State Department of Education as the, Right to Réad director.
Upon project funding, her position ahifted to one which Bhe perceived as
much more cliallenging and demanding. She asked for @ salary increase to
‘gccampany ber new pogition and was refused. After months of negot iaf ion,
she flnally re31gned left the state department.

-

The evaluataon dlrector accepted the progect director position,
premarily to maintgin the stabrlity of the project. . He was new fo the state
department, having come from a position as currlculum director 1q a local
achool district. After the creative nature of the evaluat1on position, the
roject director found many of the management details of his new role burden-
me. Fully 505 of his time seemed to be spent in budget monitoring, (there
thret different budget systems to monitor--those of the Washington Stdte
v Department of Education, NIE, and the linker host organlzatlons), and 1n

subcontract negotxathn Eeaﬁh of Five subcontracts were renegotlated yearly}.

. The posxtlon of evaluatiom director was fxlled by someone from within
the state department on a temporary assignment. This becsme one of monitor-
ing the completion of documégggtloéteﬁd_gxglgghlnn activities designed by the
_neg/projeet'dxrector. . * . - '

Northwest Regional Education Laboratary. The NWREL hed a subcontract
with the NRC ,for creatxng and maintaining the knowledge base of R&D Dutcomes,
and for providing® traiming and consulting services related to the use of
specific ‘R& products. One member of the lab worked full- txme on the pro-
ject, arranging and conducting review boards for screening products, main-
taining the "Blue Book," which included descriptions of the R&D products in
the knowledge base and acting as<a broker between sites and consultants. The
knowledge base primarily contained NIE-developed R&D products, the majority
of which were targeted to elementary school children. Ffrom a fidelity
perspective, the NRC probably stayed cNosest to the original antention of NIE
with respect to the, selectxon, description and dissemination of yslidated
R&D products. .

. "tr.

) In alidition, the NRWEL had -funding from NIE wnrelated to RDU to

~gerve as a resource for providing traimng tp educational linking agents.

.., .« Given tHE close physical proximity of the NRWEL to the NRC, this addltlonal

tie helped to cement the special” relationship between the two.

- - anker host ‘agencies., four organzzatxons, one 1in each Consortlum
state, served 8s linker tosts. Three of these hosts were 1ntermedxate
service agencxes, and one w8s a branfh of the ldaho State Department of
Education. A supervisor was designated in each host agency. These individ-
vals admiriistered the subcontracts with the NRC, and their primary function
was to select and supervise the linker., In some cases, the state Right to
Bgad director, also had some inflfience on the actual selection of a linker,

-
A .
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.~ &nd 1n one case (Oregon) the resding specialists from the two participatling
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schodl districts were involved in. interviewing and hiring the linker. In
most cases, the linker ho&t orgamzatwns provided physical space,.access to
a decretary and access to peer trainers--people who worked in dissemination
and n local schools {althpugh usually not as extenswely as the linkers).
Lmkers. Four linking agents, one 1n each Consortium state, served

to match assessed retldmg prob_lems in local” schéols with solutions and
soucces available from the NRC prugect. Three of the linkers were rela-
tively young--the linking agent job was one of the farst in their prqf'essmn—
gl careers. The fourth linker was much older, having held riany positions
during hs cageer {teédchar, principal, intermediate service agéncy consul-
tant °d'13tr1c£ad1ng spécxahst) None of the linkers had been employed_ by

the host organization prior to pro,]ect" funding. . .
R - ¥ 1
. The linkers were a key component. 'in the NRC pa,]ect, spendmg“l(m‘"

of their time working intensively with betweeh six to ten-schools, .. The
formal subcontract provided the linkers with & bldget for four fixed cate-
goriess These included consultant services, travel, released time for

_ teachers,. and material's (primarily site startup costs). >
p .

L]

. . .
Oistricts and gcal schools. Once the linker host organ:zation

been identified by the Right to Read director in each Consortium state, an
wnvitation to part1c1pate in the NRC was sent to all of the school districts
that were geographically proximate. In addltlon, the state director made

personal contacts with a few districts., following the receipt of letters of ~

interest, two school districts in each state were selected. HWithain each
selected district, the reading specialist or curriculum director, then select-
ed three to six schools that would part icapate. Oastricts were told that
there would be federal funds t8 help them implement 8 new reading program,
but that district funds must then be used for any )¢ g-term costs of main-
‘taanang the new program or practice. ‘Local schools would be responsible for
creatmg ® "local action team" to apply the Right to Read proglem-salvmg
process 'in the school. '
“y ’ a . v

Given this identification of the relevant components in the NRC
project, the  next question of importance concerns what dctually. occurred
during project performance. It is to this topic that we now turn.

. - - . N}
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. ’ CONFLICT AND COOPERATION: -

y -, 4 THE NRC IN hcuou o _

The | history of‘ the NRC 1is one that is fllled thh donflicts bet(zle’n

. {he agendas and goals of the different worganizations and individuals invo

. ed. The reasons for this conflict-yere not due to opportunism. Each of

organizations, became committed to the NRC because they believed in the
project;, however, their definition of the most important components of the
project sometimes differed, and there were concerns among many parties about
the general 1ssue'of who was responsible for making which decisions. In this
‘section, we explore some of the more significant pairs of ihterorganizational
relationships jn the NRC ®nd the ba'iance between conflict @nd cooperatmn in
.each. ! . “ .t -
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Project Pffice and the Washington State Department of Education.

. For the NRC, location in the Washington State Department of Education
was a matter of expediency. .A formal organizational unit wa$ needed in order

. for NIE to allocate project funds, and since the Washington state directo
+ for the Right to Read program had been one of the driving forces behind the

-as the project host. ,Federal programs were viewed as a mixed blessing by the

gt-ate department. On the one hand, these programs typlcally brought addi-

tional funds for educat 10nal .improvement 1into the state. However, these

programs also creqted positions and activities that would Iater require state

funds for continuation. For many state department decision makers, the

balance shifted to the negative side when they understood the heavy research

- emphasis of the NRC and the fact that, given the regional nature of the

proposed network, onily one-quarter of the project's efforts would serve the

state. Also, becausé of the hiring freeze mandated by the legislature, every

NRC staff position took one position from some pther department in the
agency. . .

Dur1ng the J;rst year, much of the interaction between th; NRC

project office and the state department concerned a salary raise for the

project director. As noted above, failure to resolve this dispute resulted

in the project director's resignation and replacement by the project evalu-

. ation director. As will be described later, in this chapter, this turnover in

. staff was to have serious 1mp11cat10ns for implementation of the NRC project..

As noted earlier, the placement of the project within the Evaluation
Sectiop of the state department, rather than within a substantlve area (llke
reaﬂlng) or within state dissemination efforts, had 1mp11cat10ns for the®
. anstitutionalization of project activities and structures. The Evaluation
Section contained a numbeB of programs. The guiding principle seemed to be
one of "protection™ of.these programs from the rest of the department so that

y would better accomplish their objectives. In return for this protec- "~
tion, the NRC project dirgctor perlodlcallygﬁerved on committees and task
forcegs .in the State department and provide isseminat1on and utilization
expertise for state planning.

~ o -

The project began 1in Cramped‘quarters that were shared with other
projects. However, after thé first year it moved into relatlvelx spacious§ .
quarters. This move was supported by the evaluation section ®supervisor
largely because the section would "get the space" when the project termln-
ated. _The project also utilized departmental support services such as*
typlng pool, dupllcatlon system, accounting department, and persgﬂns}.

The NRC pruJect director 1initiated frequent information exchanges’

. {(memos, reports, updates, etc.) with the evaluation section supervisor; the
evaluation section sup€tvisor therefore felt little need to manage or inter-
vene, This supervisor did conduct all yearly perfurmance appraisdls of
%progect staff as grway to "keep in touch." -

LY
v

In summary, the relationship between the state department of eduga-

. tion.and the projest office was minimal, and was characteri%ed by the provi-
sion of some Services, guidelines and constraints by the state department and

the provision of some knowledge g@nd influence by the project staff {primarily

_the project director). . While the intensity of the relationship was low, the

L . hinal @
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initial proposal to NIE, the Washington State Educatien Agency was proposed '
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state” department did affect the operation of the program in significant

and, usually, negative ways--the most signifitant of these was the loss of

the first project director. However, since the project had never really

expected a great deal of support from the department, the relatiyely low

levels of interaction were not a source of tension. Only dutfng the last*

- year, when institutionalization became ,a new objective, did some confusion .
develop concerning the role of the state departmen‘t in relatdon to th
project. . '{ .

%

>

NRC Project Office and the NWREL.

If the relationship between the NRC and the Washington State Department of
Educat 1on was strained because of the lowsflevel of support, the one between
the NRC and the Northwest Lab.became stressful because of an oversbundance of
resources and skills, the flow of which the ‘project dPfrector often felt
helpless to control. One part of the relationship consisted of contractual
monitoring by the project office of the lab's role in creating and maintain-
ing the knowledge base and coordinating the provision of technical assistance
(both 1n product selection and implementation) to schools. Since the pro-
cedures were specified in the proposal, the NWREL proceeded with little
direct supervision by either project director. For example, the project

N

director okayed the "Blue Book" list of approved products before it was .
published, but did_not review the individual product summaries as they were
o produced. , .

The "main ¢oncern of the project wath res'pect to thas first part of
the relationship was the NWREL's tendency to expand their scope of work.
"How do you control the subcontractor from using your money to do other
things related to knowledge-base generation and maintenance in an entrepre-
neurial sense--above and beyond what your project needs?’ asked the project
director. Finally, a ten-page document entitled "Collaborative Planning
Between NRC and NWREL Dissemination Programs" (Marth 1978) was produced
jointly by both organizations as a position paper that set expectations for
appropriate behavior. One of the major features of the paper was the sub-
- stantial involvement of 8 NWREL staff member in project activities and
management. This involvement helped to build trust between the two organ-
1zations. As 8 result, the NWREL felt free to do some other dissemination-
related act ivities using the justification that they made the lab moré
effective in thear NRC role. This greatly helped the NWREL in their other .
dissemination activities (such as the Regional Exchange), and also helped the °
project office by keeping the NWREL sufficiently informed about overall
objectives so they could monitor certain activities at the linker and site
levels. For, example, the NWREL could wern linkers and schools about the
danger of adopting too many new activities at the same time which would make
it difficult to measure the impact of each. Thus, the NWREL took on &
broader perspective than just trying to maximize use of their specific
responsibility--i.e., the knowledge base. In a sense, the NWREL became @
co-manager of the intervention--largely because of their access to resources
and information that the project director did not have. g
. The second part of the relationship between the NWREL and the project
office - concerned linker supfort end training. The NWREL initially had &
.separate’contract with NIE to provide training assistance to educational
linkers in ROU and other programs. Due to its physical proximity, the NRC
_quickly became the focal client. The original project director felt com-
fortpble letting the NWREL "do their thing" with the NRC lankers. However,
Q ’ - .
— ‘ . * 1 37
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the new project director felt uncomfortzmle with both ‘the lab epproach, whxch
stressed abstract organization development theory, and wath the group process
focus of the training. The, linkers reinforced this umeasiness by their
reactions {(e.g., "This 1s all very interesting, but it has' nothmg to ‘{f’ with
what I'm doing in my Job"

-NHREL s desire to e Fhelr training actavities to mclude PI‘OJeCt C e
management staff as well as lfnkers increased the project director's concern |
about linker training. NWREL' began to initiate activities with the project 1
staff--without any invitation. of request from the project. The project |
director, in a linker training sessidn that he was monitering, finally
-stated: "You're here to traih linkers--not me!” )
During the second year of the project, the training activities were |
e;tpart of the knowledge base subcontract with the NWREL. This gave the |
pl?OJEC director more contrgl over the training activities, and built in more |
accomtablhty. The dlrecdyz:‘ requested that the NWREL provide a formal scope
and sequence for the propdsed training--forciQg the trainers to plan, organ-
1ze and deliver targeted training. In time, trust was established in this |
part of the relat)ymiup as well, and the training became quite responsive to ‘

expressed lmker needs. - . * ‘
/!

P

Durmg the last year of the proJect,, formal training was replaced by ‘
technical assxé&smce to and professmnal developrient activities with indi-
vidual linkers. _*TFhis was! venk mpatible with changes in the linkers' needs
over the life tﬁ' the<pro _A‘g)this point, they wanted specific answers to .
solut 10on-select and* nta ion issues and more information about how
they might fi¥ intozfegionaf®and state dissemination efforts. Similar
changes 1n interest occurred within NWREL, as formal individual-linker
training was dé- mphasiz nd.increased emphasis was placed on dissemination
planmpg and stﬂﬁor.t qt a e and regiona} .level.
*"In swmdg{, th1 relationship wse very intense and underwent major
changes; in terms, Of What was expected. Initially a source of conflict and
contern, thrptigh ‘hard work spent in exploringy clarifying and negotiating, .
the relationship later became need-fulfilling and rewarding to each partici-
pant. The. qugl g.y of this relationship greatly affected the outcomes of the
wholé project, 8ince the project office and the NWREL had ongoing contact
with most other merbers o?' the entire NRC network. Faigure 3-2 presents,
in sumfary form, a list¥f key events in th1s relatmnshlp and hlgh'hghts its
evolvmg nature. ¢ . .

N\\'REL atd the Lmkers. 1

¥ ., .
khe relatmnshlp between NWREL: and the linkers .also consisted of two

main pafts, One part wnvolved mteractmns{be‘rﬁeen linkers and the NWREL

concerning the knowledge base. Thege interactions focused on (1) sybmission *

by the linkef of a statement summ zing the, "problem” at each of the linker

sites; (2) screening one-page summaries of products; and (3) review of

complete product packages and requests for technical assistence or consultant .

help for eather product selec¥ion or implementation. - \

L}
] - .

The very natur, f these mteract:ons, typwal of a resource pro-
nder-chent ré lationhag, lgd to some” conflict. The resource provider
(NWREL) wanted clear .and spec1f1c statements of need, in an orderly fashion,

Lol
Wl ~ r .

] . 38-




-~ 3
]

. EMhmyy

A
L) . [ e -

“

figura 32"

.~ KEY EVENTS IN THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE~NWREL .
AND THE NORTHWEST READING CONSORTIUM

) ' July 1976 to March 1978 .

July 1976, Inatigl exploratory gbntact occurs 1in Washington,.p.C.
at. RDU Directors' Meeting between NWREL training staff
- and NRC staff. .

August 1976 NIE directive to focus the NWREL on program actxvxtxes
and service to RDU.and RDx clients, 1nc1ud1ng tailored
training services for the NRC. &

September 1976 Gont1dwmat1on of exploratory discussion of relatxonshxp
between and NWREL. .

October 1976 Agreement reached to conduct farst braxnxng session 1n

. December. —_— -

Decewber:1§76 Initaal linker training c0nducted December 13-17. Pre-
pared 3-5 year plan for NIE.

Jenuary 1977 ° Agreeméﬁt to conduct one day of %raxnxng at next Adva-
sory Meeting in February. Provided on-site consultation

' to Alaska linker.

February 1977 Linker training,® february 9. NIE asks NWREL for a scope .
of work statement to provide tailored linker training.

April 1977 , Prepared a Collaborative Planning Document for Training
to NRC. Secured agreements to access project data.

. .. Continued burlding a collaborative relationship.

May 1977 ‘ Sibe visits tb‘each linker in Alaska, Hashxngfbn,'

Oregon, Idaho? Lipker Training Workshop, June 6- 10
‘NRC director resigns. .

Provided staff development/traxnxng workshop to Maywood
Junior High, Issaquah. Developed Operataonal Plan for
' Y '78. Confirmed a continuing relationship with new
. progect dxrector, including greater integration of
management , “evaluation, knowledge-base and traxnxng
support systems.

s
September 1977 Linker Tgzaining Sessxon, September 15 and 16. .

October 1977 » Linker Training Sesaxon, Octoher 24, .
December 1977 Management, coordination g anniog for project budget
‘§§=s-:ex1§;ons and subcontract/additions for training. Eval-
uat Planning and Cobrdination Session.
January 1978 . Conceptualxzatzon Conference=--Linker Role, January 3-5.
. Linker Training Session, Jenuary 18-20. .
february 1978 Evaluation Planning Sessions and trainang contribution
. to site cgse studies.. Set up monthly planning geagions
for training. .
March 1978 NWREL announces redirect 1on of Dissemination Program to
a regxonal focus. Lo ‘ -
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with enough time to appropriately determine an gffective solution. The
linkers and schools wanted the widest choice of resources to solve a unique
problem 1mmediately. Thus, the NWREL was continyally requesting that linkers
write better problem statqments'and use validated products from the existing
knowledge base. And linkers were’ contarnually complaining that the knoWledge

" base was, too confining {only, NIE products, few choices for secondary schools,

etc.), and that the NWREL was very slow 1n considering adding additional

- fieldsnominated products.

The second part of Lthe relationship between linkers and the NWREL
consisted of 1interactions concerned with linker training. For the first
project year, this relstionship was relatively direct with little influence
or medlation by the pPoject office. In fact, there is some evidence that
linkers and the NWREL trainers worked together against the project office--
especially by providing unauthorized team-building activities to project
schools using project funds. During the first year, a number of people from
the NHREthé?ducted the training sessions. These sessions were "off the
shelf" 1n ndture and emphasized group and organizational processes and human
relat 1ons. : :

There was a general feeling among linkers and project-level personnel
that this first year did not work very well; therefore a number of changes
were made. However, despite efforts by the project director and NWREL to
arcive at a more sat 1sfactory and project-tailored training program, the
NRC lipkers continued to express considerable dissatisfaction with their
formal training (see Spencer and Louis, 1980). *°

In, summary, this relationship was 1n constant flux, both concerning

not\only by the géneral ambiguity which characterized the relationship
betwhen the NWREL-and tiMeptoject, but also by the fact that the wide differ-

in1lviduals 1nvoi:;2 as well as expectations and activities. It was affected

.ences 1n ager and experience among the linking agents had a great impact on

their perceived need for the types of service's offered to them by the lab.
The overall relationship varied by linker as well as by function {knowledge
base versus linker support), and” by year; thus, the variety and type of
services provided by NWREL evolved,over§1Me. .

L]
I

NRC Project Office and Linkers. *

. —
The tension in the project office-linker' relationship emerged from. several
sources. One of the major sources of concern stemmed from the linkers' sense
of strain between the service delivery functions they performed in the

schools and the demands for data imposed by the project office. The office
was concerned both with the research component of the project, and with the

. docymentation of activities for management purposes.,

e

Unlike any of the other projects, the NRC linkers were 1nvolved in
writing case studies of individual sghools. Each linker served as a "faeld
researcher," attached to another linker's schools. While some of the cases
they, produced were quite good, the ‘stress of simultaneously learning the
roles of the linker and the field researcher was great.

. Project document st 10n requirements at the site level were also part
of the linkef's role., These 1 cluded_aciiv1t1es ('such as writing site

v
-
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"evaluat 10n reports) that were typically delegated to project office staff

members 1n other projects. Other reporting requuements included:

A
® weekly cmmn;catbﬁn Jogs, 118t.1ng all phont.l calls and
conversations;

. ) ’ g

e wmonthly reports d18cussmg major act1v1b1es, problem
areas, expenditures gnd "learnings"; gnd e . :
e various check-point reports related to stages 1n the
. school 1sprovesent process (these were 1n addition to
simp lar reports that were designed for use by the
- external project evaluatxons). ¢ ' -
While the report1ng structure was perceived to be burdensofne, these reports
provided a framework for activity and a source of formative evaluation
information for the project office. X
Even this massive amount of documentation was not 8uf'f'1c1ent to keep
the proj’e;:t director from feeling uksn formed about linker activities and to’
keep lmkers from fe€ling a sense of 1solation from the project. At .fairst,
the project director attempted an ambitious computer-maintained ledg‘gr system
for all project-related documents. This 8ystem was discontinued when the
hiring freeZe pravented 1t from being staffed. After. the first year, ‘a weekly
phone call was made from the project office to each linker. Depending upon »
the-week of the month, a different checklist was used to guide this phone
call.) Also, quarterly project meetings were held with all staff. One of the™, .
linkers would poll all the linkerg prior to each meetihg for agenda items. ~
These meet 1ngs were partaupatory in nature: all agenda items were discussed
and Jomtly resolved, and all meetmg participants contributed to problem
resolutions.
,— .
The second project director sunmanzed by stating: "“There % no egay
way of keeplng 1n touch with linkers. To do so Bffectively would require me
to be out 1n the field all of the time. -I am always accused of not under-
standing the réal world by the lairkers. 1 can't talk about megtings they
have attended, people they have met or conditions they are working underi*
thus I am put in a position of administrator.” He felt unwilling to trade
the "big picture” for one necessarily more narrow by becoming more intensely
femiliar with a few sates. ., .
Dissat 1sfact 1on with.the long-distance supervisory and support
arrangerents was reciprocated by the linking agents, who rated the general ,
usefulness of the support provided by the central office during the second .
year of the project well below the ratings of the other projects with full-
tme linking agents. Their general ambivalence toward the kind of supervi-
sion and services received from the project 18 contradicted, however, by the
fact that on several survey questions regarding specific services provided by~
the project office, the NRC linkers' responses were right at the average of
all projects; further, on a question that asked the extent. to whach the
central project staff “understands my needs,” NRC received the top ratipg
(SQpncer and Louis, 1980).

L]
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The Relationship between the Project OfFice and the Linker's "Host"
) e

The relationship . between the NRC Project Office and the linkers’
supervisors was typically minimal, primarily emphesizing coptractual and,
budgetary matters. The project director, tried to keep the host auperv1sors
tnvolved 1n the égoject, but thas proved difficult., The fact that the NRC
project office " located 1n the Washington State Department of Education
resulted 1n some resentment by the host supervisors, in the three other
states., Idsho specifically wss concerned about ancther™state "meddling” in
Idaho's educational activities. Thus, the linker host superviaors selected
and hzred the linkers, set their aalary level, and provided congoing supelyi-
si1on, but they dad not consult’ the prOJect about these decisions.

The host organ1zat10ns typ1cally felt -that they "owned" the project
and the linker,st the local levgl. The fact that they provided substantial
contributions to the project only served to increase this sentiment. For
example, Idaho provided free office space to the linker durzng the first two
,years of the project, while other hosts charged m1n1mal overhead rates,
effectlvely subsidizing the use of space. - \\- .

The conflict between the hosts and the proJect largely concerned Ehe
allocation of linker time. bkinkers reported that there was a congiderable
degre¢ of stress associated with the” fact that the project director gxpected
them .to spend 100% of their time on NRC-related activities, while their
tmmediate supervisor often expected them to contribute to other organlzathn-

al actavataes. \ .

' The NRC project diarector had to threatEﬁ one host super;1sor with
contract non-compliance in order to msintain thzs narcow Service perspective.
Howaver, this problem eased during the last yéar ad the project director
encouraged the lxnkere, through their supervisors, to work with any and.all
who needed them, whether proJect school or not, in order to try to institu-
tionslize llnker functions. .

Poor articulation between the linkers' host organization and the NRC
made the linkers' jobs more stressful in other ways, particularly toward the
end of the project.. All of the NRC linkers had been hired specifically
for the pfoject. Because of the special privileges of their project status

(autonomy, out-of-state travel budgets, freedom to work with a limited .
number of schools, etc.), they were sometimes isolated from their peers. All

linkers Eade special efforts to "chip in" and help their colleagues, and did
establish working relationships 1@ the host organization. However, none of

the linkers were asked to remain after the termination of federal funding,

and many linkers felt very detached from the organ1zat10ns that had been
expected to nurture them.

- OPERATION OF THE prosect’ ‘e
¥ THE NETWORKSERVES. THE SCHOOLS .
PR

Many of the strains 1n the NRC network .were felt as the- project
delfvered services to schools, but many were hidden from the achool personnel
who were involyed an implementing new programs. Like most of the RDU pro-
Jects, the NRC(ijool sites were usually able to locate and implement appro-
prlate_groducts rom the;pool developed by the NWREL. However, in many cases

-
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they felt that the NRC placed conatram s on the types of '1nnovations and
development activities 1n which they wanfed to engagé. For example, a number
of sites wished to mount extensive orgsAization development activities which
would 1nvolve staff training rather ;then implement R&D-based products 1in
reading In addition, a number of é\e achools were annoyed that they had
little control over the linker, whom they would have preferred to use as an
adjunct staff member. - . v
Thus, the overall\report card of the NRC at the school level was pot
one of the highgst among Yhe projects. $stisfaction with the linkers “ambng

principals and teachers lower 1n the NRC project than in any of the otherses
YRDU projects, despite thg linkers'- high level of professionalism, their

extensive training, and tHe relatively intensive services they could provide
as compared with such prpjects as Michigan). In general teachers were less
ositive about the outcgdes bf the NRC progfm 1n the schools than were
principals; they reported less impact on puprls than most other RDU projects,
and they noted little sense of personal or professmnal growth as a direct
result, of their 1nvolVement. L .

The reasons for this are only partially explicable. The project got,
off to a slow stast at the school level, but 1in this i1t did-not differ from’
other ROU project schools. The 1initial def1n1t1on of the linker role 1n the
schools was poor, and. the linkers--three of whom were guite young--became
embroiled 1in early controversy as a result. Yet, in the fina® analysis, the
main sense at the schabl level--as at other levels in the network--was of
mild tension pgtween the agendas of the locals and.those of {he linkers, and
other groject staff members. This tension was, however, exacerbated by a

"variety of specific and 1dent1f1ab1; problems in the relationship. These

./
* These sourges of tension will be h1gh11ght t_)ele as the basic features

included: ———_

~

[ def‘1_n1't1on of the project las a research endeavor;

‘s the choice of schools to be involved 1n the program *
that were less "ready" for change than had been anti--
.. c1pated and .

- *

¢ client dissatisfaction with the knowledge base, both

: in terms of its quality and timeliness. 4

of the relationship between the project and 1ts client schools are described.

' veryone 1n the NRC project--from the Washington State Department of-

Educat down to the participating schools--perceived bhis to be primaril
a research endeavor. This assumption had implications ranging from the
placement of the project in the Research and Evaluation Section of the
hostmg state department to the perceptmn by some principals that "I don't
hive to worry about this project in my’ school and make sure that 1t works.
It 1s a regearch project that should succeed or fail on_its own merits."”

follbws:
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This agsumption is sumarized .in the NRC Project Interim Report as
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Each dastrict agreed to involvée: frgm three to six specafic - *
buildings in the study, making 2t peossible for the Linkers
. . to get the data necessary in order to study the linkage *

function 1n an adequate, way. ‘'Ip return, the project agreed
to provide the services of the Llnker to guide the school
! . persomel through the problem-solvxng process involved 1n
the proper utilization of Research and Development out-
comes and to provide relegsed time,, consultant help and
startup materials as thege seemed necessary to the ut111— '
zation of the. R&D outcpmes selected.

The first months of activaty revealed one of the unanficipated
problems of the NRC project: .the generally low readiness of the sthools for
the activities proposed by the NRC. During the first few months of the '
pro_;ect, each linker contacted the curriculum or language arts director
two participating dxstncts in their rstates. During the previous schgol
year, this individual had \submitted & brief propossl to be involyed
NRC project, and had desig ted three to six schools 1 d
likely sites. The linker confxrme%,the site selection and made arrangements
to meet with the school.principal bf each stte--ugually in conjunction with
the district representative. Some principals remembered that they were to be
1nvolved in 8 research project, if funded. Most schools did not know of the
NRC wntal a briefing by .the linke™ and the district representative. All .
parhcxpatmg schbols were supposed to be Right to Read schools, having |
completed a needs assessment as part of that program. However, most schools l
had pbt done @ needs assgssment, had not idertified & problem, and thus a
presumed uniqueness .of the NRC (building 0::\m existing problem-solving
process) was usually not evident. ‘

-

»

— Even more disturbing to some of the linking agents was the fact “that |
a few of the schools designated in the proposal as clients' were actually
neuyral or not interested in the program. -However, in most ceses the linking
agents did not feel free to suggest that another school (or district)
be nominated, even when the site did not sppear "promising" as & test of the
efficacy of the project's servxces. .

During & prehmmary imeeting with the principal, the basic 1ngre-
dients of the ROU program were explained. These 1ncluded:

e
e lhe use of & problemasolv.lpg process, including 8 needs
assessment, problem statement and systematic sofution N
selectlon,

. » the’emphasis on reading as’a problem-area;
o _the use of the NWREL as a resource concerning appropri-
ate research and development outcomes; * . {
- & the fathatmg role of & linking agent, and of some
minimal funds to be used at each school' and »

' . the research nature of the proJect, and the documenta— .
tmn requarement s, -
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Typically, the 'next step was a presentat1on by the linker, district
representative and principal to the entire school stdff and a request for
volunteers foe the school task force. Through volunteer responges and
through special 1nvitation by the principal, four or five teachers, along
with the school reading aide (1f one existed), joined with the principal
to' form the task force. In a few cases, the district represeptative was
an active participant’ in all task force meetings. Usually the distraict [
representative rarely attended meetings, relying on periodic updates from
Epe linker and participating principals. » .

fFollowing a series of monthlyp task force meetings, usyally with
periodic sharing--both upward to the district level and downward to the
entire school faculty and staff--a needs assessment was conducted by the task
force members, and a problem was identified. The program déscriptions
were then reviéwed to determine whether any knowledge-base programs seemed to
have potential for addressing the prioritized needs 1in the problem state=-
ment. "The methods used for this activity have varied among the linkers.
At "times all the relevant description sheets (10-15) have been shared with
task force members and a group decision reached as to which ones to pursue
further. In other instances the linker Has served as an 1initial screener
and has shared only the descriptions which were thought to have potential
_ for addressing the defaned problem (usually 3-5)." (Campbell, 1979)

Follow1ng a review of the program descriptions, tdsk forces generally
decided to investigate several programs further. The llnker then submitted
a request for the packet of materials for each program 1h which the task
Force had expressed an interest. The materials were reviewed by the group,

~and some type of action decision was made. Ffollowing this review, the .
'packets of materials were returned to NWREL. . ) '

Most of the programs contained in the Knowledge base were reviewed at
‘the schools. It should be noted, howeger, that fewer. than {5 of the 59
really caught the attention of the site In terms of actual adoptions,
the number was even smaller. There were several programs in the knowledge
bgse which have enjoyed regional and national attention, ami™these were the
ones which also attracted interest within the NRC project. —

In several 1nstances LEA task forces rejected all of the programs
reviewed and requested further searching for programs or materials more
appropriate for their schools. These requests bagically followed two pat-
terns. The most common was a general request to seek other programs designed
to address a particular problem. A gécond approach was to request NWREL to
invest1gate one or more specific programs about which task force members had
already heard. In one or two cdses, schools selected a product that was not
approved by NWREL. Rather than not support the effort (as was originglly
anticipated), these schools were given permission to use project ﬁunjggras
%png as the school conducted some type of local validation,

A serious time p;ablem plagued the special search effort from the
beg1nn1ng. The NRC establishedwa set of criteria which had to be met by any
progrém to be incorporated into the knowledge base. Locating develop-
ers, obtaining materials, and convening a reading review panel was a time-

consuming effort. Meamwhile, LEA task force members were ready to méke
-
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- - dec1s;qns and were frustrated by the tims-=lag . between théiz request for
!further exploration and the delivery of,adgf::;nal programs. .

The NRC project was;d981gned "to involve a vérlety of / groups~ ard
1ndividuals, as well as R&D products, as resources, with particular attention
focused on colleges and universities. It was kqgsumed that local schools
would benefit from opportynmities to work with readihq educators from higher
education 1nstitutiong and would desire to do so. Inlactual practice, there
was much less interest on the part of the local school people to work with .
college ox university people than had been éntlclpated What occurred
instead was a consistent pattern of using program develbpers or users of
:programs as consulfants., These requests for consultant assistance related
moreto-adoption and implementation than to assessment or selegtioh actviz |
ties. While the project received some criticism for this, 1t must be noted
that the project was-designed to allow LEAs to make such decisions, and the .
LEAs' choice was, generally, to request program people as consultants. '

Dur1ng the thard {and last) project year, the 11nkers slightly .
reduced their site-level.activity. At some sites, new problems were 1den-
tified and the process was repeated. A small number of new sites {1 or 2 per
linker) had been added during the second year, byt they went through the |
entire process more rapidly and were also winding down during the thard
yeal. The linkers' emphasis expanded to include more networking at the state |
level--both 1n response to NIE's 1interest,in institutionalization and 1n
terms of their own need to find new jobs soon. .
At project termination 1in June 1979, all project contact with school

sites ended.

- 'CURRENT STATUS OF THE KEY PROJECT COMPONENTS

Institutionalization emerged .as an 188u¢ of 1mportance and caused
particular problems for the NRC, which had always proclaimed 1tself to be a
temporary fesearch prOJect. In reviewing the institutionalization status of
the NRC,.the intent 18 not to be critical of the project, but rather to
provide a basis for learning More about 1nstitutionalization ‘of federally
supported school 1mprovement efforts at the local level.

The project known &8 the Northwest Reading Consortium disappeared
from thé Washington State Department of Education at the termination of
federal funding. The department had intended to designate someone to respond
_to any NRC schools 1f they should call and need help, but no one was assigned
(and, as far as 18 known, no schools have called). A copy of the knowledge-
base descriptions and all of the project documentat1on, are archived in
the state department as a "resource to the state." Some mater1als.were also
duplicated 1n quantity and given to linkers for dlstrlbutlon to school 31tes_
and other interested parties. .

1)

Reasons for the lack of visible continuation of project act1v1tlesé
¥ within the project host agency include the following: R

-

e Unlike some federally supported projects in the state
3 agency where some funds are used to complement state
activities, few NRC funds were used within the’agency.

-
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e Betause of the multi-state nature of the! project J'lrthe
state’ superintendent felt :"we could not direct any Te- . ’
sources or interest to the project. < L -
e At the time the NRC proposal was written, it was nut AT Y
an uutgrcmﬁu of the state superintendent's—priocrities; SO S
thus, its ties to the state agency were tenuous at the
- outset and remamed undeveloped. . -— ' :
e Since the second prOJect director H&Qﬂt‘,ﬁ_ part of l’.he .
, civil service strycture within tfie agency, institution- - - .
alizing project léamings and pradtices within the - -
" agency was limited. . . A

.
L4 -,

Finally, there is _evidence that the Washington State Department ’
of Education had some orgamzatmnal problems. , for example, half of the ’
way through each two-year budget cycle,,the agepcy started to run out of
t'unds. This required emergency guidelihes, such as no new hiring and no
‘uut-uf-state travel (both of which impacted heayily on the NRC project).

The agency's first proposal to NIE for a State Capacity Building Grant
was rejected, even though such funding 1s relatpvely automatic., finally,
the state was just changing over~from district bond support of local educa-
tion to state support--mcreasmg the legitimacy and need for state-directed
support services in areas such as dissemination--yet the admmstratmn dad
not build on the experience ava1lab1e from_the NRC project. o

The management problems are, of course, in no way unique to the
Washington State Department of Education. However, the host organization's
difficulties in transferrang expertise developed during thg ROU program to
other SEA-sponsored act1v1t1es~ were the most severe of the state-based

- projects. _

. - -

. The state department did make use of the NRC project director to ,
head the task force for submission of a second State Capacity Building Grant
propcsal. Thas proposal was successful, and the NRC project director was

. offered the job to begin this state dissemination effort. He requested that
the job report directly to an’ associate superintendent (to minimize the
problem faced by the NRC project), but the request was refused. He therefore
took & job with the linker host ofganization in Washipgton, working on a »
program for the gifted and talented and has since msved jnto a dean's posi-

tion at a local university. After a year of implementgtiqn, the State Capa- . -
city Building Project 1n Washington showed lattle evidence af making any use ..
of NRC strategies or findings. . .’ . .

All other project uffﬁ:: staff also left the agency by June 30, 1979
(project termination) except!| for the evaluation director, who returned to
the state agency a3 a regqular employeet, working on migrant worker testing
proeedures. R

. None of the four linker host organizations continued their roles at '
project termination, nor did the linkers stay on in other capacities. The
Alaska linker moved to that state's. department of education, working on
disgemination programs. The Idsho linker is currently employed as & reading
specialist in the Anchorage, ‘Alaska school dastrict. The ’n‘ashingtont linker

—— . ’ L]
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retired ,as planned. The Oregon linker became a part-time faculty m&ﬁn at
the University of Oregop and 4 part-=time consultant with the NWREL. Three of
the host sgency supervisors ‘stated that for thé, linker role to continue,
additronal funding would be necessary. Intensive work with a subset of o
dlstsicts did not justify the use of existing scarce resources. _The fourth
host™agency went out of existence at the same t‘ie as the NRC progect, making

. the continuation question moot. A *

- -~

Due to_the reqgional nature of the NWREL's activities,and its use of
permanent. staff members to work on the NRC, NWREL was best ible to use the
RDU progras for long-term gain.. In many ways, the NWREL was already looking
for ways to expand. The NRC project was similar to the National Diffusion
Network and the Regional Exchange Program,, allowing the NWREL to creatively
comb.llne internal dissemination efforts synergistically to makesfhe best use
of available funds. The fact that the Regional Exchange Knowledge Base took
the same form as the NRC knowledge base, and that state networks ‘developed
for the NRC were later incorporated into other lab activities, are :two
examples of this synergistic activity. T e, %

The 'knowledge-base materials and the regional technical assistance
thrust of the NWREL resulting from the NRC project have been merged with the
ongoing' Regional Exchange efforts in the lab. The staff 9f‘ the NWREL who
worked on the NRC project have also betome 1nvolved in the Regional Exchange.

The NWREL .18 also currently trying to capitalize on contact’s gengrated

through NRC with higher education agencies and institutions, and £stsess-

ing means of more effectively involving.them in the educational improyement
process in the northwest. In fact, this merging of many aspects of the NRC
project into ongoing lab activities represents an important .form of institu-

tion?\lizatiq‘n’. _ .

S -~ N -
> ¢

o At the local school level, the effects of participation in the NRC .
project as perceived by teachers and principals were minimal. Most | task
forces created for the problem-solving process in each participating school
faded away with- the close of the project and were not reconstituted for new
problem-solving efforts. While most schools will continué with the product
adoptions that were 1initiated, no new product adoptiona are anticipated.
‘In general, tkachers did not believe that the prdblem-solving process
used i1n NRC activities was significantly different from what rormally
occurred in their schools, and they anticipated little impact on future

problem-solving activities. '

"
- ]
F

LESSONS ABOUT THE MANAGEMENT OF INTERORGANIZATIONAL NETWORKS v .

O the surface, the NRC wuﬁ‘ a well-designed and well-managed project.
The ,members of the project typically demonstrated a thoughtful awareness
of their own strengths and wgakne®Bes.™ In the end, though, as, judged
by many outcome criteria (e.g., 1institutionalization and clieft satisfac-

“tion), .the project wds not an overwhelming success. However, we may also
assess the value of the NRC through the contributions it made to the under-
standing of school change, linking agents,. and networks. Since the NRC

. defined itself in terms of its research objectives throughout the life of the
project, the lessons about project management are particularly important,
and there are many to be found. vt ’
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Regxonaham as an Apﬂroach to Networkm . v, |

- L] i - L4 l‘

e "”‘. The .NRC'ia{t only prOJect that adopted the approach to netw:_r}mg -
. w 19 currently favored atrthe National Institute of. Education: * ré€gior-

ahsm. The NRC case 1ndicates somes of the difficulties of maintainigg ,a -

regmnal network which involves serious and equal collaboration among st

Whale- 1t 1s clesarly inappropriate to use a smgle case to discredit an >
approach, it 1s warth enymeratmg some of the dilemmas of reglonahsm reveal-
e,dlaf u}g,nac.f, © , ] oo
A * The 18 reluctancg‘ vuthm state, governments to commit . g
. resources to projects that operate outBide of gtate ™ . ’ '

- boundar1es. In many cases this reluctance 18 compounded
¢ by ststg travel and hiring, regulatmns that make coop-
! ~ eratlon dxfflcult.

.‘, & ’

v ] Reglonallsm was maintained during the first year throu

a strong interpersonal network. However, 1t proved to6.be

o2 | difficult “to systain when Using more iyplcal (1nterorgan~ ¢
i " 1zational) management strategies 1n the second and third {

. ‘years. « s " . :

z;' N - ’ * * ' . ‘
. a 'Instltutxonabrzlng crosé—state cooperat1ve systqﬁg‘ﬁay . Co -
be extremely difficult; at least 1f the f dang comes ...

from confributeens by the individual states, eaech of -

. 1ich is 1ntrea51ngay pressed to f ex1sting within- "

. state serV;ce programs ¢ . . ' .

Perhaps some .of the dzlemmas assomated with regmnal.xsm in the NRC might
have been a*vozded 1f the host organization had been an independent regional
roup, sdch as the NWREL, rather fhan an office in the “state government. N
ince regwnahsm of services was more consistent with the overall objectives

i- of the NWREL, the program wguld have béen synchronized vuth the organization, 5
rather than working by 1tself. . ., e

-

- 4 e »

. However, 1t should be pmhted out that the regional service approach -
adopted by the NWREL and ot her NIE-funded regional laboratories does not ~
{as did NRC) involve collaboration between states. *Rather, regionalism
‘tends to be defmed ‘as the prov1$f ﬁ of services torindividual states, ,
located within a physical region. Lross-state fertilization tends to take. %
place through the synthesis of 1deas and activities among the servicé pro-
viders (such as lab pergaﬁhel() ar{d somevhat less frequently as a result
of cross-state conference

Tur_nover° “Temporary Organ;@tlonﬁ and Temgorary Leaders )

e . : : s
Tuxan o'fapr {"g‘% 1gpctors” was an 1iSeue for several of the RDU ¢
projects (Ge m and, 't ETWORK had project director turnover, and both

Micltigan'and F Lorida had staffing reconfigurations at the.top). ‘While
turnove® 1s a "normik ertrcal event" in any ofGanization, 1t 1s partlculagly
problemat ic m,a "nei interorgan;zationa tworﬁ ¢or one founded 1n1t1ally
on 1nterpersonal ties). In the cade of NR the replacement of), the Farst® '\ .
'dzrectct with the evaluation dlréctor!ialready on ataffk must heve appeared

\ : -~
“ ! - -
N .
5 -
.
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eminent ly longnJ Howe%e:, little considetation was given to the mechanisms
fog 1interorganizational coordipation that had been included ih the project -
design, and to whether the competencies and® management preferences of the
second project director would match those of,the first. . As was pointed out,
the first project dirégtor was able to achipve regional Jinvolvement due to ,
her strong interpersona es with other ng;E\to Read personnel. The second .
project director lacked these ties, and attempted to compengate with tighter
and more formal central management of the project. Y

» -

One of the curious features of the RDU program was the lack of
attention at any level, including NIE, to the consequences of change in the -
project director, although as new organlzatxons the projects were extremely
sknsitive to leadership shifts and capabilities. In the case of NRC the
cpange was, at least in part, responsible for the lessening of Right to Read

nvolvement, minimizing_the potential for active integration among program |
activities in the four state departments, and creating a corresponding focus
on project documentation and research and evaluation efforts. We do not wish

to Judge the value of this charige in focus, but merely point out that the
change was unplanned and unanticipated at all levels. - .

Temporaty' Ofqanizat ions in Permanent 0rg%n1zat10ns -
The unusual feature of -the tpmporéry organizations {projects) in the ,

RDU prog was _that it involved multiple sponsoring "hosts." Like several

of the other projects, thete was an uneasy relationship in the NRC between

the project structure and the permanent organizational structures. Thas

relationship was made more difficult by the fact that the communications

network % the progect focused on the rélationship between project personnel .

(interpersonal networks) and did nohgtyplcally include high levels of inter-

action with other parties who were,not involved 1in designing or delivering

NRC segilces (as might be the case 1o a more formal interorganizational

network). In particular, we have noted that relationships between the NRC

project office and the other components of the Washington ‘State Department of ~

Education were low 1n intensity, and that the project made only a few (un- ¢

successful) efforts to increase the closeness of this relationship. In

addition, the relationship between the project and the host organizations

thpt housed the linkers was largely contractual. In neither of these cases _

wele the hosts sufficiently i1nvolved to develop a sense of "local ownership®

of the project; in fact, the few attempts that the linker hosts made to

conttol the work of the linker met with negative reactions on the part of ihe

central office. ' . . J

. Thére is, of course, a very thin lin¢ between encouraging local
odibrshxp of network components, and co-optation of those components to the
goals of the host. Because the NRC was viéwed as a "research” (i.e., demon-
stration) project, the potential for co-optation was viewed as by far the
greater-of #hertwo evils., However, the desire to magntain the "purity" of
the NRC model clearly mitigated against the possibility of institutionaliza-
tion at both the project office and linker host Ievel. Only within thg NWREL
did the agendas of the permanent and temporary organizations mix, and this
mixing occurred despite the concerns expressed by the project director that

“ the NRC funds were being diverted to goalagthat were only partlally fitted tpo
thoge. of the preject.
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. The main lesson that may beé extrapolated from the NRC experience
concerns the need to establish a better understanding of the variéus organi-
zataonal goals and agendas, both at the bgglnn1ng of the project and at
intervals throughput. The need to mesh the goals of the temporary project
organization® witly those of~the hosts increases as the desire for institu-
tionalization becomes stronger, but it 1s essential even in a pure demonstra-
tion. If tHe match between temporary and permanent orgagpization goals 1s
not well understood by all parties, the potential for recurrent stress and

misunderstandings 1s increased. - . )

Temporary'brgan1zat1ons and the Need for Support

Bgcause the NRC was defined as a demonstratxon project that was
weakly attached to 1ts sponsoring hosts, the individuals within the NRC were
less able than those 1n other RDU projects to draw upon the resources of
thexr host organizations for support. This was an 1ssye for both the staff
An the project office and the linkers, all of whom complained about feeling
1solated and oyt of communication. The problem of low affect and need for
support was exacerbated by the turngver in personnel, both in the project
director's office and in the Idsho linker's office. The project lacked an
adequate interpersonal support system for most of the first year and a half,
and therefore tested the linkers' capabilities to develop adequately.in their
roles. The fact that three of the linkers were young and 1inexperienced in
field-based roles increased the deleterious impact of the poor support
system. No amount of formal training or written communication could compen-
sate for the fact that the linkers had no ong.to turn to easily for advice.
The need for affgct in temporary, dispersed organizations has been extensive-
ly discussed by Louis and Sieber (1979), and 1ts importance 1s reaffirmed 1n
this coritext. ‘y . '

SUMMARY -
The NEC was among the .most' ambitious projects of the RDU program,
calling Yor e establishment of cooperative relationsh;ps among state
governments apd 1independent organizations spread over a_ wide geographic
area. Furthermore, the NRC was serious i1n 1ts attempt to develop an action-
research program that would allow it to test the efficacy.of linker roles and
R&D products in local schools. More than any of the other projects, the NRC
represented an attempt to emphasize the demopstration goals of RDU, as
opposed to the service delivery gystem. Because of this emphasis, the formal
structure and goalg_of the NRC changed less than any of the other RDU pro-
Jects over the course’of 1ts three-year existence. While this permanence was ~
an admirable attempt.go achieve perceived NIE and project objectives, the
modest adaptations that were made in the project were not, in the long run,
sufficient to allow 1t to meet all of the stresses and strains both within
the project structure and those which accrued as a result of changing ob-
Jjectives w1th1%§§1€. Thére were some notable project successes within local
schools (see, fof example, the case studies of Sunrise Elementary School and
Galaxy High School in Louis, Kell and Chabotar, forthcoming), but overall the
project made 1ts greatest contributions as a demonstration project, rather
than ag an enduring action program. \ ’

. e ’




r
T

« CHAPTER 4 .o
* .THE FLORIDA LINKAGE SYSTEM
INTRODUCT ION

¥

In ‘many 'respects, the Florida ROU project can be seen as a success.
Its design was perhaps the most ambitious of the RDU projects, coming closest
to the original program concept of "linkage" or networking, whereby a multi-
plicity of organizations and specialized egencies would zll provide theig
unique dervices tg schools in fnieed aof help.. _Epem—the perspective of the
Florida State Department of tducation in which 1t was located, the RDU

-project was cleérly 1nfende]d to address knotty policy 1ssues that were

mandated by the legislature, but difficult to implement, most particularly
the development of dissemination stroctures and activities and an increase in
the role of state universities and colleges in providing technical assistance
to schools. Despite the fact that most of the participating schools had'not
thosen to join the gram--they were “"volunteered"” by tW¥eir superinten-
dents-~the project fell upon fertile soil. Its success 1s demonstrated both
by internal evaluation dita and by independent surveys of jocal school
participants, who rated the services and, impacts'ofgthe program very highly.
Moreover, artifacts of the demonstratmn remain in evidence in the state:
bookiets describing curticulun pruducts, produced under the program, aie
st1il being crrculated by the Florida Department of Educatign; the emphasis
on training that was a mark of the program is being implemented in a number
of university settings. The Florida Linkage Sysfem, as' the project was
calied, still exists withih the department in a newly created office which
reporkts directly to the Bureau Chief in the Public Sghool Division, while
other components’or spinoffs from the program reside elsewhere 1n the same

Bureau. By any standards, the Florida project achieved significant impacts’,

on the host, chenfs and other agencies involved, i1n the project.

Beslde the eudences of a successful demonskration, however, lies
another story, character1zed by the disappointment of many of the significant
actors involved with the project. In fact, among knowledgeable respondents
in ethe department of educat.ron, minimi1zing the project's impacts rather than
touting 1ts succeésses appears to be the norm._ Without, 1n any way discredit-
ing the major achiev ts of the Florida project, 2t 1s san understandmg- of
why the project dad not, achieve .one of the objectives that it most vigorously
sought--a permanent lrnkage system--that can best 1lluminate the dilemmas
involved i1n managing mterorganrzatmnal' networks.

Two features of tHe Florida RE)U project ‘emerge 21n accountlng for the
dissppointment felt by major participants: First, there 1s a quest.lon of
a balance between ambitious plans and organrzatmnal realities in demonstra-
tion projects that dre intended to have an enduring impact. Like -the other
RDU projects, the intent in Florida'was to test, through thejsdemonstration, a
new system of delivering technical asslstance and 1information services t
schools. Its unique uslog\'tas. to stimulate and meld the efforts of institu-
tions that had previously played limited service roles in relation to

schools--namely universitied and the department of education staff. S\
a

addrtion, however, 1t hoped tao put the new system into effect on a permanen

self-sustaining basis. In magy cases, the program planners and administr

tors at all levels appeared to have limited understanding of the resources
‘\ N ‘ (] ‘.‘ ; .
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! that would be needed to fully amplement such 8 change, much less-to convinc-
ingly demonstrate 1ts rcbustness to an often skeptical audience. In the end,
the project was criticized becsuse 1ts vision was too sweeping, and the parts
of tbe vision that were continued were informally connected members of the
originally conceived whole. . . v

In addition, 8 theme of organizational leadership and tension per- >
mesates the history of the wmmplementation of the project. The Florids pro-
Ject, unlike many demonstrations, had strong initial sponsorship in its host
organization, as well as strong extermal support. Rather then getting "lost”
1n the bureaucracy, the project wids 2_sufficzently significant festure of .
educational activities in the state that it engendered competition with other |
power ful elements of the organization in which it wasl)located. An atmpsphere
of tension deflected sttention from continuatiog both r‘m the state department -
and various subcontracting agencies. ~—

. ORIGINS AND DESIGN OF THE FLORIDA ROU PROJECT

L)
*

nthe Policy Context

\’\gfhe Florida project was proposed and implemented in a state context
which %ppeared ripe for a significant aktempt to marry dissemination and
(- - school improvement. Florida has traditionally been a state of only modest
educational resources. Major improvements in the 1960s came slowly because
of the basically conservative nature of the population and the rglatively
low proportion of households with children. In a state whose growth stemmed
from a burgeoning vacation and retirement industry, the development of

services for children was not of the highest prigrity in many districts.
gty

A new period of concern for the quality of schooling has character-
1zed the Florida Department of Educstion since the esrly 1970s. This trend
was reinforced by the appointment in 1975 of a new Commissioner of Educa-
tion who emphasized the need for regionalization of educationsl policy and
resources and who believed deeply in the importange of local initiative in
problem solving. Shortly afterwsrd, the state legislature passed an act
inspired by the "accountability movement," the Program Audit and Account-

¢ ability Act. This 1976 act linked the notion that local schools were ac-
countable for their students' performance with a problem-solving approach.*
. It established an annual 20% Yaudit" of Florids districts to be conducted

by the.staff of the Florida Department of fduestion. Schools found to be
educatipnally ineffective would be provided with technical assistance

and referred to special mprovement programs. It should be pointed out that

this act, while very -supportive of the "technical assistance and information

v for problem solving" epprosch espoused by RDU, was passed after the design
_of the Florida RDU project. Althdugh the audit was cohgruent with project
goals, it also posed a, possible cﬁallenge, since some of 1its Sfunctions

' .overlapped with those of the project. As it turned out, implementation of
the audit legislatiqp, ceme too slowly to cause conflicts in the field,
although, according to some, telatively lew levels of coordination between

the two efforts created conflicts between the ADU and audit activities within

the department. . . ,
. *for a more extensive discussion of thé legislative and policy,
context, and design history, see McCutchan, 1980, . \
54
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The Florids Dissemination Context: StrUctures and Activities

The networking and linkage Toncepts underlying the RDU projects were
already embedded-in Florida's educationdl.structure, in theory if not typi-
cally 1n practzc;%“\atleglslatlve act of 1973 established a statewide system
af Teacher Education Centers, or.{ECs, whose primary purpose was the coordi-
nation of resources ameng universities,, schgnol districts and teachers in
presefvice and inservice education programs. A TEC was set up to serve one
or more of Florida's school districts, and its operation was partially
disected by one or more golleges and. universities located within the catch-
ment area. School districts provided facilities and some of the staff for
TECs (most of which were mainimally staffed). The state gontributed five
dollars per student to district3 for inservice training, and at least three.
dollars of that had to be spent though the TEC. This ‘funding level repre-
sented the most ambitious *state-based support system for 1inservice in the
country. - Colleges and universities were required to contribute to TEC
activities, although the mechanisms for 1involvement were not clearly de-
lineated.. ’ .

In fact, the TECs served as the one wmpetus for Florida's response to
the RDU Request for Prdposals. In. the sprimpof 1975 a staff member from
the National Institute of Education infolmed thewcouncil® pf TEC directors
about the upcoming REP. The directors decided as a group to respond, and
initially planned to be the "host." However, during the process of writing
the proposal it was determined that the council could not contract with NIE
because it was not aelegal agency. Since no single TEC could represent the
group without gausing friction, 1t was decided that the Florida Department of
Education, which had offered to support the proposal, should become the
offerer and direct the proposal effort. - i

. The \:depa[tment was capable of taking on this task on relatively
shott notice because it too had been preparing for major efforts in dissem-
ination. In August 1975 the Office of Dissemination and Diffusion (0DD)
was established 1n the department under the control of the Associate Deputy,

Commissionet for Educational Mariagement. “he Associate Deputy Commissioner .

described the function of the ODD- as the coordindtion of seyeral existing
dissemination and diffusion funotions within the department. He stated that
the purpgose of dissemination and diffusion was to aid in making schools the
centers of educational problem solving. The ODD was also demgnéa to prepare
the department for participation in the National-Institute of Education's RDU
program, which was anticipated to emerge within the near future.

The 0DD had a solid bassls"on which to plan.® In the early 1970s,
Florzda State University had developed a model for an assessment and dif-
fusion system. During 1973-74, a staff member of the department's Bureau
of Research and Information, who wWas later to become the director of the
Office of Dissemination and Diffusion, developed still angther model for the
diffusion of validated products and practices developed with federal sup-
port. When ODD was established irf Au@st 1975, the director invited repre-
sentatives from school districts, universities, TECs, and valious divisions
within the department to a conference for the purpose of designing a dis-
seminat yon,/di1ffusion model for 0DD, The conference, held in September 1975,
exanined these and other dif fusion models. The director of 0DD then develop-
ed a madel using the TECs as the Intermediate Service Agencies. This model,

"
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. generally approved of by the TEE directors, was further refined during a
“Working .Forum on Dissemination/D1ffusiof'.attended by many of the partici-
pants 1n the opening conference. The result was the Florida Linkage System

. (FLS), which became the basis for the RDU project. The extended greation and
modxfxcatxon of FLS indicates thaty e linkage system for research and develop-
ment utilization hsd been of considerable irterest to certsin staff members |
1n the department and TECs well befSre the RDU project existed. . “W

Finally, Florids was slreadyy oferating another NIE-funded dissemi-

nation program. In response to an RFP under NIE's State Capacity Building

Grant Program, the 0DD proposed the creation of the Florids Resources

- in Education Exchange (FREE), whose purpose was to enhance the department's
capacity to provide information needed for user problem-solving activities.

The director of 00D, who prepared both the propossl for FREE and RDU classi-

fied FREE &s f00u31ng on materasl resources while FLS focused on human
resources. In her design, FREE ras intended as a component of FLS, and would

provxde QED data for use in the schools, she viewed the two as an 1ntegrated

v program. 5 -

The Initial Design: Ambitious Goals and"Cmplex Structures

L~ - I PO | . . ~ R -

The florida proposal was written largely: by the director” of DD
and other associates from the Florida Department of Education, together with
two professors from Florida State University. .Based on the newly created
structure, the proposal provided a very bare skeleton with regard to the -
operations of the program. Nevertheless, the goals and "the structures of the
emerging datonstration remained almost constant throughout its 36-month life,
affected neither by major staff turnover nor by structural realignments.

The' proposal contained six Jor obJectlves for the RDU project:

o Lo improve basic readxnézéézlianguage skills of stu-
dents from kindergarten through grade’ s1x 1n selected
Florida schodls; . .

-~

»

-

o to increase the frequency and effectiveness of needs_,#’1
ang problem 1dentification at the local school levelj.

, o to provide a system for responding to locally identa-
t fied oeeds and for 1ncreasing awareness and knowledge ,
. " of existing R&D outcomes; ‘,

¥ . . .
. o to 1ircrease the awareness of local school personnel .
about existing, proven R&D_programs, products, *and
practices;

o to increase the utilization of R&D outcomes in solving
locally identified problems; and '
. » -
o to integrate the services of Florids's educational agen-
cies to sustain and support utilization of R&D outcomes
at the local school level. .

- One gspect of the Floride RDU project's goal structure which sep-
arated it from most of the other projects was™ its init1al commitment to the

' . 56
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ultimate 1nstftutionalization of tHe FLS upen which the project was based.
Institutionalization was not explicitly written into the proposal, but 1t
was stcongly implied in desériptions of many aspects of the project. For
example, the proposal stated that "the project can provide the new Depart-
ment of Education Office of Dissemination/Diffusion with the system and
stimulus it needs to integrate and focus the many exzstmg capabi1lities 1in
Florida on R&D utilization" (pp. 11 & i1i). Providing 00D with a system of

opera?on 1s certainly a form of institutignalization. .The fact that "the °

organpizational structure to successfully implement this project will fat
well anto Florida's existing agency interaction patterh,..\andJ key person-
nel are already members of Florida's Department of Education” {p. v} further
suggest that the designers of the project expected that it would meld on a
permanent basis with other department activities. Most of all, the project
was based on the Florida Linkage System, which had been developed with much
effort by many individuals in the department TECs, and univgrsities. . .

Accordmg to the project dlrect‘or, FLS was, nohy intended only as a
demonstration which would stimulate other organizations to4take on its
functions; 1t was intended to be a permanent entity in the Florida education
system. Her belief in the enduring importance of FLS activities was confirm-
ed by some in the department of education, who urged the proposal tean®to
focus on adding "another building block 1in our plan" (McCutchan, p. 53).
. However, others involved in the project and some senlor staff membgrs in the
.gepartrment do not agree. They state that the project Wwds a demonstration or
research effort which ceased when the federal funding ended. The reasons for
this disagreement will be dealt with in a later section of this chapter.
However, it 1s appropriate to point aut that institutionalization, though a
significant goal in the minds of those who wrote the proposal and directed
the project, was not planmed in any detail at the outset of the project.

the Florida’/lLinkage System, displayed in Figure 4-1.. These five functional
subsystéms were not intended to correspond directly with different organ-
1zational responsibilities within the system. Rather, the functional sub-
systems mvolved multiple organizations working together to achieve -the
stated purposes. The formal organization chart, which 1s useful to 1llu-
minate 1ssues related to the management of interorganizational networks,
18 exhibited in Figure 4-2, Each of the organizational rbles will be briefly
described below. )

Florida Department of Education. Management of the RDU project was
specified in the proposal as coming from the Office of Dlssemmatzon and
Diffusion, with the 00D director serving as the project directo She would
be assisted by an associate director for marmadement and evaluation. The
proposal gave‘t,he project director the responsibility for "the integration of
all operationil components of the project...the preparation of all reports
and deliverables... and the liaison with NIE" (p. 126). The Associate
Director for Management and Evaluation was given "a key role in the facili-
tation of commynication between the Teacher Education Centers"” and the ODD
units. The Associate Deputy Commissioner for Educational Management, who was
il many ways the mentor of the project, was the senior staff member of the
department to whom the project would report. .

2
*
- e .
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The DQrOJect which was proposed was based on five functions of




Figure 4-1 )
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NEED/PROBLEM : ' INFORMAT ION- AND .
IDENTIFICATION |4 — — — — — — — -»|  RESOURCE PROCESSING |¢- —
SUBSYSTEM . SUBSYSTEM l
rl - '*> :.‘
. {w
|
.  LINKAGE . |
. ' | . sussysteu e — _ :
. | e ' :
i o
1Y ’ [
) ” ) |
SOLUTION SELECTION/. researcH awo | < |
> IMPLEMENTATION . | DEVELOPHENT |
SUBSYSTEM - - [ SUBSYSTEM [¢ =
SN IS S
! . - . -y ' .
R




154
7]

Fagure 4-2
-

”

e e o ——— —

vEroject Hanageéent

(00D tnder OOCE)

STRUCTURAL COHPONENTSIQE THE FLORIOA RDU PROJECT

(Far Hest_Lab.)

LY o,
- ‘ . ’
X - : -
: ’
Evaluation ’//, * Evaluation

Review Panel’

-

Policy Adviaory
. Council |
L) {
-
/..
0iffusion and
Oiffusion | 4 Training Unit
{ Review (subcontract with
Panel a university)
x

Linkage
(TECs)

Options from R&D Unit
¢aubcontract with a

university)

(originally “called the

, Solution Serviceg Unit)

Solution Review
' Panel

’? -

Problem Solvang

M )

(TECs, univeraities, schools |




— +

— -

The project director, who.holds a PH:D. 1n philosophy, had been on
the department's staff for several’ years. A dynémic and visionary plenner,
she was the primary force in the designing of the Floride Linkage System and
placed a high priority an spreading FLS throughout the state. She had
confidence in the effectiveness of FLS, in part because of 1its being "re-
search-based.” The projett director stated that participation 1n the
project by other agencies and divisions of the departmgnt of education was of
wmportance to her. Indeed, representatives of thege other agencies and
divisions were 1livited to participate in planning conferefices and advisory
councils and she made active efforts to, znvolve DOE consultants in FLS
training and service, delivery structures. However, the project director's
relationship with several siguificant department staff members did not. always
go smoothly. For example, the Deputy Director for Program Serviced of the
Division of Public Schools (which took charge of FLS when. the ROU praject
ended; has remarked that "she was always making a presentatign of the way it
will be, never engaging 1n" a dialogue." [Ihe project director, on the other
hand, felt that her efforts to encoura icipation were frequgntly
rebuffed, and that her access to other departhent members was l¥mited.*
Most of the people jnvodved 1n the project and \department staff members
agreed that the, project had some "public relatiohs" problems, which were
often beyoud the tontrol of the 00D, and reflected pure deep seated conflicts
and divisions at higher levels in the agency. .

The Associate Director for Management and Evaluation was a woman .from
the southern United States who was selected for her managerial abilities.
She had management responsibility for the enftire program, while.the project
director retained conceptual coordination ahd planning responsiblility, 1n
addition to her overall divisional maiiagement task. A graduate studeht worked
part-time with the associate director, and the project had a full-taiqe
secretary. No specific descriptions of the roles of the director and as;S[
ciate director were given' in the proposal, and once the pinject commenced
there was some continuing confusion 8s to their specific responsibilit:res.
Much of this, confusion revolved around the degree to which the division of
labor betwepn the two was a hierarchical or a functional one. As the project
‘evolved, the Assogiate Director did take on most day-to-day responsibility
for management of relationships with subcontractors, field agents** and
sités, * - -

-
~

i Oversight of the entire project was to be provided by a Policy
Advisory Council. The council had 17 members, 311 from within the state.
These were composed pramarily of potential "stakeholders," includip#,school
board members, representatives from school districts and individual “schools,
parent and teacher organizations, state legislative bodies, state universi-
ties, TECs, and the department of educatinn. The one representative appoint-
ed from the state department was the Supervisor of Early Childhond and Ele-
mentary. Education 1n tﬁ? Division of Public Schools, which was responsible
for program audifs,and school accountability.} This supervisor was appointed
bécause her responsibilities included the administration.of the accountability

*The project director's view 1s confirmed by McCutchan (1980), who
?tates that there was an "observable detatchment among DOE administrators"
p. 155}, T

’

- **ield agents-ln the project were known as "]1nkers."
A\ 60
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program in the alemzntary schools that were used 8s "test". sites in F(§.
This minimal representdtion of Key department parties may have reflect-
ed lack of support or conflict between the Division of Public Schools and
other divisions within the state department, but was viewed--at least 1in .
retrospect--with enormous suspicion by various age?ngy officials. On the

~

whole, mafy of -those whose own interests were affegted by the ROU project
felt that they had been ignored by the project. As ‘one senior person in the
department commented, "The project director did a great job with the project
itself, but you have to sell what you are doing to other bureawrats, and she .
never did that."” The project mansgement, hgwever, indicsted that they Ffound
it very difficult to "sell" the project to gx\i%chiefs who believed that *
the program should have been placed under their™jurisdiction in the first’
place. . ) ..

¢
[ .

University Involvement. The Florida project was unique in its
attempt to involve universities at all levelf “in the strueture 3nd func-
Lipning of* the system. Rather than developing a marginal role for univer-
sities (such as "synthesis of the research litergture. papers" or ad hoc
congulting,, the Florida Linkage System was based on heavy unilersity in-
volvement. Thrte major components in’ the organization chart reflected
university wnvolvement: training development; operation of the kriowledge
base; and participation of university consultants 1n direct service to |
schools. » . -

- K i

The proposal si\t*ongly emphasized that FLS was a process, and that
1t requmd extensive training in needs assessment and selection and imple-
mentation of solutions: ~ . v,

FLS 18 built on the assumption that the diffusion of .

. solutions to identified educational problems is a con-
. tinuwous, cyclical process leading from the user's per-
‘ception of a need, through the incorporation of a
/ solution into the user's system, to the documentation " a ’
: of the process. (p. 34}° * . .
. “ N .
The emphasis on training was reflecfed in a subcontract to the University of
. Florida in Gainesville to operate a major project component: the Diffusion
and Training Unit (DTU}. _ The professor who directed these functions was a
widely-kiiown expert in teacher training. His,background was in organization-
al development, and he had wide kiowledge of the materzals produced by the
Northwést Regional Educational Labor_atory.*le viewed the Florida RDU project
as an opportunity Lo develop and package ater:al® that would be of use to
the traifing of local change agent@y foggmany, years after the project. S5ince
the ‘tgaining unib's headquatters were at some distance from the project
office, it retained considersble autonomy. A Diffusaon Review Panel of
five national experts in Communications oI teacher education provided guid-
. ance to this unit. ) . '

/ I3
e The tole of the DTU was to train local school stsff members ‘as
chanuge agents (facilitators), orient the school drstrict personnel, orgsn-
1ze 8 network of consultants to contribute to FLS, help the schools imple- ,
~. Mment solutions, and assist the m‘wledge-base personnel in developing
improved awareness of R&D products %nt utilizatlon strategies. This defi-
nition of activities fell c'onq‘xderably short of the-preferences of the unit's

*
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director, who believed that training was a key to achieving the organization-
al and role changes implicit in the Florida proposal. - .t
. - . .
At the begiaming of the project, the director of the unit attempted
to persuade the Project AdVisory Council that extensive training was requrréd
for external .fhange agents (linkers and unu%rs;ty consultants) to ensble
them to undéfstand: the specific situation in .each school and to provide
ropriate aSsistance in needs assessment, solution selection and implemen-
tation proredures. He expressed doubts f._hat theyropoaed strategy. of
providing most of the training directly to school perSonnel woguld result in
long-term payoffs. The request for additional training resources, to provide
specialized training for the, external change sgents was 1initially turned
down, and it was not until the RDU project was nearly at an end that the
project directar was able to find funding to provide a smdll group of 15
university professors and TEC personnel wlth\tralnmg to help them become
more useful in providing technical assistance to schools.

, The debate over who should receive training was orly one of many
disagreements that oc'cﬁtfed between the training unit and the central project
mansgement. In patticular, there was conflict Between the project Pérector
and the unit director over the substance'of training. The unif digé®tor, a
widely recognized expert in training, 'had firm i1deas about the cemponenis of
a suogessful trarning program. These ideas typically did not conform to'the
equally fimm views of the project director. The unit director described the
disagreement as a conflict between the project directgr's corviction that
rationally planned systems would function rationally in practice and his own
belief that "when you work in a school building, you have' to,werk with the

.people who are there and start by following their agenda." The project

director, on the other hand, described the disagreement. as an opposition
between her own 4{and the Diffusion Review Panel's} preference for skills
traiilng, and the OTU preferencg 'for broader "orgsnization development”
training, The project director responded to the conflict by commlssionlng
several external reviews of the training program and materials, which she
believed that she fully responded to. The disagreements, however, became so
pronounced that at times the project director asked the associate director to
carry out all communication with the training unit. .

A second subcoritract was let to Florida State University, in thig
case to pursue :a second majbr _actavity of the project: the deyelopment and
optratipn of a knowledge'baag. This component of the projett, which wag
directed by one of the nation's foremost curriculum experts, was originally

. called the Solution Services Unit, although its title was soon chsnged to

Dptions from Research and Development, presumably to reduce the impression
that "s solution," rather than a range qf possible solutions, would be
provided to client schools. \ . ‘\_

L ] ——r

The options, unit was to develop a resource base of R&D products in
basic skills, prepare descuptlpns of . these products, search for R&D pro-
ducts in response to requests, review and demonstrate specific products, and
provide technical sssistance and consultant experts to schools involved in
the groject. A solution review panel sssociated wxth the options unit
included four 1in-state elementary resding and mathematics specialists and
two California-based professors ingducation and communications.

.". -a - N -
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= Une feature of théSe-tWo major subcontracts 18 J.mportant to nnte,
. d fof, 3t refl s the significance ,placed upon vae "polifics" of university.
- muolvement n the project. +%he draginal proposal called for both the
x t;ammg and options servicest Lo be subcontracted to Florida Statd, Hom
- eve]:, because the sother major state umverslty, located 1 Gam e, .
was.a strong cémpetitor - with Florids Stgte, eagly 1in the eme; ion

of the’ prolect 1t was declded to 1nvolve the Unuersuty of Flo da as well.
. University . 1nvolvement was not limyted, however, to the
subContracts for trdfyning and knowledge-base development. Much
»was placed 1n the prdosal on the participation of university cgnsultants
in direct .confact with schools. This kas 1in accord with the movement 1in
Florida to generate more cocllaboration between *schools and . dniversities, ~
It -was never made clear an the propnsal, hdwever, . exactly hoy the. Toles of
the university consultants and dthers would, be coordinated., The HQuestion
« of providing 1incentiveg for the university pfofessors to papticipate was
alsor not addresseg.* . I ) Cote LT
However, despL;e the ambiguity of the roles that” university consul-
agts lould play, the propusal placed considerable emphasis upon thg pairing
fyunivgrsities with prgject catchment areas. Six major uUnlversities were
ed 18 the propussl las proyiding services to dgne, or more of the partici-
pating districts. These unlversities were ndminated largbly on the basis of .
fhelr state-mandét.ed affiliations with the district Teacher [Education Cen-
ters. Under the propased 1mplementation of the Florida Llnkage System, each
unisersity listed_ in Flgure 4-3 could supply technical- assistance where
appropyiate to each »schobl site i1n the TECS Lhey served. The ‘TEC could act
as ,the linkage agent, 1den.'c1fy1ng the appropriaté university consultant atd
arranglng for that person to come taq "the school ,site and provide technical . ‘ .
gsgistance.  The project plan did “not, however, provide & structure for

-

. incentives and rewards for university consultants to participate 1in the
program. HWathout these iocentives or rewardg, participation by university
consultants turned out Lo.Be difficult to arrange. his was to create a v s

subgtantial probjem as the project evolved, leading to comparatlvely little
aid often not especially successful participation by l{ﬂl_\«&[Slty personnel.
# Teacher Education Centers (TECs). A total of eight TECs (out of l4
in the state) participated in the project. The project was designed in two
phases Lo allow for a more gradual startup.- In the imtaal year, five, TECs
, were to be involved, with the remsinifg three TECs Joiniag 1in the second”
year. . The TECs.nominated in the propossl were chosgen in order to,ensure
. geograpmc dlvflty and differences in_population density. The department
chose JECs on the basis of a questmnnaue sent to all JECs, which asked for . .
—— information about their interest, current ,actiwities, and capabilities Yor
implementing, evaluating and maibtaining the ROU activities both during and
« .+ after federal funding. °* . <

* LY

3 .

L, The flnalu' ix of TECs includedt four singfe-district TECs, two in
the southern part ‘Af the: state and two in the north, and four mylti-district -
JECs, again equally divaded between the Southern and uorthem parts of the v

. *This problem gnes far heyond the scope of, the project.
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Figure 4-3*
“  PARTICIPATING TECs AND AFFILIATED lﬂIVERSIIIES**

r

I ’ ) ' ’ [ " 7
- 3 <
UNIVERSITY TEC(s) SERVED .
f; 1/ . 4 . /_/\/’2-
Florida State University Bay County .
i Leon County . ' R
v PAEC . ' B <
- . . L ' =
Florida A&M University Bay County ) b
s * . Leon County
. - PMC
Florida Atlantic University *  SWFTEC .
. N . : Tri-Gounty
4 v. &
* ¢
lorida Intemnational * SWFTEC
® University . '
’o u v - " *
: - ¢ # WY
[ T . - . . _
University of South_ Florida Polk County . .
: A : Sarasota County -
. SWFTEC .
- - -Tri-County . '
. ' - ’ v

Uhiversity of: West Florida ~ Bay County .
’ *  Okaloosa County

A * pAgC . K
¢ [ |4 ’ »
O e .
- .' 2 13 * ’-‘. - ’.. ! .l':
*Commusrity colleges afftiigted with each TEC are not

identified here. Their invdlvement™ in tescher center ac- ..
tivities for the RDU-projeet, has been virtually nonexistent.

*
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**From McCutchan s 1980,
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state. (See Figures 4-3 and 4-5 fox) a list of the TECs involved, and Figure
4-4 for their geographic location. The TECs serving a single district
N tended to be very small staff units in the central offices of the school
district. The TECs serving multi-district catciment areas were generally
more independent of the school district administrations and employed larger
staffs. .
; Each TEC employed a formal linker to'work for the RDU project on a
full-time basis during the first year. The proposal intended to have the
TECs engager 1h cost-sharing by paying for_half of the ,1linker's salary dur- .
ing the second year, and three-quarters during the third year, assuming full
costs by the end of the project. This intent, however, was not carried out
by the TECs, and the department negotiated changes in their budget to allow
them to support the linkers on a full-time basis at most of the TECs during
the third year.
A ﬁ'he\TECs were to.be both linkage agencies and providers of support
services, The TEC in the school district where the pz\rtxmpatmg school was
located would provide a linker to train the school staff in problem identi-
fication and offer technical assistance in solution selection. The TEC
linkage agent would also obtain consultants from universities wien needed.
Once the problem had been identified, the information processing subsystem
. would produce a set of suitable solutions from which $he site staff would -
choose what it believed'to be most appropriate in thear setting. The linker °
and university consultants could also aid the school-based change agents,
or site facilitators, in.introducing the R&D product to the school, training
the staff in its utilization, and arranging for the evaluation of 1its ef-
fectiveness. '
. LY t v
Linkers were hired by the TECs specifically for the new position:
none of the linkers bad beeg previbusly employed as staff members prior to N
the beginning of the RDU program. Hiring methods differed between TECsy
Some advertised the position, while inspthers the TEC director simply ap-
pointed a known {(presumably qualified) candidate. Mln_all. cases, lin (—/
appointments had to be rgviewed by the "TEC advisory council, which w
composed of representatives from the associated universities, teachgrs
local administrators. Linkers tended to report ¢grectly to the TEC direct
'}

Initially it had been hoped that several of the lipkers would b
associated with wuniversities, such as professors on. leaye. In fact, becaus
of the very short startup time allowed by NIE, only one of the linkers was
a“&l'uvermty professor, while the others had yarying amounts of experience
ranging from a few years of classroom teaching, to some background as a
curriculum or reading specialist. . ' L. ¢

had come from the TECs and they were expected to play a substantial coordi-~

. nating role, the specific functions to be performed by TECs and the linkers
were poorly defined, both in the proposal and to some extent throughout the
prOJect\ This ‘situation created tension between the TEC directors and the
Office of Dissemination and Diffusion within the department . educat ion.

' Some of the TEC directors felt that they had emerged from the*ro_]ect with

? Uespite the facts that the initial impetus for the Florida project -

new obligations, but with little visibility and credit for the success of the .
projest. This tension was exacerbated by the fact that only about 32% of the.
1.16 m1llion dollar budget was allocated for direct services to schools such
. -
. i €6 , . .

Ll . . 72 14 . “
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as site facilitator training and support for JEC linkers and university
« consuktants. This was contrary to what had been expected. by many TEC ditec-
ors who had been i1nvolved 1n the origindl des:l.gu of the Florida Link-
'\ge System 1n anticipation of the R&D Utilization project. Several of them
have said that they believed that a much larger percentage of the, budget
would be allocated to the IECs for staff support and schoal site activities.

Schools and facilitators. In Phase I, 20 elementary schools were
selected by the superintendents and the TEC%directors in the districts
participating 1n the project. The selection of schoul sites in the project
was designed to be based on the presence of students who were deficient 1n
basic skills and who also represented a cross section of Florida's student
popul at1omi. Although sume of the selected schoolg also demonstrated an
interest 1n participatiou in the RDU project, others were directed by the
district superintendent to participate, even t.l'u::u(_;a?.u hey were not 1interested
1) 'doing so., Twe of the 20 schools 1n Phase I pped out of the project
before 1ts completion as a result of events in the school dastrict not
directly related to the project. All nine of the school sites which joined
the project, 1n Phase II completed a full problemssolving cycle during the
project. This brings to 27 the nutber of schools that participated in the
project through to the end of Phase 11 (t.he third year). (See Figure 4-5,
for a 1i5ting of these schools.)

tne of the d‘le.].an..‘Lve features of the Florida RDU project was the
active participstion of at least one, and generally three, "site facilita-
tors." These were teachers directly anvolved.an the areas where the problems
existed and the R&D products would be utilized. The principal o other
administrator was also often.a member of the site facilitator team.
facilitators- did awot have the entire responsibility for the local pr
In generald during the three-year project the entire faculty in most Jof the
participating schools was involved 1n the dec:l.smn-makmg process.

Evaluatmn and research. As 1n other stat
Florida project staff Bad a very vague notion of at the resegrch com-f.
ponerit of an, actioq-research project meant. In tfe original p oposal,
separate evaluatlon\ subcontract was_to be negatia¥ h Far h‘est
Laboratory, a non-pfofit educatmnal R&D agency 1n San Frasfclsco. The
proposal stated thatwugh this Selection runs counter/ to \a general
preferepce to develo use 1n-state capabilities, this [preference was
outwelghed by Far West aburatofy s record 1n peiforming resaarcly, develop
ment, evaluation and technical, assistance an the entire range

to be undertaken .1n the proposed Florida R&D Utilization program.”
74-75) An Evaluation Review Panel, composed of 1n- and out-of-stg¥e con-

Management ard Evaluation would be the person at ODD entirely responsible for

the coordinatiomw of all program evaluations. This subcontract was .n effect .
for onily a year, at which point the Far West activities were replaced by the ..
hiring of an 1ndependent consultant (recommended by Far Hest) to prepare a

case study/evaluation of the project. Another contract was slgned with 8 2
prufessor to, prepare the case studies qf 1individual sites and linkers that

were required by NIE of all the projects. Given the preference for the use *
of in-state resourceg, an additional suboontract was negotiated with the
Educational Research and Evaluation, Program at Florida State University
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PARTICIPATING TECs AND THEIR SCHOOL DISTRICTS ~
. ~ o

Figure &4-5* -

¥

PHASE TEACHER EDUCATION SCHOOL DISTRICT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
~ CENTER (TEEY . COMPLETING PROJECT -
I Leon County TEC Leon County Bond
. (Tallahassee) Caroline Brevard
Leonard Wesson
T ( PAEC (Panhandle Calhoun County Blount stown
. August Area Education
1976 to Cooperative) TEC Gulf County Port St. Joe
* June ©197%)  (Chipley) » Jackson County Cottondale *
- Graceville
\ ' Hashxngton'bounty VYernon
¢ Polk County TEC Polk County Polk Avenue x
(Bartow) - . - Rochelle
Sarésota County Sarasota County Booker-Bay Haven
TEC : Gocio por )
(Sarasota) Tuttle
) Southwest Florida Charlotte Couﬁty East
TEC
(SWFTEC) DeSoto County Nocatee
(Fort- Meyers) Glades County Moore Haven
¢ ~
. Hendry County Clewiston -
. Lee County Heaghts
I ¢ Bay County TEC Bay County Callaway .
- (Pandma Caty) : ~ Cove .
. ’ Southport
(August Okaloosa County . Okaloosa County Florosa
. 1977 to . TEC - .Mary Esther
) June 1979)  (Fort Walton) Southside
’ . Tr1-County TEC Hardee 'County Zolfo # -
. (Sebring) Highlands County  Avon Park ’ '

Okeechobee Coupnty -

QPkeechobee South

*From HtCutchan,'1980:
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to conduct an 1mpact assessment of the project. The associate director
cont 1nued to be officially responsible for evaluation, and supervised all of
these research activities. Overall, the Florida project received one of the
most extensive external’ evaluations of any of the progects.
L] . $ .
DELIVERING SERVICES TO SCHODLS: THE NETWORK IN OPERATION

. Initaal School Site Involvement 1n the Project

During the first few months of the 'pro,;e'ct, the school sites were
given Jittle guidance as to the purpose and the components of the Florida
Linkage System. An introductory conferfence was held by the training unit for
site facilitators and, linkers early in October 1976, but it failed to clarify
the project 1n most participants’ mif¥s. In several TECs, the linkers did
not take on thear roles until as late as December 1976. During the first few
months of the project, site facilitators and administrators held meetings
that were more concerned with trying to gain an understanding of FLS rather
than with discussing what they would do to address the identified problem 1in
the school site. At the project-management level, the advisory gnd review
panels were organized and asked for suggestions in implementing the project.

~ The options unit was perhaps the most productive of the project components
during the opening stages. It was collecting R&D prowucts in basic skills as
well 8s organizing a system for performing data gearches in response to
school requests., .

The 1nmitial involvement of schools that joined the project 1in Phase
Il was gemerally. more rap1dkr:nd organized, with the schools gaining from
Phase ] participants a clearer understandmg of what to expect from FLS
‘before \t began.

Training for Sites

N ~

y The booklet, A Description of the Florida L1r'ge System Training
__ﬁﬁ_@wwﬁmmuwcij the. -
tram;ﬂg uvil, described the overall training program as placing emphasis on
"communicat ion technigues, data gathering, problem analysis, decision making,
goal identification and adapting solutions to a school’s own situation....A
central purpose of the “training 1S to enable participants: to become more
effective group members.” {p. 1)

- . "

The "first substantial training séssion 1n t/he project occurred 1n
Jatwary 1977 1n Orlando, Florida. Orlando was chosen because of its ceh-'
tral location and becausg it would remove the participating site facilita-
tors from the 1mmediate environment of their e;j?uols. A similar training
session was held in August 1977:-at the beginefing of Phase Il for site
facilitators and linkers gonnected w'xth the newly participating schools.

The week-long training session focused on teams cons1st1ng of site
facilitators, site admimistrators, and TEC linkers. In “addition, proxi-
mately 25 university, cmsult,ants and staff members. of the department of
educatxon s Division of Pubhc Schools attended the tra1n1ng session.

1LY

A traiping unit. report on the sessions concluded that the partlcz-

pants had regarded the training as potentially quite useful and intended to

[ [ 69 i'
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spply on-site the processes they had learned at thas "Workshop on Facili-
tating and Linking." ‘Members of the Diffusion Review Panel also gave.the
training sessions a relatively positive rating. The Asscciate Darextor for
Management and Evaluation has said that the training sessions were v@luable,
but that the training unit .did not perform the follow-up investigation and
traifing which had been agreed on at the beginning of the project, .

In addition, the linkers who attended tHe workshops were .generally
pleased with the quality and appropriateness’of the training that they
received, despite the fact that it was not tailored specifically to meet
their needs. florida linkers reported higher levels of overall satisfaction
with training than did those from other projects that trained lirkers sepa-
rately. In addition, the Florida linkers reported the highest level of
satisfaction with the amount of training received [Spencer and Louis, 1980,
P. 34). This finding supports the project director's contention that sepa-
rate linker training was not necessary, even though the current wisdom at the
time the project was designed suggested otherwise.

The Problem Sclving Process

Problem identification. The problem identification progess tended
to be somewhat more centralized in the Florida project than rn most of the
other RDU projects, which placed heavy emphasis upon broad needs asseqsments
or other participatory techniques. The primary individuals 1qyolved in
problem identification were the TEC linker and the site facilitators. At
some sites school administrators weye involved; at others university consul-
tants and,or project management staff also participated. In more than a few
of the school sites, the "problem" 1in basic skills imstruction had been
identified and a solution tentatively chosen before the RDU project.began.

. In these schools, the problem identification process was largely a formality

to justify the school's participation in the project. ° J'

Solution search and selection: Once the problem had been 1dentified}
thé site facibitators and the linker would submit. at least one request for a
solution search to the options unit. The response, given to the linker who
passed it on to the site facilitators or entire site facylty and administra-
tion, was usually produced in two or three weeks. The response included a
written review of the identified problem and’a description of the available’
R&D solutions. The. package also often included samples of the recommended
solutions and names of suppliers and in-state school users. University
consultants were more. active in aiding the school staff in selecting solu-
tions than in any other aspect of the program. When attempting to evaluate
the solutions gathered in the search, Site facilitators or admin1strators
would often contact a university prgfessor whom they learned was acquainted
with the product. They requested that he or she come to the school, describe
the product, and help analyze its applicability.. Professors responded to
these requests fairly frequently, probably because they required at most one

" day to present their expertise on a spetific-.subject.

Sa

One third of the school sites selected a solutien which had not. been
provided by the options onit. In somd cases, several teachers in the school
,rere familiar with such a product and preferred it to those recommended by

*  “the options vmt,
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The Florida project was one of the few that allowed, but attempted to
control the selection of non-validated or approved products. In one instance,
a school site was actually discontinued because 1t 1insisted on adopting &
product that the options unit claimed was not approved. .However, 1n most
instances schogl sites wkre encouraged to adopt another approved product,
either 1n place of the one they preferred, or in addition to ik,

One of the surprising features of the Florida project was the degree
to which schools tended to adopt similar, products. Six R&D products in basic
skills were selected by 14 school sites as their only solution, and by ten
addifional sites as one of a combination of new programs fo be implemented.
The most popular adopted products included:

* -

Wisconsin Design (reading);

J . Project MARC (reading);

Dpen Court (reading)je .
Brevaifd Comnty LAMY tmath); o
SRA (math); and \ )
. . ' A\
SRA (reading’’ \\ ,
It should be emphasized that, while all of thes‘ products had passed throuéh
the option unit's review procgdures, official "dalidation" by suwh groups as .
the NIE/OE Joint Dissemination Review Panel was not a criterion for recomhen-

dation by the options wnit and did not appear tp be a matter of concern to
the s:tte staff?™ c:jr three-quarters of the adoptions in Florida involved

products that had kot passed through a federally sponsored validation proce-
dure. ) o

" Solytion implefientation. In many schools, the implementation of the
solution, once 1t had been selected, was aided by representatives of the
product develdpper or by in-state school personpel who had-experience in using
it.  The linkers aidetl “in arranging presentations by developérs, experienced ,
users, and university consultants, in ordering and distributing materials,
and 1in doing the paperwork required by "the implementation process. The
linkers also wrofe monthly reports to project mansgement and attended monthly
meétings at project headquarters. they did not, however, usually provade

_ substantive tecHiical assistance in the 1mplementation of the product; they
functicned more §s organizers snd brokers. The site facilitators, once they
had become “mcquahgnted with the ‘product and methodg of implementation, did
much of the traifing of the rest of the site staff In 1its uyse. 1In most of
the school sites,Aproduct implementation did not begin uptil the second year

sof the project; 1in many school sites, it did not bé&ln until the third
yeag.' . ’ ! )
* ' ) ' ) —J . / .

The two-year evaluation of the Florida RDU project performed by the
Educational Research and Evaluation Program at Florida State Unaversity,
based on field-tested evaluation 1instruments administered at the state,
school district, and school site-levels, reached the following conclu-
slons: . ‘ p

. . W t
' e - The results clearly indicate that the FLS problem-solving
process was efifectively employed with considerable parti-




‘- cipation and satisfaction on the part of the school per-
sonnel in the great majority of project schools. - .

L‘f’ o The options unit was effective in finding appropriate
solutions for all project schools, and provided valued
.- support for school personnel in their tasks of deter-
pining solution reguirements and analyzing alternatives.-

PO
.

s Linkers were not always able to bring the support of
other outside personnel (district-level staff, depart-
ment and university consultants, etc.) to bear on local
school needs, partly because the role of these personnel
remains 1ll-defined 'in the FLS model. Despite these

- ar¢as of unfulfilled potential, there was extensive sat-
18faction with the service of the linkers, and their work
may ‘be judged as one of the most successful aspects of

&£ FLS. .

o The evidence shows that the FLS model was effective -
_1n bringing sbout satisfactory 1mplementat1on of 1nno-
vative projects, except in those ‘schools where prior

conditions posed strong obstacles to change. qMor
importantly, the 1implemgntation results achieved by’
FLS seem clearly superior to those &btained 1n other
majar educational R&D utilization programs 1n1tiated ,
with federal aid. . . e

. - /&he evaluation identified the follow1ng 1mplications: ’
.

FLS has demonstrated that. a well-organxzed, part1c1pa-~ ~
+  tory problem-solving approach holds considerable po- -
- tential for (1) 1nvolv1ng school personnel'ln the ~
change process, (2) promoting the use of validated
methods and materials, and- (3) facilitating the im- .
plementation of new methods and materials. -
., H
s The joint role of the linker and facilitating team
appears £p be critical to a.participatory approach

' to problbnlsolvxng at the local schodl leyel. .
.. 0pt1mal ut1l1zat1on of consultant services 1in school 1m-
j provement ef forts such as FLS seems to require redefini-
. “‘tion of the consultent's role. N

»

These xnternal fxndxngs are corroborated by olservakions and surveys con-
ducted for, this fesearch study.* These data\revealed that the Florida
\ project had the following outstanding sharacteristics:

e 1t ranked highest qf all projécts in the degllee to which
teachers felt that the problem the1r school fdentified
had been' "solved"; \

¥ .
*These are discussed 1n Louis, Rosenblum and Mol1tor,.(l981).
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® it ranked highest om the degree to which teachera re-
ported that they would continpe to use new prodUcts 1in.
theirclassroom; . .

»

o it ranked h}ghest on reported pupil impacts;

e it tied for highest rank-on general satisfaction with
the services anq support. provided by the linKers; and )

e’ it ranked second bighest on the quality of the problem—

) solving process that the schools engaged 1n. )

In summary, whatever its problems in resource mobylization and netwo k
management over the course of the project, the defivery of ser vices

schools operated with great effectiveness. ’

CURRENT STATUS OF THE NETWORK AND IS bWPONENTS\

When tHe NIE-funded Florida RDU project off‘xcmlly ended 1n June
1979, the Office of Dissemination and Diffusion was moved to the Bureau of

Curriculum Services 1n the Division of Public Schools and has become the P

Public School Resource Center and the ffice for FLS, The associate dir
tor completed her duties and left the state. The prbject director-still
retams the official tltle of director of FLS and 1s responsible for what
remains of FLS. .

The center st111 administers FREE, which 1s the the State Capac1ty
Bulldmg Grant Program, has also taken over administration of the State
Facilitator Project in the National, Diffusion Network. The position of
associate director of FLS was el.munéted. The acting associate director af
FREE* described the transfer of GDD into the Division of Public Schools as a
largely political move, designed to connect FLS with public schools on an
integrated, ongoing basis, and "free it fromathe image of a federal project
that will disappear." He explained that ODD still performs the function of
R&D project information distribution on request from schools. When given a
tequest for a solution search, the associate director provides a package
resulting from & computer search..and also provides appropriate booklets on
. R&D preducts which were prepared and distributed under the RDU project. In
ddition, he notifies sppropriate offices of the Division of Public Schools

when he feels they could be of assistance. The associate director's coptact .

with people acting as "linkers", in the school districts is informal and

" unscheduled. He explaihed that many of these "linkers" are librarians or

med1d spegialists, and that none of the linkers irwolved in the RDU project
are sti1ll active. He expressed the belief that informal, individual contacts
with linkers are more effective than organized relationships between linkers

‘and a resource information center. . -

v

Jhe associate director of FREE reflected the opinion of some 1n the
department ﬁhen he commented—that the trainmg under the RDU project™was
extremely costly™ and could have been carried out more quickly and cheaply.
He stated that many school Wistricts resisted involvement in FLS because they
felt it would require too much time in training, needs assessment, and
solution selection before any positive changes could be implemented. He said

. L
*He now ,erves as & consultant to ‘FREE. .
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"coopesation §nd coordination are key words in the department now, and I want

_to project the¢ mage of a service agency... F want to ask, 'What are your

needs, and how, can we help?'" The associate director felt that FLS intro-
duced -1tself by destéribing what 1t could. do for the client. Hé also de-
scribed the department as "the primary client" of 00D, 1in thet a pr1nc1pal
function of ODD 1s to distribute informatign and products to other offices
within the department. This opinion 18 alsc reflected in the comments of an
external observer &LP& FLS .transition into 1ts fiew setting:

Within the agency, 0DD's 1dentity with.FLS was being -
diminished. The scope of ODD activity was "redefined"
to focus on information processing services...0DD was
to promote FLS as a problem solving,approach, but
pramarily for purpoges of staff development within the
DPS. (McCutchan,.p. 160) .

, -

The Associate Deputy Commissigner for Management, who was onegof the
strongest supporters of FLS and the gfficer to whom 1ts director reported,
explained that there was a stronger cpmmitment ‘than existed in FLS to link
universities and schcol districts. 'The Commissioner of Education,” he
stated, "has begun an 1innovation to form five,major regions of the state for
coordination of school district and codmunity college and university col-
laboration." The Board of Regents of Higher Education in the state was said
to be enthusiastic about this emphasis on collaboration, as were university
staff members. As for the role of linkers 1in these five regions, the assoc-
1ate deputy commissioner said that they no longer wish to hire people 1n
school districts, TECs, and universities simply to function as linkers. "We
want linkage to become part of the routine of business.,"” This attitude
appears to derive both from the cgst of linkers and the perceived political
need to have the classroom teacher be the force behind seeking technical
assistance from university consultants.* The associate deputy commigsioner

.also stated that one of the problems with formal linkers 1s that "it creates
a new profession within the.profession.”

. The assogiate deputy commissioner speaks 1in glowing terms of the
goals in educatidn in Florida for the next decade. The focus will be
on the 1mprovement, of 8l1 schools, and not just elementary schools with
insufficient performance records as was true with.the RDU project, The

~ 0fficial target 1s to have the average high school graduate in the 75th

national ?Erformance percentilg (the figure 18 now just above the (30th

percentile Testing for teacher certification will be initiated. Another

of the goals of these plqnnedrphanges 18 that the best students who gradyate

from Flarida high schools will remain in the state for post-secondary, educa-,
f ’ L

Yo . - . L . ]

Thoug " the new collaboration mechanism between un1versfty consul-

H

, tants and teachers was,not designed to require linkers, 1t requirgs training
_ of university consultants to allow them to deal effectively with the practi-

cal aspects of school' site situations. The department apparently was
aware of this need f@r training of teaching consultants. It bhired the
director of the tralnlng unit 1in the RDU project, employed: from Septembbr

.,

' f .
*The FLS case study attributed much of FLS success :n loeal schools
to the use of full tame ilnkers, who were not perceived as outsidetrs (McCut-
chan,.l980)

.
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" } 1979 through August 1980, to study the question of how universities tan

give technical assistaice to public schools in Florida. If also started
8 technical assisfance project in May 1980 with the aip of developing groups

. of unlvérszty consultants who will perform organization development train-
g, A traznzng session to prepare a small number of educational training
donsultants was_copducted at South Florida University in the summer of 1979
under FLS/ROU furtding. A second session, conducted by many of those trained
an the first session, was held in the summer of 1980. Approxumately 18 of
the those trained 1n these sessions have formed an organization called the
Schogl Jmprovement Network with the goal of aiding each other to train and
increase the number of qualified tralners. .

The training unit darector felt that, though time-consuming and
expensive, this training of education consultants 1s the only way to signifi-
! cantly improve Florida schools through technical assistance. He stated that

350 trained consbltants are needed to serve the needs of the Florida sC

. system, bubk wondered 1f the state will provide the funds for their trgining
2 and 1f the uniwversities and/or the state will provide~the rewards for their
work as consultants. While these training activities were sponsocred by the
department, there was by no means a consensus as to whether the training of
university cgm}ultants should, 1rf fact, be the wave of the future. One
sen1or departient, member commented that while the Board of Regents was
"enthusiastically committed" to polzczes for coordinating schools with
community colleges and universities, they did not support the develop-
ment. of "professor lifker" roles:

- . ) -
_We' want to become part of the rputine business of edu-~

t cation. Iherefore, we will not, continue_to, support the
" linkers. Polatically, we need to put someone 1n the )

' classroom. \ - \\\\
Another senior department, administrater expressed ‘deep concern about an
appreach to technical assistance that did not emphasiZe the use of department
staff, and indicated thaf therer was and would be some compet;tzon between

unzverszty and department i1nterests: ,

A {technical. assistance} model without the Department of
Education 1eadsﬁ7o .duplications. I have just looked at
the 11st of seriiof trainers in the-current Technical As-
.  sistance Project, én¢ see no one from thifllPepartment of
Education. 1 . .
This remark must be vzewed against the backdrop of FLS, whxch ac-
tively sought to ptomute the involvement of department staff as trainers and
consultants at, the school level. Department staff gttended the first train-
1ng Sess1ons, but .dad not participate actively at the site. level (McCutchan,
1980:161). Thusy on' the one hand, department ‘Mministrators judged FLS &nd
1ts remaining act1v1t1es becguse 1t failed to show high levels of DOE parti-
- cipation. On the other’ hand, lattle attempt was made by senior officials to
mandate or encourage this new service role for DOE consultants.

AL

- - :ﬂ

The original 11nkage approach, which was based on the concerns and
mtiative of the 1eCs, has largely dissppeared. Despite the proposed effort
“to have JECs "institutionalize" field agent roles by the end of the project,
none of the FLS agents 1s cOfrently employed as such. At least one observer
1n the department i1ndicated that he believed that TECs had been unsuccessful

* ~ \ [}
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in the department xndxcated that he¢ believed that TECS had Dbeen unsuccessful
in 1mproving the shvolvement of university professors as consultants.
As an indjicator of 4his, he pointed to the very low level of requests—
for 1nformatlon agSistance from university professors through the Florida
Resources 1n Education Exchange. Ihdeed, the RDU projqct director herself
. inditated that, 1n retrospect, one of the major weakriésses of the structure
of the program wae the low level of involvement of TEC direstors in project

management and decision Taklng

If a summary 1s made of the actual remnants' of the Florida prOJect
oné feature 1is strxklng while many of the actxv;tes and components of
the' project remained in some form or another, and its impacts on both the
depactment ' and other organizations could be clearly traced, the formal

%etwork had disappeared. For example, the substantial efforts to train and
eploy linking agents 1 universities would clearly not have come about
without the stimulus of the project. These efforts operated through the
TECs after the.project's end, but were poorly integrated with the depart-
hent's knowledge base. Slmllanly, the knowledge base, and many of the
matetials that were deweloped under the RDU project,
within the 000, although its operatxons wese divorced from any backup tech-
nical assistance system in the department o:\uiéewhere ST
In addition, the project did fot appear to have as much impact on,, or
}nt ration with, other school imgrovement thrusts that were occurring
S1imu aneouslyf‘ﬁbxch some 1n the department originally desifed. For ex-
ample, Mhe Program Audit and Accountability Act might weil have served as an
obvious vehicle for fusing RDU with existing state leglslat;on. However,
this did not occur in large measure because the Scheoel Improvement Network of
tralners recommended ggainst such an alliance, and also because of the
residue of distrust of the project. Sifilarly, tﬁa mrew state facilitator 1n
the department was more interested in dxscussxng how his actxv;tles would
differ from those of FLS (which he descrsbed as costly, restrxctxve, and
disliked by schools, despibe positive evaluation evidence to the cédntrary)”
thgn in ghowang haw he would take off from 1it.

Thus, although site-level changes may contlnue, one of the maJor
problems for FLS was not show ng a lasting impact upon state activities. .
Rather, the pieces of FLS appegt to have broken aparbtyf and will continue to
reside @gnd be adapted separately 1n their new offices anl locations.

According to some who were involved with, or observed the project,
this result was/not surprising, because the network was always fragile.

It operateg spéothly most times, but was unable to muster significant
organizationad resources in any of the major institutions involved. On
average, TECq were too small and financially weak to divert resources to

support FLS. Universities had a-clear mandate from the legislature to become
more involved'with schools, but had not developed a mechanism for restructurs
ing the professional role to respond to school needs. Finally, the depart-
ment of education was making a slow transition from a regulatory stance in
relation to schools, to a greater service orientation., FLS, however,
appears to have represented too dramatic a shift to have been acceptable, and
despite 1its centrality to the objectives of the commissioner, it was not’
supported by the potentlally significant actors of the’ Public School Divi-
sion.. ', .

was still utilized .

~
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T vooe . LESSONS’ ABOUT NETWORKING .
.. a . e E

s, Ihzfzfory.of the Florida project 1lluminates bothlthe "stresses that
sacchir’an theé management of networks for school imprefement, and also some of
the design features ,and management strategies that appear to facilitate
network, operations. ‘ While, as. with other network cases, many wmplications
for management could .be drawn, several apResr to emerge .a8s p%rticularl‘y.
% “ gignificant in’the Florids case. .2 . "

. At . i .

,‘L " - .‘ . . . * @ ar ) ¢
pecessful Involvemént of Universities in School-Improvement Networks

- ' ¢

i

. The hJ_._sto@ of dissemination has been filled with ecomplaints about
.~ = the difficulty-wf bringing together “knowledge produeers" (university people)
and "knowledfe users" (teachers and sdministrators) (Louis and Sieber,
1979). In most 33, publicly funded universitzes remain a set of un-
b tapped resources( for school, improvement, with the exceplion of a 'few 1n~
dividual professdrs who are 1involved either in drganizational development
activaties, or 1n the occasional development und sponsorship of new cur-
riculum gractices. What 1s.lacking 1s not interest (@ark and Lotto, 1980),
but organizationsi stFuctures that permit universities to become effectively

«  1nvolved. * e NN . .

"
L] H h ~ « o

The Florida problep- demonstrated two different”models for how to
-1nyolve wuniversities in kngwledge-ut1l1zation networks, one of which was
extremely successful, and the other of/ which was not. ‘ ﬁ .

?

.. . . The major sszontraci‘s of the project Hzth_;loriaa State University
and the University of; Florida {(to design the ?ramxng and ‘develop @ .Knowl-
~&dge base .and retrieval -service, respectivelyy, operatdd with greal’ effeg-
tiveness as eveluated by all participants,’ ‘In both cases, (niversaty-based

‘ pergonne) had-significant, direct contgcts with peogle 1n schools, and
.provided vaiued seryvjces which lped " to account;.(»for }lhe positive! school
outcomes that were observed in ithe project (Foster “and Richardsom, 1980).
On tHe- otHer hand,, the equally 1mp t strategy of ,getting sxgnificant

-+ nvolvement gf university cgnsult®nk to provide more ad hoc technical

few exceptions, uhsuccedsful 1n revamping the tradational ‘relationships
between professor “and practrtigrer, or in increasing the commitment of the

mited resuits. We .nay summarize the differences between the design of the
two,strategies by Btating that the ipvolvement of universities in optiong and.
' training ;sefvice delivery 1ihvolved well-defined key roles, which were yisibly
\ rewarded: £ach of the two universities had a sybcontracted position, line

-

t

A 1iments, and-€onsiderable autondmy for the pagticipating profes-
f., . sors;and gradyate students to carry out théir own prefé€rred approhches to.
+ . gervjce delivery. 1le serviee to schools 1s not typically a.key feature’of

) f 7 * y . »
W vhiversities, 1n ‘both caseg betause of the scope of thé subdnfract, service*

. “scase of traindng, the development of publishible materials, and 1n’ the
case.of the gptions unit, ‘the thande to implement some curriculum gquality
contr$l corceptssof fi_ﬁe subcontract project director, and the ‘oppbrtunity to

< pravids Teleyant employment experiences for ’qraduate students.
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agsigtarce and additiongl iraining in implementfng "schools was,, with only a

-
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Uumve»sxtigs 0 prqv;de ‘services totsghools. Y e
: -t -~ . s v N LI . .
. -~ 4. Several basic, design and management features hélp to account for *the- .

delivegy could bg melded with mote traditignal uniyversity ac't:.v_it_xes--m the
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In contrast, the attempt t6 increase university consultant contacts
with local schools in order to carry .out state-mandated changes was,_ nat
effective. The design for mechanisms-to involve professors through the TECs

was lless well thought out originally than the _need tg develop significant
trainkg and knowledge-base components. Several factors account for this

- 1mp of which were out@f the direct control of the project manage-
R ‘ment. vertheless, they might fave been’ anticipated in the design of the
project 'so that R&D utilization actxu‘tles could have countinued smoothly and

) Become 1nst1tut10nahzed .aftér the project ceased.

1
L] .

One ‘p’r.oblem revolved around the simple question of scheduling. Most .
profegsors need considerable advance notice before m(akmg commitments for
extensive field work, Since these obligations may conflict wWith those to the '\}
university. School sites, once they had selected & product and needed advice

we ON its implementation, did not want t¢ wait for expert consultatioh, so
= anA often they simply decided to do without it. Moreover, 1t requires considera-
ble time fof an outside expert to become acquainted with the school and 1ts
particular problem, and then stamulate and guide 1t 1in 1its own problem '
solving. This takes training, advanced planning, and time, which “were not
provided by FLS, ) . . . .

.
L .

. A far more powerful- deterrent” against unaversity consultant partica-
pation in the project was the fact that professors were generally not given *
. sufficient 1incentives or rewards for their participation. Under the state -
e legislation calling for university technical assistance to publxc schools,
' fundg come to the university (generally through the TEC as the agent) for
the consultant’'s planning tame, transportation, and on-s:.te time. However,
in many cases, these funds never filtered through the unuers:.ty struature-
winto.the hands of the consuitant, either, 1n the form of payménd or workload
-~ modification, sc the rewards were perceivetd to be inadequate. This 1s the .
reas:on why many of the assigmments of professors to svhool sités in FLS
"never materialized.” v
. In summary, the attempt to 1nvolve. consultanfs differed completely
fruﬂ' the universities' involvement in the.dptions and training units: the .
\ — expectation for 1increased consultant roles was poorly defined both gt the
rndividual and organizational level, and was based on no signlficant lncen- '
taves for participation. Perhaps it will be possible to make the signifi-
cant changes 1n the definition of professoriai responsibilities that are
anherent 1n the Florida legislation. However, such transitions,, without. «
the appropriate support estructures, wi]ll He” extremely slow. - More effeco
,(Eve, clearly, 1s the use of mechanjsms that provide rewards for univer-
+ sity participants conslstent with trad1t10n81 academic expectations. The
tasks carried out, moreovep, must be professmhally creditable as well .
' . as of direct use to schools.  The success.of the gther components of the
florida prOJeFt mdxca‘ee that this recipe 1§ not at all d1ff1cu1t “to .
3 achxeve. -, "y ) .

- b ’

i -
Orgamzatmnal Leflershlp and Accomodatmn - ‘

2 -

‘A new project’that 1s. weakk(ttxea to, 1ts host or(janlza'tlon may
~» . :Clearly recognize the need to build ties with potentxal sponsors 1f 1t
wishes to become 1nstitutionalized. Perhaps more difficult for marfegers
‘to recognize 1s that even where 8 new program Appedrs to be central to -
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the organization,. public relations and constituency building are critical,
leadership activities. One-of the¢ major dilemmas of the RDU program was
that the rapiad startup of services often precluded equal attent2on to
buzlding important relatzonsths. .
[ * n w -
The ™ Plor:da progect initzally ‘appeared to be in a very favorable
position withiri the department: 1t was vsible, was operating under the
!ponsorsth of one of the department's most respected and senior officials,
and had considerable political salience because it was trying to bring
together several mandated activities and structures. spite this promi.se,
ts impact within the department was limited. The reasons ‘for, ‘this accord:
o many, can be attribut to disagreements between the department's dzvg?
. s2ons. These were on occasion intensified by the project management which
found 2t difficult togbalance the need to maintain leadership and direction
of the demonstration 8nd buxld gxternal constituencies on the .one hand, with

the need to crehte ties wathin the host organization on the other, ~ .

There wag also a 'strong perception of overlap between the.actzvzt;es
that were undertaken under the ROU project and other projects or activities
withan the departmen‘s-most significantly, the State Capacity Buildaing Grant
Program (Project FREE) and Jhe accountability and auditing functions of the
Dzvision of Public Schools. lhe project director of ODD had worked hard

to establish the not:on ef these -ectivities- -es complimentsry rether—then -

redundant . - However, due to tensions within the department and thé press of
other adm:nistrative responsibzlities, she was not able to buxld upoﬁ’lhe
potential for cooperation with pther department Jleaders. Rather, she was
viewed by some colleagues in the department as engaging in relatively l1imited
and formal communicatzons with other significant department actors. As has-
been noted, the project staff believed in 'the FLS model that the prOJeCt
director had developed and was understandabl cummlttqg to testing the model
in the course of the ROU demunsiratios; period. Jo some observers, however,
she appeared unwilling to accommodate alternative objectives or strategies.
" FLS became 1dentified with Her, rather than with ‘departmental abJectzves and
+ structures. . .

N L4

ing projects of this ®ype. First, vision, visibality, salience and success
are not ensuwgh. In addition, there 18 a need to develop networks and consta-
tuenczes within the host organzzatzon. The peed for accommodation an
service withan thg agency was clearly grticulated by tYe associate directo
who headed the Florida State Capacity Buildaing Grant Prpgrem (FREE). Instea
of proteciing Project FREE from other departments,” thg director explained
that he and. the project direttor had taken arl, "anternal wrientation," where
the department was viewed as the primary client and suppory for their func-

tzens as his main misslon. .Jh1is strategy has had a /Jga payoff in insti-

tut;onalzzatzon. - .
- - ’

£§? This nght be called the gulltzcal Yimension uéhlesﬂqrsﬁlp which 1s
cessary 1n order to guide 8 ney progragmatic thruSt to a permarent, restzng
_placé. A3 Yah (1979) and Patton (1978) have. nofed, ther¢ 1s a persogal
spansarshlp compongnt to any successful lanovatlon in @ buresucratic ting:

L7
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ed by the ODD director, who retained supervisory authority over it, as

gggect djrector. oL . . - -

Qo
o

EKC 85 - .

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

& '
The FLS experzence syggests several. managemeqt lessans for network-. .

At should be erhp(aszzed (thaf the.baszc strateq)«\or_FREE wasg developA- .

-
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someone 1n @ position of influente has to .care and also has to be in a
position to push the new 1deas or practices. While some have attributed many
of the problems 1n the prgject-sgency relationship tq the leadership and
style of the project dnectur, 1t 18 1mportant to consider the larger 1ssue
of the organizational context. Others involved with the project claimed that
much of tHe.conflict appeared to reflect deep-seated tensions of division
leadership and control between other individuals 1n the department. What we
find 1n Florida 18 that caring and nurturing must be coupled with the negotia-
tion of mderstandmgs and minumization of boundary disputes within the
agency. Comflict 18 an inherent part of any major 1nnovation and implementa-
tion process, for .change 138 :always potentaally threatening to those who,
profit most from the status quo, and conflict cesolution skllls are therefore
a key attnbute of the successfil sponsor.

4 -
~-

The Hgth af the "Bagic_Flaw" . : y
~/ :
In settings where a successful new prugram appears o vary from or

to threaten other powesful divisions, consensus may quickly develop about
the "fatal flaw” 1n the .innovation which prevents 1t from being tgken seri-
pusly. In the department of educatibn fe consensus arose among most of
the civil. servants that the RDU project was dasliked by schools because 1t
was too complicated and sophisticated. Despite considerable evidence that
schools that participated in the project actually liked FLS, and appreciated
the "sophisticated" process and support services, this conviction was used
as a Justlflcatmn for the fragmented mstltutmnahzat)mn that occurred.

. Smce urgamzatmnéﬁ nyths are bound to surround any set of actlu-
ties that develop i1n a new program, one of the leadership skills that may be
most 1mportant 1s a sensitive ear for signs that a coherent myth 1s develop-
ing.- Once a myth 13 as widely dlffused as the one concerning the low accept-
abrlity of FLSito schbols, the use "of data to counteract this opiniod 18
unlikely to be of use. Rather, project management must listen attentively
for mytih formation, and coudteract myths with more explicit and targeted
public relations activities,

Building MNetwork Support: Generating Interpersonal Ties

4

involves breaking down the barriers to communication that afe posed/ by
physical distance. When the distance barrier 18 compounded .by enofmous
differences between actors in status, perspectives and organizational set-
ting, tfgvelopmg meaningful ties can be particularly difficult. Yet, except
i the most routine of 1nterurgan12atmna1 cooperative activities {such as
inter-library loans), the effectiveness of knowledge utilization networks 1s
totglly dependent gn the wirllingness of part1c1pants f,o\contact others 1in the
network for agsistance arid mfurmatmn. . . . .

. A major pruf}lem in the mar?agement of knowIedge utilization netw;)ks

The Florada project 1s an exanple of the Pact that a state-based
network for knowledge utilization may effectively 1invplve a number of very
d1ffeT® types of orgsnizations and actors 1n providing services Lo schoolg.
An additionsl feature of the project was the relatively high morale of _the
active network members, which stands in sharp contrast to the dissstisfaction
of host agency staff with the project. Schools, linkers, and the staff of
the pptions and training units all felt good about their work and about their

A\ ' ‘ T
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relationships thr; oné snother and with proje¢t management. Given the
diversity of actors, ranging from teachers «¥n rural school districts._to a
nationally famous prdfessor, how did this come about? f - '

gl

. . - %G *
One feature of the strateqgy that seems to hav ,begn partacularly
amportant 1s the frequency of contact between ail'membgrs of the network.
For example, linkers' reports of Wwhere .they sought advice and assistance
indicaté that they drew upon all components of the network, including the
assistant progett director, their own TEC supervisor, other linkers, and
the unit staff members. The pattern of drawing upon multiple sources
of wnformation and support stands i1n some contrast to msny of the projects,
where communicat ion patterns between some components of the intended net-
work were very Ltruncated. )

»

' »

Patterns of frequent communication.and information’ exchange occurred
in large measure because of the training strategies of the pr rap, which
brought together most significant actors for an intensive grouyexpenence
early in the project. At this time, local school persomel, lxnkers, op-
tions and training unit staff, and central project staff were 1n close
contact for a five-day period. This clearly created interpersonal ties which
reduced reluctance to draw upon parts of.-the network at other points later
on. Schools, 1n particular, felt much-fredr to call various parties in the
network for assistance and help. In fact, the develgpment off interpersonal
networks during the training experience may well have been more 1important
than the actual cognitive component in determining the success of the pro-
Ject. ' .

v

+

SUMMARY
The Florida project was a great success 1n terms of orgghizing a
ngtwork and delivering services to schools. Its achievements 1n Finding
significant reles for universities in knowledge utilization and dissemination
programs are clear. The asbitious design of the projgct--largely a product

of the project director's vision--was confirmed by most observe'rs, and thus, ,

13 a model which deserves to be studied and adapted by other states. ;

The major flaw of the project, which® atcounts for‘the largely, frag- )
mented instatutionalgzation cf the structures and strategies of the FLS, |

st.?;rned from difficulties found both in the host ofganization and by'project
leadership to the harsh realities of swrvival in attending the host organiza-
tion settang. It VYis worth noting that what came to be referred to as "the
public relations problem" gvas observed very earYy in the program by both
project mgnagement and NIE but was never aqequ%tely overcome. Thus, while in
the short run the project was successful, the lomg-term impacts are more oben

to question. . .
. / * .
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¢ , THE, MICHIGAN ROU PROJECT * . .
. "7 INTRODUCTION &

The RDU project in Michiqgan was called the CEDISS ("See-d1s") project
{Career Education Dissemination). It wds administered by the Michigan
Department of Education and operated from July 1976 to December 1979. Of all
the RDU projects, the CEDISS project had three distinctuive, features: \(P the
relevant educational practices dealt solely with career education {and™hot*in
any way with basic skills); ,(2) the project network attempted to involve
the largest nuber (50) of field sgents of any ROU project; :and (3) the field
agents spent a small percentage of their working time on t/r;e RDU project.

? " Y
Throughout the life.of the ROU program, the CEDISS project tended to
be considered a laggard. For inStance, an NIE gonsultant team visited the
project 1n October 1977 after about a year of the program)s operation and
arrived at two general conclusions (Consultant Site Report, 1977):

4

Unless there.a;e sign)ficant changes and an almost miracu-

lous turn around, CEDISS*will not be a fair test of the e e

strategies set forth in the RFP. -

We do not know h&operé‘tmgxs can be mprove'g short of a
complete overhaul. We thidk this should be of major con-
cern to NIE. . :

a , R
Furthermore, . the summary” descriptions of career education products  were

unavailable throughout much of the life of the project.* The descriptions,

which were to be the basis for sites' choosing a product to‘ﬁr;mplemented‘

vand therefore needed to be available almost at the outset o e project),
first began to be produced 1a-June 1978 and were completed in Aprii 1979 (the
final year of ‘the project’,/ In comparison to most of the other RDU projects,
the CEDISS proy Ted to be accomplishing little andt tended to be left
-to 1tself by - at least in the eyes of 1its.project director.

In contrast to this general ;ercepum of the project, CEDISS in fadt
produced someg startling results by the time of its termination. At'the site
level, a series of surveys had been conducted.by CERISS's evaluater (High/
Scope Educational Research Foundation) on a quarterly basis. The finsl
survey, conducted i1n May 1979, was based on an 84% response rate of all key
participants at each site (N = 47). About half these 89 respondents. were
site coordinators, and the other half wqge the field agents. . From this

survey, three findings emefged (High/Scope, 1979): | )
. " >

® 93% of the respondents 1nd-xcated,the§t,'as a result of ’
CEDISS, the site would be continuing to use @ new educa-
tional product in the following year. . © -

*for @ ﬂ.nll,descriptior:u of the use of products in all the ;tDU pro-

jects, see Yin, Gwaltngy pnd Louis (1980). . .
- s » hd ‘ -
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e B85% of the respondents indicated that CEDISS hed af-
fected the problem-solving process in such @ manner
that new procedures would be followed 1n the future.
' e 68% of the respondents indicated that CEDISS had pro-
duced other desirable spin off effects, such as diffu-
sion of the product, increaseéd ‘awareness of career edu-
cation, and 1mproved school climate.

-4

.

These generally positive results af the site level are corroborated by
another survey of principals and teachers in the CEDISS schools, conducted by
Abt Associates 1n the fall of 1979, although the CEDISS schobls did not rate
as high es those in five of the other projects. At the CEDISS headquarters-
unit level, there was also.an 1nitially positive outcome: the CEDISS project 7
staff became a permanent part of the state department’'s Office of -Career
gducat:i0n. - ' .
. v~ Y

These two views. of the CEDISS project are not contradictory. We may

4 temper the early negative 1mpressions by noting that.CEDISS had many startup
di1fficulties and contimually operated as 1f 1t were one to two years younger ,

. than the okher RDU projects. In addition, the CEDISS project did not fulfall
- - —the-network1ng -preconceptions_of NIE, the CEDISS project staff, or even_the
original CEDISS proposal--hence the project continually drew suspicion from

positive results by noting that they were mainly based on surveys of partici-
pante and some direct observation and intefviewing. At the project direc-
- tor's level, the 1initial success can also be tempered by the observation
that, as.of spring 1980, the governor's recommended budget for FY 1981
. eliminated support for the Office of Career Educaton and the Career Educaton
Commission establmshed by Public Act 97 of 1974.
4 .

%he truth regarding the success of the CEDISS project, as always,
l1es somewhere between the two extremes. The objective of the present case
study 1s to analyze the project's history, with a view toward developing some
generalizable polrxcy lessons for federal and state ‘agencies that support

v amprovements 1n local educatmnal&r practice. The case study covers four
n topics: (1) the amportance ,of careér cation 1n Michigan and 1ts concomi-
tant problems within the RDU context; . ) the intended and actual design of
tHe CEDISS linkage system; (3) the relative effects of the process and
product 1pnovations as emphasized by CEDISS; and (4) overall factors involv-

1ng the management of 3 complex networking system. ) . ’

[ ]

As a brief summar; of the project's h'1stury, Figure 5-i presents a
chronology of the key events that occirred in relation to the CEDISS project.

. ] . CAREER EOUCATION IN MICHIGAN
] *

As a part1c1_p§ant in the ROV program, Michigan was committed to career
educat1on from the very beginning. In fact, from the Michigan perspective,
the RDU program was an opportunity to obtain federal funge-for an educational
. " . area of increasing 1importance, and for which only m1§:1 state or local

funds had been made available. This potential overlap between the RDU.
mandate ang Michigan's age®da or p::-wntms brougﬁ,t both benefits and costs
. v < .* ')

- . . 84 - " ’ "

.' . ] ) 89 PN .

a fidelity perspective. At the same -time, we may also temper the" later °
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to the CEDISS project. The main'benefit was that CEDISS would probablyﬁ;l; .
have existed had career education not been an eligible topic; the main cost

was that career education nevertheless did not represent an optimal topic for .
RDU's*purposes. . : ~

Passaqe of Public Act 97 - ' - .

Ihg most significant sign of Mléhlgan's commitment 4o career educa-
tion was 1its pagsage.of Public Act 97 in 1974, Untal that times, Michigen had
rapidly expended 1tswvocational educstion programd, which went from a funding
level of $2 mallion 1n 1968 to $47 million 1n 1973, 1In 1972, a career
education program, viewed as a further broadening of vocational education
objectives, was i1nitiated on a demonstrat 16n. basis 1n Pontiac as one of siax’
pilot sites across the country (High/Scope, 1979a). In thg same year, the
State Department of Education begsn to ‘request that Intefwediste School
‘Elstnct (ISD) vocational education staff elso serve as career educstion
coordinators.  These coordinators, located 1n $3 of Michigan's 58 1SDs, came . ¥
to re)present Career Education Planming Districts or CEPDs (called "See-
pids™), v A A R

Public Act 97 was in part the sesult of intensive efforts by the
director of vocational education to establish career educstion as 8 curricu-
lum 1n all of Michigan™s sthools (High/Stope, 1979a).~ Iv addrtion: ta the
mandate, the la& also formalized the CEPD structure and established a Career
Education.Commission and an Dffice of Career Education in. the stabe depart-
ment to support 1t. The CEPD structure coincided closely with that of the
Intermediate S,ervlcev Districts; thus, the boundaries of the 53 CEPDs were®
covered by the same aregs as those of thg 58 intermediate districts, The
CEPD coordimator was designated as a staff person t'o the OEPD planning
council, which was responsible for all career education programs in the CEPD,
while the Office of Career Education was to play the same role vis s vis the' -
Career Edugation Commission at the state level. Dvergll, career educgion .
was seen as#a philosophy and technique for infusing a.’perspactive into all
educat1onal programming that would provide: <.

... » the knowledge, skills, and attitudes that people ‘need., -

to explore, understand, and perform 1n the life roles they

can be expected to play. . . .

. ., < . . o LY

Publit Act 97, however, did not authorize funds for these activities. « -
The CEPD coordinators retained thear responsibilities 1in vocatlonsl ‘educa- *
tion; 40% of- their salaries were reimbursed by state vocational education
funds and 60% by Phe intermediate school distriets' budgets, Thé 1nitial
staff of the Office of Caree‘r Education was supported by state fungs appro-
priated for the Commission's staff apd, not surprisingly, there were
only four staff memberg. 1t 1s withiWl this context that the newly-appointgd
director of the Dffice of Career Education first learned_in 1975 about NIE's
plannang sctivities for the RDU program. ROU t represented the first .
opportunity to obtain substaptial funds for.careel cation, and because the '
1nmt1d! contact had been made by the carger education director, there was
\ﬁeves any consideration given to using RDU for other curriculum Ytopics, even,
though sSuch topics were eligible., A proposal wag prepared_ by the director

- * a .
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* CEDISS PROJECT CHRONOLOGY
r

. 1974, Summer Pubhc Act 97 slgned- ates planning for career
. educat fon programming im‘all MicHigan schools;
establishes Caresr Educatmn Commigsion in department .
. . of education; provides nu funds. . -
9 s
1976 January Proposal submitted to NIE. - '
. May Notification of award from NIE. Trip to i'\‘eston,
S Yirginia to meet other ROU projects and NIE stafj& .

o

July ~ . Project officially starts. . B

Summer Project Director (Office of Planming) and acting
Project Manager (Office of Career Education) meet
three times with CEPD coordinators to inform them of
the project and to develop site nomination ,and

5 selection procedures. ~ CEPD coordinators given until
— ie—es e 9/76 _to nominate sites for part1c1pat10n.‘

October Project director and ‘acting manager select sites
from those nomingted &y CEPD coordinators. Sites
in 49 of 53 CEPDs selected.

n

. Decembér . Sites notified of Qelection.
¥ S .
1977 Janugry . CEPD coordmators and local CEDISS staffs convened .
N\ in Langing to 1introduce the.project. - s

February - - Four, regional "awareness workshops" for CEPD,
Y _i:oordinators and local teams are initiated.
March + Professional Developmen ordinator becomes first _
+ pald CEDISS staff membe .state level (at this * ,
time the project manager was, "actmg" and not paid
. out of CEDISS funds).
4 . 2

. "High/Scope Foundat ion awarded evaluastion subcontract..
) H%y ) - Ne“ireotor of the Uf‘f‘ice of Career Education named.

_Hayne Intermediate Schobl Dlstnct awarded subcontracts
” for trainmg in the problem—-sOlving process. . ’

August Act ing CEDISS Project Manager named permanent manager
’ (delay caused hy civil aervme procedures gavernihg

., - promotions) J \
. <
. LI 4 g '
ot - ' ' . . )
. . . - A '
* r
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]
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L3




. . Iy * -
Table 5-1 (continued) . .
I “ ‘ *
October First ®or shop for local site teams held by Wayne ISD
. ¢, on devel mgfls and assessing needs. Other
L ? ? workshopa%l periodically until March 1979 « -
Novenrber Kalamazo Valley ISD awarded subcontract f'or produc-
. * tion of Zroduct fact sheets. -
1978 - January * Fu'st product revzew/solutxon selection workshop
. held by Wayne ISD.
June First” fact sheets produced by Kalamazoo Valley ISD.
Tentative schedule agreed upon for productmn of'
remammg fact, sheets .
Novenmber Aboub 24 of 48 sxtes wplementing solutipns (the re-
! mamdfr still 1n earlier stages).
1979 March ;Last,workshgp held on problem-solvang process by s
, ) Wayne ISD.
Apral Product: fact sheets completed (N = 150).
June Urx.ginal end date of pro;éct. '
1980 Spring Final’ documents anc}‘ re’ports 1ssued by project.
March Progect off‘xcxally ended . \
- M . } B
. ] . t.
-, .
L] “ s .
- .\. . “ 8
’_-.m
/ .
SOURCE: Adapted from ngh/Scope, 1 9a )

.
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"of the state department's Office of Planning, and following some feedback and
negot1ations with NIE, an award was made 1n May 1976, with project activities

to begin 1n*July. ]

_ The 1mtiative by the Dffice of Planning seemed appropriate for st
least three reasons. Fu‘ét, the potential project fit one of the office's
general obJectu%:--;o plan and initiate new programs that might later become ™
a reqular part Michigan's educational offerings. - Second, the potential

. project matched very well yet another programmatic thrust in Michigan at the
time--an emphasisy on knowlege dissemination and utilization. Thus, during
the same period of time, the Office of Planning submitted a proposal to
NIE's State lapacity- Building Grant (SCBG) program. This proposal was to

' bolster the use of the state department's library as a dissemination agent,
and the proposal was spproved in 1976; the planning office was assigned to
coordinate both the RDU and SCBG projects. Third, the director of'the
planning office was probably the bpst suited andividual for preparing both
proposals. ’ ' , )

n

The State of Knowledge about Career £ducation Practices : o

¥hile the origins of the CEDISS project are readily discerned from
the preceding description of the “priorities 1n Michigan at the time, the
selection of career education as the educational topic to be covered created
potent1al problems that were only to be understood in retrospect. The ROU
program, 1t should be remembered, was formally based on the assumption that
R&D products could unprove school practice i1f: (1) such products were more
widely disseminated and (2) g external assistance was provied to schools'g
implementing such products. A key characteristic of the RDU program wak
therefore an emphasis on building a linkage network, whereby appropriste
information and assistance could be provided to schools.

Implicat 1n :the RDU -plan was the' assumption that sufficient R&D
products already existed ami could be readily located (Corwan, 1980; Yain,
Gwaltney and Louis, 1980). Acceptable R&D products were those for whach
some empirical evidence could be presented regarding the products' aimpacts.
Because the RDU program was only planned as a three- to five-year demon?
stration, no provision Was made for developing new products to meet site
needs. With regard to career education, this plan proved-to be faulty in two
respects. Farst,.career educatiof had only achieved prominence as an educa-
tional area during the early 1970s and a vigorous effort to develop new
products was telatively recent. In addition, federal funding for demonstra-
& t.ion projects 'and the development of career education ‘curricula has histor-

% 1cally been very low when compared to funding for basic skills afeass

Finally,  collectanq empirical evidence on the impact of career education
products 1s fraught with measurement difficulties, Unlike educational
practices in the core curriculym, which can be validated by the relevant
basic skills achievement tests, few spec1alist§ have devised ways of asses-
ging the appropriaste outcome of career educatipn practices, which by tge1r'
very nature are diffuse, and largely attitudinal (or,* 1f behavioral, inxolve
student choices that will occur long after exposure to the material). As 3
result, the pool of products that had undergpoe extensive 'evaluatmné,}(or,
even systematic field testing) was very small. M %.




. Neither the H"chqgan team nor NIE anticipsted these problems. Not,
surprisiogly, the CEDISS project therefore began on 8 weak foundation,
proposing to deliver resources and information that were really insufficient
to meet the ROU mandate of implementing R&D based valadated products. Be-
cause the CEDISS"project took this mandate seriously, the choice of career

educat 10n meant that the CEDISS project would have difficulty in mounting a )

basic component of the project's services--a knowledge base. . .

* .

THE CEDISS LINKAGE SYSTEM .

The CEDISS project nevertheless began building the linkage system
needed Lo produce and transmily the information and assistance to sites. The
system was -based on the presumed coordihation of. three major parties:” (1)
the communication base for the system, and the overall project. administrator,
was the Michigan State Defartment of Education; (2) CEPD coordinators,
located in 50 intermediate service districts, were to Serve as the linkers or
brokers-~-the "linkage role was to agssist 1n com:numcatxr‘ prOJect-reIated
lnfotmaton to the sites, 1n monitoring their progress, and 1n help;;g
mateh external assistance from other sources to each site's needs, (31
site coordinating™ teams, located 1n the 50 districts that were sef&cted as
the client population, werer to provide local leadership ¥or the adoption and
implementation of new career education groducts. Finally, the work of the
projeet would be assisted by several ofitside groups. The original proposal
{and early planning meetings) nominated a variety of groups to serve as
providers of support and resources to the system:, ’

Sy The Career Education Consortium, consisting of eight

_ universities in the state system. Funded by the depart-
ment, this Cansortium had already been involved in as-
sxstxng districts to co@f&y with the career education
Ieglslatlon. .

¢ Ane ternal contrfactor to providée evaluation assxstance
and support. The High/Scope Educational Foundation was
eventually selected to perform these functions. o

¢ An external contractor to assist the bepartment 1n
the development of a knowledge base. The functions’of
this subcontractor wérest#%review products nominated by
project o§fice gtaff for bias and evaluation data, to ab-

- stract products that met CEDLSS-defined criteria, and to

provide the depaikment with prxnfed copies. The Kalaha-

ZOoD Valley 15D was'selected to perform this function. ,

The 1nitial propossl did not specify who wWould provide 4raining to CEPD
dinators and sites.’ However, early in the project 1t was decided to add
additional subcontractors/to carry out these act1v1t1es. This contract was

awarded to the Wayne Counky I50. The basic lxnkage System, as oragxnall

designed, "1s depicted in Figure 5-2.

*The role specified for the Unxversxty—based Consortum was quite
vague 1n the original proposal. Although the project director intended to
ipvolve them, they did not: become active. The long startup period, and.
the project's .genetal ‘difficulties 1n coordinating 1ts activities account
for. this lack. . .

-
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) Figure 5-2 + -~

»~

BASIC LINKAGE SYSTEM, AS ORIGINALLY
DESIGNED BY THE CEDISS PROJECT :
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Thé- overall objective of this linkage system, as de bed by the

project director in.an interview approximately 15 months after fQoding, was
to assist local site teams in carrying out a planning process that would
enable them to implement an R&D outcome in career education. The project
director also identified a."variety of significent sub-objectives, which
focused on the.development of capacities for dissemination and the provision
of assistance within the state.department. In partieular, from its 1ncé}tion
the project was vigwed as a permanent System for developing structures and
processes that could spread from the original RDU/CEDISS districts to.all
districts within the state. Because of the focus on instifutionalization,
the project emphasized the utilaization of existing structures, capBbilities
and roles within the educational system, rather than fhe development of new
roles and structures, The same logig dictated the Involvement of a large
number Of Michrgan's districts, ih order to.increase visibility and immediate
statewide impact. Finally, the objective of designing a permanent system,_
to be fully supportad by the state and local agencies after federal funding
ceased,” diftated a strategy of %Wom "overhead" costs per site served. In’
summary,’ the. CEDISS .project ®as intended tp be a Model T and not a Cadillac.

A Fitful Startup: 1926-1979

. "

, In thebry, the~linkage system was supposed to work from the bottom
up. Site teams were supposed to initiate CEDISS activities, calling upon the
CEPD coordinators for assistance, whb in turn were supposed to serve as
brokers wpp would identify the appropriate resources from the external
consultants and organizations. , In fact, sugh initiatives did not oecur with
 sufficient speed or infemsity. The linkage system did not produce the
intended results for several reasons. First, the site team had only a
limited understanding of the CEDISS project and received little training or
orientation from either the project or the CEPD coordinator who served as the
field agent. Although CEDISS funds were made availdble at the site level to
. support .release time and related activities, few sites took the gxpected
initziat ives, * N .

. i - .
Second, the CEPD coordinators were also unclear about theyr responsi-

bilities. Eaply trainang sessions (paid for by the ‘Career £ducation Office, .

not CEDISS, were conducted by the Northwest Regional Education Lab, but the
level of activity at the CEDISS projett (compared to the CEPD coordinators’
.ongoing responsibilities.for vocational education)-was 4o, low for the CEPD
coordinators to‘*give CEDISS sufficient attention. In rethospect, the CEDISS
evaluator (High/Scope) later noted that the design of, tie CEDISS network,
which involved one coordinator for every gite, might have Heen flawed, A far
dif ferent situsation might have been created if there been)fewer CEPD coord:-
nators in the project, and 1f each coordinator had been responsible for three
or four sites. Under the latter arrangement, the CEDISS project might have,
been able to ptrovide funds to supporfhbome of[the CEPD coordinators' sala-
ries, and thereby provide a better justification for diverting thg coordina-
tors from their ongoing duties. As it was, CEDISS provided each coocdjjnator

with about $300 per school year to defrdy expenses, which was insuffacient to

divert a meaningful amount of effort: in most cases. .

Thard, the external resources were lgrgely unavailable or inappropri-
ate. The development, of a produgt codllectiom--i.e., a ban¥ of validated
. practices or products in career educatzon--proceedq@ slowly‘becauge of _the

-
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difficulty of 1dent?fy1ng suitable products. Other assistance and suppgit to

. the field agents was extremely limifed in the beginning of the program. The
department attempted to analyze ‘the training needs of 'the CEPD coordinatord

. and an early report (Farace, 1976} indicated that the latter desired assis-
tance in sharpening tHeir facilitator and linkage skills. Typically, how-

., ever, the initzal traiming offerings focused on the relevant curriculum

~ topics, 1in this case career education, along with a general orientation

| toward the project as a whole. g Finally, all external aSsistance was delayed

. because of a lag in Michigan's subcontracting procedurgs. Although the basxc
award had been made in July 1976, state budgeting regulations required that
soliditations for subcontracts only be developed after the basic award. (The
subtontracts could not be incorporated, even tentatively, 1 the proposal for
the basic awerd.) . Thus, Michighn's subcontractors only began to function 1in
1977, with_ the first ‘subcontract being awarded to High/Scope to conduct. the .
project's research and evaluation functions. -, P

All of these condition$ led to a cfifical situation by May 1977. The
« CEDISS project managers noted that few sites were getting started and that
the project funds ‘were not being used at the site level. In short, few of
the persons 1in they%iqkage system were carrying out CEDISS activikties.

1 - & -

Redesign of the Linkage System ' o
. 3

[ 4
&

N
4

_ At this time the CEDISS project altered the original design of the
Linkage system. The basic changes inyolved @kforts to encourage site pro-
gress and to havé more direct contacts between external sources of informa-

1on and.the‘s1tes. These new activities were to *be coordinated by the
*Rrojgect Office, in tacit recognition of the low level of effort being devoted
to the project (and the sites) by pﬁe typical CEPD.coordinator. - . 1
The direct ties were facilitated by encourabzng communicat ion betwéen
the sites and the CEDISS project staff engaged in assembling the product
bark. f {There was also an external subcontractor to a¥sist in this role,
* Kalamazoo Yalley Intermediate School District, but it did not begin activi-
- ties until October 1977 and it did not have “direct site contacts’) .The
projéct staff thus Degan to contact sites and to discuss issues related to
problem i1dentification gnd product selection. Although the project staff dad
not have a complete product bank, the available informatiqn was-:helpful to wr
-sites. The direct tigs:were also facilitated by an alteration in the trhin-
ing plan. Origimally, the training sﬁbcontractor (Wayne County Intermediate
School District) was to help train the CEPD coordinaters. This plan was now
changed so_ that, when apbcontrﬁtmg gctivities began 1in May 1977, Wayne

-

provided training tg site teamf§) and nbt to CEPB coprdinaters. The site
teams were given instructions onshow to implement the CEDISS process, and how
» to use the external resources where needed. CEPD codrdinators were invited
to atterfd the training sessions, but since the materials were not designed
primarily to fill their needs, their attendance was errgtac. Most CEPD |
coorginators attended one or moge of the training sessions sponsored by Wayne
ISD. . .- - . -~ .
These changes 1in the linkage system still required tige to show any
impact. -A full year later, in November 1978, the original sites had been
* reduced from 50 to 48, and only 24 of the ﬁ? sites were actually engdged in

»
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§ roduct 1£b1emeqt§tlon. - The other 24 S5ites were still dealing with either _ ‘
the problem identificatign or .solution selection stages of the CED{SS pro- }

-

. ! LGESS. L il . - . ' & ’ '
«.Ihe Full CEDISS Linkage-Systen ~ & - . ‘ ‘

-

‘ s ) , .
. The*fu)l linkage system 1is shown in Figure 5-3. .This figure glso
displays the fragmentation at the CEDISS project divector's level, which ‘we
now discuss flrther. ) - .

»

It‘w111 be recalled that the LEDISS proposal was developed by the
director of the Office of Planning {n the Michigan State¢ Department of
Edtcatipn.  Because of this initiative and the desire to coordinate the
CEDISS project with the jtate Capacify Building Grant program initiated at
about the same 'time, the planning direttor was appointed the project director
of CEDISS., The project manager had bgen in the Office. of Career Education.
since, November 1975, and began working on the CEDISS prOJecigzizgts beginning

in July 1976. (However, 1t was not until August 1977 that state c¢avil
service finally approved this position.) Eventually, four he nine staff
an thg Cffice of‘Career Education were to be supported by the CEDISS project.

A third group 1in the state department.was also involved in the CEDISS
project--Research, Etvaluation and Assegsment Services.. During the first
year of the project, staff members of this group helped to initiate the
product bank and to plan for the evaluation subcontract, eventually awarded
to' High/Scope (Abt site visit, spring 1978). This thard group also monitored
subconttaa!q with High/Scope and the Kalamazoo Valley ISD,

Ttris fragmentation at the project-director level of the CEDISS
* project’ meant that, throughout the ,1ife of the project, a mixed style of
leadership was prpvided. Though the prpject director -and, project manager
worked clbselyJ thear loyalties were to two different organizational units
and communications with NIE or the CEDISS subcontractofs were nét always
efficiently conducted.
. i,
Io.gymmary, the full linkage system of the CEDISS project involved
one major deviation from the original plan. The CEPD coordinators originally
. proposed as an integral part of the network did not typically become heavily
involvedy in CEDISS activities and were largely bypassed after the first year
of the project. Thas change had two effects. First, the CEDISS project was
further delayed in getting its sites to implement career education practices.
Second, the development of the linkage system diverged from that of the other
RDU projects, where field agents external to the implementing sites played
increasingly influential roles in facilitating sife progress. In the
words of the project evaluator* (Farace, 1979): .

¥

.

+ « » the network analysis results suggest that:CEPD coor- -
, dinators lack an emergent structure of linkages that would .
make efficient antroduction and dissemination of informa-.
tign possible. At prgsent, there do not sppear to be key ’ i

- "sntry points," 1.e., individugls who of fer repid access
to others by* virtue of the connections the individual has.
) . ‘ » .
) ~
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. " ‘. .

] T Y ,- 1 - - i .

- ‘ o .o - .

- © L NE . ‘

] ' -~ N -~

. L

- | 0Ffice of Research, ‘| OFfice of Plannming | °* Office of Career Education D

Evaluation, and

Michigan Department

; .Assegaﬂent Services {Project Darector) (Project Manager), of Educataon
- S — . .o
— S 4
\. : .
Evaluatioh "] R&D Product Pool ) |
“Subcontract Consolidataon -| CEPD Trainang
P . Subcontract Subcontract l . .
- * - ’ ' + 4 l
(Hagh/Scope) | {Kalamazoo 1SD) " . (Wayne 1SD) » ™ ,
. . i . * o L j ' I.
. . . . . ’ \‘ . : l I 5
p CEPD Coordinators | } !
e I- . n = . t]
- | gew | 1 109
v .99 * . . l
’ . o - l l‘-
" . p | Site Teams A o | -
. C : | (N=za48) | __ 4
] -( : . ' ‘ - k x .’
a » . . ) \ Q
= originaliy planntd lines [ : u oo / ,
of communicat ion . . . . e

e actual lines of communication ’ « -3 .

¥ . -




;

.

1%

U
1

r -
- ’ ~

¢ -

"

' It should be emphasized that one of the consequences of the lessened
project emphasis ypon involving the EEPD coordinators was an increase in the

variability of leve fort by the field agentg. In many cases, the CEPD.

'coordinatdrs were happy to be rid of the pressure to carty out additional
obligations that were foreign to them (most of the CEPD coordinators had only

limited experience, in and commitment to.career educgtion, haying beén apd

pointed to the job from positions 1in the vocational education program).

\Hk{owevgr, othér CEPD coordinators who were interested in career education and

nkage roles became gquite involved in helping their sites! The average CEPD
coot¥inator spent’ much less of his or her time -as a field agent than coordi-
nators at other projects (7.2%), but all of tHis time was devoted to only one
site. Thus, the field agent who spent 10% or more time working with a
school or district compittee was devoting an intensity of effort that may
have been grkater than that of some other projects. which employed {ield
@ents at 50% re time. - . ° :

. L

#

+ Data from CEPD caordinator interviews, and case studies wrrtten by
High.'Scope indicate that their voluntary involvegent could pay off.* One of
the major differences between the involved CEPD coordinator, and the full-
time field agent 1n other projects was the absence ¢f-dual loyalties to
project and client: the involved CEPD coordinator sought only to maximize
his or her relationships with clients, and cared little abeut project objec-
tives and project, procedyres, many of which had been poorly explaimed and
occasionally sgemed arcég. ) . . . )

)
3

The mimmal Jinkrng role, while not necessarily dysfunctional or

rllegitimate (e.g., the original ROU solicitation had only specified a

"linkagg ssystem" and had not explicitly called for the Jse of field or
"linking agents"), probably accounts for some of the negative impressions, of
the CEDISS pioject on the part of NIE. - Thus, it should be recalled that

NIE's consultant team happened te visit the CEDISS project in October 1977--

at the very time that the project was undergoing this critical transition in
its linkage system, The cansultants implicitly assumed that the CEPD coor-
dinatbrs would be working as field agents and were disappointed to find that
these coordinators had received little guidance and were dpftesr giving little
attsntro& to the CEDISS project (Consultant Site Report, 1977). Without

intendin any malice, the consultants' expectations, at least n’ this one
instange,® were unwarrapted: 0Of course, the consultants also noted the lack
of progress at the site level, as well as the delay in 'the production

of usable career education products, judgments that wege warranted but .

for ‘othér reasons. The followirg section of this case study now turns to the
other fa&tors related to these .delays. '

~

- PROCESS AND PRODUCT INNOVATIONS IN THE CEDISS PROJECT '
. - e ’ o
From tgs outset, the ROU progtpm intended awardées to apply both
process’ and product 1nnovations. The.firoduct innovations, alluded to pre-
viously, involved ,the use of pew practices; for CEDISS, these fell into .the
area of career education. The process 1nnovat19ns called for sites to follow

LY
-

- ' f .

’V’B*See, an partmular,‘bhe Bayfield case study in Louis, Kell, Chabotar
and Sieber (1981). ) ) .
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some sort of logical sequence of activities--a “"problem-sol{ing” process--in
participating in €he linkage system ( e, the original RDU,solicitation). For.

the CEDISS project, the process 1nnovat19n detived from a complex theoret}cel
frameuork that will‘now be described:

The Procéss Innovation

'

. The ba31c probiem-solv1ng sequence inYolves four stages 1) problem
ident1fication; (2) solution or product selection; (3) implementation and
monitoring; and (4) evaluation. Each RDU project elaborated these four, basic
stages into a Series of operational steps (see Louis.et al., 1979%, the
assumpt 1on be1ng that 1f .such a rational sequence of activities was folloued,
the ultimate product innovation was.more llk;?y tosbe successful,, ..

For the CEDISS progeet the original-plan wes based on an e1ght-s£§p
process, which ur turn derived from a_ problem-solving matrix (see Figure’
5-4). The matrix assumed that a site could identify 1ts needs and the
appropriate solutions in an interactive mdnner. Thus, the two dimens ions of
the matrix in Figure 5-4 represent the prob&em 1dent1f1cat1on and solution

.selectxon aspects of the process, but indicate, in s'more refined manner,. the

cowb1nat1on of substeps that was possible. The CEDISS™ project assumed,
moreover, that existing sites could be at different steps in the process at
the time that they entered the CEDISS project, and that sites further along
in the process could be expected to progress more quickly and with less
assistance to the final step, "evaluation." ‘ .

— Sites were selected for the CEDISS project after the initial award in
July 1976. In the fall of 1976, the CEPD coordinators were asked tQ nominate
sites for, the project, and the nominations included the submission of
information regagding (1) site eligibility and (2) site placement in the
matrix. (Figure 5-5 contains the description of the site nominstion criteria
that wege used. ) Because the CEDISS project, like most,other RDU projects,
called’@gf the provision of a small amodnt of funds directly to sites, those
sifes placing in the earlier steps in the matrix were deemed eligible for

" larger amounts of funds (a maximum of about $9,500), while those sites

placing 1n the later stepg were only eligible for lesser amounts (a minimum
of about $3,000). These %\nds were to be used by sites to pay for teacher
release t1me, materials r glated to product inmgvatien, and other related
expenses (the'purpose of these funds was quite similar to ESEA Title IVC's

adoptzon grants admihistered in each state). Furthermore, the funds were
fo be disbursed on.a step-by~ step basis. Thus, sites would receive incremen-
tal amounts as they formally teported prggress from one step to another.

This orlg1nal plan was logical and in accordaAce rith the full spairit
of the RQU program. Howeyer, the matrix was difficult for school persomnel

to uhderstand, and led to at least two types of misconceptions {High/Scope,

1979a).* Fairst, most sites were unable to infer the basic rationale for the
process, 1.e., that they were being helped through a problem-golving se-
quence. Second, some sites integpreted the nominating criteria in reverse
fashion, 1.e., they believed that larger amounts of funds would be ava1lab1e

- . -
)

%
L . . Fod .

K *The most confus1ng part of the matr1x appears to evolve frun the
fact that sites may  conduct s two act;v1ties/tasks at the same ‘time (e.g.,
.follow the arrows from Step 1 o' Step 4 to Step 6 in Figure 5- 4),
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' . Figure 5-5 “3
SITE NUHINATION CRITERIA USED BY CEDISS PROJECT,
: FALL 1976
1 * G
fuestions to Determine Eligibility for CEDISS .

r

“1. Did the LEA submit a lefter of 1nterest in CEDISS?

L]

2. Didthe LEA submat 4 Local School District Career Educat1on Plan
for 1976-777

3. Does the LEA's Career Educat1on Plan for 1976-77 demonstrate any
. progress regarding the planning, development, or implementation of
. Career Education from the plan submitted for 1975-76?

a. Have all sections of the plan beeu responded'to°
b. Was the plan submitted by June 20, 1978, or 1n the time frame
_sudgested by the CEPD coordinator, but not later than August 1,
19769 - L] [ .
) ‘ *
c. Is there any correspondence between the state's "priority areas"
"of instrugtion, guidance, placement and those of the'LEA as
shown 1n its 1976-77 plan?
d. Does the LEA currently have or does its 1976-77 career education
. plan show 1ts intent to establish’a formal mechanism for ongoing
. community involvement in career_education?

e. Does the LEA currently have or does 1its 1976—17 careef education
plan show 1ts 1intent to establish a career education Steering
» Commaittee essentially composed of teachers, coumselors, curriculum
specialists and building level adm1n1strators°

If. the answer to all of the above quest1ons 1S "yes" the following questions
apply. . .

Questions to Determ1ne Placement 1n the Problem Sg v1ng/1m9}ementat1on
Matrix

A
-
»

" ."A. Are there 1indications in the,plan that statements of expectations
: have been developed 1n (snswer for each of the following): Instruc-
tion? Guidance? Flacement?

B. Are there indications in the career education plan that the LEA
has carried out assessments 1n regard to the stated expectations
in: Instruction?  Guidance? Placement? .

C. Are there indications in the career educatiof) plan that the LEA
has investigated available research and development products ss
potential approaches to meeting adentified needs in: Instruction?
Guidance? Placement? -

. . *
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Figure 5-5 (continued) . ' )

L3 [l . ®

D.. Are there indicatiom in tHe plan that the LEA has decided to
adopt one or more existing research and development products to meet )
. , - assessed needs in: Instruction? Guidance? Placement?
L ’ -
Placement of the site in the problem solving/implementation matrix was
determined from the answers to each of the gbove questions as follows:

- L)
* - -
“ N . " H

{\- ' . Placement Questions * .
1] - . : .
A B C D
th - .
© o
1, No . YN Y/N Y/N oo
: 2. Yes .. No No YN 4 *
: ’ i » -
3 3. " .Yes Yes - No Y/N
»
kY 4, Yes No Yes Y/N g
> 5 .

5. Yes Yes Yes
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if more progress along the matrix could be shown before entering the CEDISS

projéct. Under this interpretation, some sites are likely to have repbrted
being at a more advanceq stage than they really were. Because the CEDISS
" progect in its first year did not call for intensive training or orientation
“of site personnel, these misconceptions were not necessarily corrected, nor

were the CEDISS project directors necessarily aware that such misconceptions
existed 1n the first place. k:ﬁ\\\\\ : ' . . ‘

- The cumbersome nature of'the matrix was fipally realized 1n 1977,
when the CEDISS linkage system was redesigned. At.that time, the use of the
matrix was assumed, in part, to have created the delays in site progress.
As a result, the redesign of .the linkage system was accompanied by modifica-
tiops in the problem-sclving matrix. _A simple linear sequence of seven steps
was created, and funds were allowed to flow more easily even 1f a site did
not rigidly adhere to the tight reporting requirements of noting its progress
.from step to step. In spite of this modification, one of the High/Scope
evaluators later noted that "many sites did not follow even this simplified
problem-solving process" (High/Scope, 1979a, p. 41).

Regardless of this observation, a survey of site staff members made
by Abt Asbociates in the fall of §1979 (after the termination of federal
funding, revealed that a large percentage of tHe respondents rated the impact
of CED}SS on the problem-solving process used in their schools quite high.
Forty-five percent of the principals who responded to the survey 1indicated,
for example, that "the way 1n which problems are solved in {my) school" was
either very much better ot somewhst better as & result of CEDISS, while fully
93% indicated that they would definitely or probably ust "the (CEDISS)
approach to the process of igentifying problems and improving {my) school,"*

There are several possible 1interpretations of these disjunctive
-findings. The simplest one 1s that the respondents were presenting unin-
formed testimoniaks to "outsider eyaluators.” We are inclined to reject this
explanation since 1lntensive site visits to a variety of Michigan schools
confirm the generally positive attitude of many local participants toward the
program, and the fact that they actually believed that they were doing
something different from what they typically did. . '

~

Another explanation, copsistent with the above, 1s that the ldcal
schools imbued their, activities in CEDISS with a symbolic quality of success.
This may have stemmed from the fact that this was the first opportunity that
most of them had to deal with a state-mandated change progpam that represen-
ted a great burden and that would, under most circumstances, have been buried
at the bottom of each school's priority list. CEDISS allowed schools to put
a new program into effect with greater support and more resources than
they would normally have had. Even though these process resoyrces may not
have been up to the level of other RDU projects, they .still A&presented a
significant difference, - . ’

’ * -

*With a 65% response rate to the survey of principals, we may expect
some positive response bias, Follow-up phone calls indicated that non-res-
pondents were larqgelywanbppiopriste respondents--e.y., someone other than
the principal had taken responsibility for leading site team activities.

A
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" Finally, the local #ites did, on the whale, like the training.that'
they received from the Wayne ISD subcontractor, although it came very late in
the life of the projeet. Thus, while the process in most Michigan sites may
have been disjoi gnd far from perfect, participants mey indeed have-
learned a great .

— -

al: .
~ Gaven these outcomes, a summary interpretation of the entire pattern *
of events in Michigan 1s that, although the CEDISS project did get off to a .
slow 'start and had to undertake a major midstream correct ion, the ppojEct was
its way towsrd accomplishing one of the basi¢c RDU goals by the end of its
life history. We may speculate_that, had.the.CEDISS project continued
operations for another year or two, the process innevation might have become
more fixed and might have had a more substantial impadét. A more articulated
evalualidn, based on observations of school activities and a detailed de~
scription of the behaxior followed in the problem-solving process, could then
have confirmed the degree to which school practice was actually following the,
desired approach. Because the CEDISS project endéd inm December 1979, a full
test does not seem possible, and 1in this respect the CEDISS project may be
considered to have ended prematurely.

»

Product Innovations . ’ -

o .
»

The product innovations called for the implementation of new curricu-
lum practices. In theory, the CEDISS project intended to establish a bank of
usable products at the outset of the project. Such products would then have
initially been made available to sites in the form of product descriptions,
A site wishing to consider a new product would first be given a group of such
descriptions from which a final selection would be made (the full process 1s
described in Yin, Gwaltney and Louis, 1980). i i

Because career education had been selected as.the curriculum topic. *
for CEDISS, the existing banks of validated products.at the outset of the
CEDISS project were inadequate. Whereas the NON catalag (Programs that Work)
and the NIE catalog contained ample choices for the basic skills, and whereas
these choices were a major source for the product banks of most of the other
ROU projects, the CEDISS project had to assemble 1its product bank largely
from s¢ratch. This involved canvassing a variety of' contacts, identifying
potential products, - screening them for their gcceptability, and finally
writing the product descriptions.’ Not surprisingly,.these- actpvities re-
quired an extensive period of time and, for the bulk of the CEDISY project's
life hastory, the full set of product descriptions was unavailable to sites.
The final bank was completed in April 1979, and crontained 150 products.

Most of the sites therefore had to proceed without the benefit of
product descriptions. .However, this did not mean that sites could not make
any progress. For instance, some sites had identified the products to_ be
adoqfed before they entered the CEDISS project. Other sites undertook their
own informal search and selection procedure and were often aided by the field

. agent (1.e., the CEPD voordinator) in thrs searchl-"(Searchlng for products

was one task 1n which the EEPD coordinator® were often active, since they.had
contacts beyond those availsble to the' site from project staff.) Though - an
unnecessary delay had been created by the lack, of a8 project-wide product

| o '
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noted that:
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bank, and thaugh.sxte-specxfxd seagcﬁés were 1n the aggregate, less efficient
than the use af a general procedure for the proyect as a whole, most sites
had 'adopted some product by the fall of 1979. Unfortunately, ihe. sites
should have arrivgd at this point about 18 months earlier. Nevertheless, a

survey of sites conducted by High/Scope (1979) 1ncluded an apalysis of the '

variety of products eveﬂtuallyslmpieﬁZnted, and these characteristics perit a
brief review.* ’ T : *
. M [N Y

First, the site survey covered 40 of the CEDISS 81tes"ff;o of the
sites dropped out before the CEDISS project ended, and six did not respond to
the survey;. Second, 1t should be undetstood that it was possible for a -site
to implement mgre than orfe product simultaheously, and in fact the 40 sites
reported having made @ total of 51 adoptions. However, these 51 adoptions
only involved 30 dafferent products, and the characteristics noted below are
of theseé 30 products. -

- ' ‘

The most important characteristic has to do with the source of the
product because of the presumed low “frequency of validated career education
products noted earlier. g The results do corroborate this suspicion that few
R&D products were used; 20 of the 30 came. from commércial publishing com-
panies, only six came through the state validation process and only four came
from federal sources. In interpreting these results, thd project evaluator

Although all’of the pro&ucts met the project's cflteria Ly
gardrng evaluation history and freedom from bias, the ten

unded bﬁ?oth federal and state programs are consl fed o
the result of research and development ef férts. (High/Scope,
1979 ) ’ P '

. 3 gl v L.

. . ' . ! »

+ These results suggest an important factor with regard to products in
the CEDISS progect. .(Ancther important Facté; was the progress of site
activities even though the product bank hal ngt been completed.) Although a
bagic goal of the RDU program was to promote tfie utilization of R&D-based or

. validated produtts, the evident lack of such products in career, education did

not.deter sites-frem implementing new practices. The sites simply drew from
ex1sting non-R&D sources arid proceeded with non-R&D products.**  From
fidelity perspective, the. CEDISS perect did not represent a frue test‘bf)
this.portion of the RDU .mandate. From a site-atcomplishment perspett1ve,
however, the CEDISS project provided an unprecedented opportunity to 1nsta§1
new career education practices. Because career education was considered an

amportant and new curriculum area, this opportunity -was highly significant

from the loeal perspectivev o ot ;!
_ The career education products’ that were implementéd typicqily in-

volved changes 1n tescher instruction or,classroom ogganization {High/Scope,

1979). In agdition, the -products tended to: ) -

"
s . w0

¥The results are simlar to those reported n an independent analy-
818 conducted by Abt ‘Associates, (see Yin, Gwaltnéy» and Louis, 1980).

#*The distihgbion between R&D and hon-R&D b;pducts,;gnd he qverall
levels ,of use of these two types of produgts in the, RDU program hs s whole),
18 fﬁ}ly deschibed 1n ¥in, Gwaltney and Louis (1980), 3

. i
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~ ® address tbe.n%edq of students m grades 6-8; ' . ot
e be 1mp'}em'eqted af the building level, def:xnpd‘as ' -
X o 1nvolving more than one classroom:in the building; (‘
. ~ . P \: . i . .
f. T _e focus on.self-awareness, awareness of others, and
. .+. Anterpersonal skills; and -
SRV ¢ be used for 1é,.weeks o? less on'a schedule pf one

e . Scope, 1979) .

day a week; primarily. by a single teacher., (High/
1 - ‘ . ¥ . x
* ¥ A fall 1979 survey of teacfiers,.who were eligib® to implement &#he chosen
. -caréer.education programs jndicated that most teachers rated the quality of
" the ‘products that th&y ,adopted quite highly--teachers’ were, in fact, more
gLeaged with the quality of the innovations than were other projects that
had adhtred more closely to thes HDU 1desl:. [In addition, the principals
surveyed at that tige reposted substantial- early, institytionalization of the
new practices: 595 1indicated that "some or all of the _teache? will use
he materials or’methods, and they will generally be used quite extensively";
655 of those who had rmplemented the products.stated that "the program
or materials have been formally incorporated into curriculum plans.” s Again,,
whilg the level of early institutionalization in CEDISS sites’ was . nbt the
highest 1n the RDU progrém, neatheg was 1t the lowest. . + ] .

. - ’ L4

) In summary, the product nnovalion experience presents a mixed
pacture for the CEDISS project. , Because of, the delays in assembling and
.mount ing ,product descn}?‘tlons, the "final inventory of 150 products was not

. completed until the spring of 1979. Nevertheless, sites were able to select
products to suit their needs with the completion of such descriptions and,

by the epring of 1979, “sites ha adopted 3§ of. the 150 products and could

* already report a positive response to their use. The products did not
necessarily represent thf{ R&B products of priority within the RDU mandate,
bﬁfe products did create’ a sufficiently positive reaction to expect that

N
. .
. -
s }
- J
. .

. Summary ., e

~ The CEDISS project,called for process and pl‘(;d t inmnovations, and
both were described" in the original CEDISS proposal to.NIE. Both tanovations
_were accomplished,’ though they_were’ different, from those originally planned,
, The process 1innovation was modafied in the early phase of the project, but it
st1ll may *have followedg the basic problem-solving se_guence,,'sought by NIE.
The product innovation diyl not represent a complete test of the ROU program's
desire to use R&D products, but it did allow sites to select and implement
riew (non-R&D) 1qg%tmn9 in career education practice. Although the CEDISS
projéct may havé féprésented a major, deviation from the "RDU model" (espe-
.cially when combined*with the deviations in uses of "linkers" 1n the linkage
sys!’,’m ' fom a site acccomplishment perspective, the CEDISStproject may have
* provided & critical opportunity to install new practigces 1n a stateridenta-

»
.

#

. they would be used -again.

fied arel--1 .., career educataoni. \ e
. L) -
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. ’ MANAGEMENT DF A COMPLEX NETWDRKING SYSTEM

‘ . The CEDISS project/‘:lnvolved the initiation and 1mp1etnenl;at1on of

. several related act.w.l's. first, the prdject hdd.to organize the use of
. external .consultants an® resources, primarily 1in developing a product bank -
and appropriate tfalnmg for project partitipants. Second, the proJect

had to des.lgn and activate a linkage system, originally intending to use the

. CEPD coordinators as a majdr, point of contact. Thard, the project had to

. have sites follow a problem-aolnng procesg in ldentifying their needs and
* solutmns. All were to be done, with measurable 1mplement at 10n -eutcomes,

within a three-year period.

¢ Accordmg %o one observer, these three activities might. have been
undertaken sequentially, and not simultaneously (High/Scope,” 1979a). The
more perplexing question, however, 1is not the sequenti vs8. simultaneous

‘comparison, but the problem of why the CEDISS project p{ogressed so slowly.
Dther ROU projects proposed their produck, banks, for instance, as part, of
their original proposals or created these banks as soon as the project
began., Simrlarly, othtr RDU projects were able to activate their linkage
systems within the first’ gear of their awards. In.examining the history of
the CEDISS project for possible answers, deveral lessons may be relevant for

the management of complex networking systems. These include the need. for:
. (1) a feasible design; (2) rapyd mobilization of resources; and (3) strong
. and undivided leadership. Though these lessons may seem obvious, one common
lesson that 1s not on the list--the need-fof adequate budgetaty resources-- ‘
suggests-the potential subtlety of the problem.* . . . .
A feasible Deslgn ¢ o ) N ! . "

L™ . .

There 13 no need to repest “fh detail the design problems encountered “Say
by the CEDISS project; (all of these have be.en described 1in the preg:edmg ~
' page,s and include: « - . . .

- M, . . * " * ﬁ
. . - & the selecty f career education, a curriculum area tha%
"'FJ:' . d1d fiot mat with the -goals of the RDU pEogram;,‘. ’ S
‘+ s the use of D caordmators as linkers, in #n 1somor-
. phic fashion with Bites (rather than a pyramidal struc- X
' ture where one coordmator might *serve three or,four - f
sites); . . -

t -
- s the 1n1t1a1 use of an overly. compIex problem-aolvmg
. bt matrix; and C o
!‘\ -
¢ the general expectatlon that altes would be better pre-
"pared to take imtiatives than they really were. =

Nor 18 there any reason for the. CEDISS project to apclogize for {hebe R
flaws., The ROU program 1inyolved 4 complex set of goals, and 8n efficient
project design would not Have been, pbvious at the outset. Furthermore, as

the project director emphasized, the project's imtaia\ comm'tment was to .
make the leglslatlvelycmandated structures work: . C e .
X *The CEDISS project chromcail-y undérspent 1its funds throughout its
llmhlstOtZ Thus, the need for, adequate budget resources is not conaldal‘ed

a cutxcal factor i1n the operation of the CEDISS project. i
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We conacioubly tested an institutional structure for its
visbility and endurapce. ' We'found it insufficient to .
meet our and NIE's, concerns and then "bypassed" it by
. treating the CEPD coordinators as.we treated the site
teams, i.e., as learner-participants. ’
x. ' The development of a feasible design, rather than being viewed as a
-~ one-shot affair, may be moré accurately depicted as an incremental activity,
to be improved gradually on the basis of new information. Such new informa-
tion 1s'exactly the sort produced by pilot-testing, and in the absence of any
prior evidenee of the feasibility of the CEDISS design, the CEDISS progect
might have benefited’from a brief pilot test before initiating project-wide
activities. Of course, if the pilot test showed the difficulty“df dealing
with career education under the RDU set of objectives, both Michigan and NIE
would have had to be willing to entertain changes in curriculum area.

As far as can be discerned, this type of pilot-testing was not
seriously considered by NIE (Cbrwin, 1980). NIE's own staff was anxious to
initiate a program, 4nd believed that field capacities were already in

" existence. However, while Michigan had some previous dissemination ex-
perience and was building on existing structures, their proposed network and

.managment team were new. We conclude, therefore, that the design of a
project should be considered a dynamic process; modifications should be
expected and should not be considered deviations,

R;pxd Mobilization of Resources , -
. A4 . . . ‘ >
The delays in the CEDISS project, as well as the project's effects,
have been described in detsil in the preceding pages. What has been given
legs attention are some of the reasons for these delays. -

First, and foremost, the plans for the CEDISS project could not have
anticipated the new legislative procedure that was adopted in August -1976.
* The state legislature had to vote. to accept federal awards not included in
" the approved appropriation act before any expenditures could be incurred.
The CEDISS project was therefore unable to expend any funds until the appro-
pfiate budget account had been established, following the enactment of " a
supplemental appropriation, and this did not gccur until Depember 1976--fully
six months after the NIE award. ’

Because the Michigan procedure is not uncommon among the states,
federal agericies may need..in the future to consider defining the start date
as theé first date on which fundg can be obligated. From this viewpoint, the
CEDISS project’ was al#ays "younger" in actuality than the other RDU projects.
.Similarly, as has been previously noted, delays were also caused by other
state procedures regarding the award of subcontracts, Even 1if it had :a
feasible plan, the CEDISS project would have been unable to develop its
external resources until a year later.” Along the same lines, psychological
delay was treated by the lag in the civil ‘service's approval of the.project
.manager's position,, which did not occur until August 1977. -

The mob1lézation of resources can be facilitated by another step that
the CEDISS project delayed in accomplishing: an adequate description of
the roles and procedures for each party , the network. Throughout the

a»
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first two years, the CEPD coordinators and sxte{ﬁersdhnel expressed discom-

fort about their toles., They did not know what was expected or what proce-

. dures fit, into the CEDISS plan {e.g., Consultant Site Report, 1977). The

. CEDISS project leaders did 153%: some.procedures 1in written form {Just pripr
: to the training that began 18 Gctobger 1977), but these were apparently
nsufficient to minimize the trxal-ﬁnd-prror learning that each CEDISS

. participant was underqoing on an 1individual basis, "In ,retrospect, some
“documents produced at the énd of the CEDISS progect (e.g., Schrimer, 1980a

and, 1980b) were precisely the types of documents needed at the outset of the
profect., {hese documehtgldqscrxbe how .sites are expected to go through the
problem-solving process and deal with*product selection. ' .

s

. - .

All of these difficulties in mobilizing résources, whether attribut-
able’ to state administretive procedures or not, suggest that further network=
ing getivities require a- specific mebadrzation plan. Such a plan must be
reviewed at the same tame v an initial proposal 1s reviewed for 1its substan-
tive material; 1f the mpb1lrization plansfails to meet the schedule of activi-
‘t1es set by the ﬂedbral,agency; at .-least the discrepancy will be recognized,
early apd mutual expectatiofs can be made more congruent. To our knowledge,
the issue of mobilizatipn, and of the peculiar constraints mposed by state
educat 1onal systems,’ 1s not given the full recdgnition 1t deserves.

. Even.in the case of "older” projects, however, a mobilization plan
may R@t be sufficient to support rapid startupr of the full system. As Louis
snd Sieber (1979),have 1liustrated, the development of role expectations in
new organizational strucfures must always be, 1n part; a matter of negotiat-
1ng expectations through a trial-and-error process. When the role partners
{such as CEDISS project offi aff and their subcontractors or the school
site personnel} are from-differend, organizations, at least some time will be
needed to develop trus® and iron. out appropriate role expectations, 1n

. addition to the tme whith would be\ required 1f 8 new set of procedures or a
new role were introduged into anreyug¥ing organization. Each of the ROU
projects believed that fherr efficiency, particularly in the first-‘year or
s0, was lessened by tpexr lack of experience and by the need to develop the

network. _ °

L g

rl

Strong”and Undivided‘leadership =<
T — " T

The CEDISS, lankage system might have been improved at ‘the CEPD levely
had there been fewer .CEPD' coordinators and more sites per coordinator (al-
though the CED1SS_ project director has noted that the awkward design had

' notable political strengths given the godl of 1nstxtutxgnalfiatxonQ. The
linkage system might also have beén improved had there been a single leader,
rather-than @ triparstite divigion among,ﬁhree of fices within the Michigan
# , _Department of Education. Such undivided leadership~-independent of the

skills of any of the 1ncumbentg-wmay pe sof particular importence when new

networks are to be.started. g &y
' A , .
. . oA W
' In a pyramidal structure, the other role participants must be able to

. refer to a strong central staff for guiddnce. This was not possible under
the CEDISS-orgeniZatiqn, 1n spité€ pof the best of intentions of the 1incum-
- bents. First, Lhe .incumbents did not participate equally an communication
with NIE. Most of this,communication wag carrxedTout by the project director,
\ v .
1=
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who woulq pass the necessary information to the project
because the project manager worked under the director of thg Office of Career
Education, he operated in a different confext th , on occasion, not
have beern fully appreciated by the director of theQffice of Planning.

anager. However,

s Second the relationship with the Research, Evaluatipn, and. Assessment

Servlces seems to hawe.been an additional dxversxon created by state depart-
ment policy that called for this group to monitor all evaluation contracts.
The awkwardness of this arrangement was particularly apparent in the case of
the subcontrack with the Kalamgzoo Valley ISD., The.KVISD, which was involved
in knowledge-base development ‘Lgs monitored by the research of fice™Tor its.
"consolidation” activitres, which included final screening.and abstracting.
The Office of Carter Education, however, had the primary interest in RVISD's

. flnal prodyct (the knowledge base) and, had responsibility for the initial

screenlng of products that were then submltted to KVISD. While an informal

y communication system was set up between the Office of Career Education and
KVISD, .the formal arrangements clearly did not mirror sound gsganizational
desxgn prlncxple Had the research and evaluation activities been .responsi-
ble to a single Aonltor, the knowledge-base and evaluation activities-might
have been more easily adjusted to the project's needs.

Third,’ suﬁport for the CEDISS project within the Michigan Department
of [tducation may have changed over time, ultimately affecting the potential
1nsb;;ut10na11zatxon of the project. In general, state support for career

. educatich (as distinct ‘from CEDISS support) appears to have declined, for,

reasons entxrely independent of the accomplishments of the CEDISS project.
In the governor's office, inferest in career education that was so vigorous
in 1974, had cecently waned. Although the CEDISS project staff began to be
Supported by state funds at the end of the NIE award, and were gppropriately
named permanent members of the Office of Career Education, the governor
eliminated support for the Career Edugation Commission {and career education)
in his final budget recommendation.* It is too early to Yetermine how the
staff will be reorganized, but until tht newslegislative gutback, the CEDISS
project had been .operating without federal support-~1i.e.,_had succeeded 1n
overcoming one of the major barriets to lnstltutlonallzatlon (see Yin,
1979). . 3
. .

- ’ Ll
Y SUMMHARY . .

Overall, the ROU prOgram calleq for the design and implementation of

complex, interorganizational networks.® The installation of a new educatlonis
1 -

practice required the coordinated effarts of five different types of organ

zations or 1nd1v1duals. . -
e A federal agency--MlE--providing support for the effart ]
and 1mposing certain mOnitorlng and evaluation require-
.ments; .
. - ) ' - .

*Mlchlgan 8 sevefe fzscai problems, which® result from the recession
in the state's automotive 1ndustry, are the apparent cause for this change.
Since Michigan made strong attempts to achieve full institutionalization, we
must again be rgminded of the importance of "normal critical events" 4&s
predictors of outComes in any change effort. {See Louis, 1980.)

) ) .
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p e A state department of education, operating as prime con-
' tractor and overall project cobordinator; U . . .
o Independent organizations, operating under Subcontract

and providing specific resources or assistance;

- . . . .

¢ CEPD coordinators, serving as staff ers in interme-
. diate school districts and operating as field agents be- -
tween sites and all ofher wrganizations; ‘and s R

Site staff, at bpth the school-district and school-build-

ng levels, planning and implementing new practices. : B

Independent of accomplishing. any educatibnal changes, from a ‘manage-
rial perspective such.a com;flex network must be seen as a difficult organiza-
tional arcangement. Throughout the RDY program, the network's manzjement
needs sppear to have been underestimated. Although NIE provided some initial
assistance thrgugh the -Far West Lab, and, although related assistance was
provided by the Northwest Lab, the CEDISS project had to rely on 1its own
cesources and its own aility to learn--often on a trial-and-étror basis--fhe
relevant lessons for managing the network. Three particular shortcomings
throughout the-project's life history, however, seem to have been 'a delayed
process of evolvihg a workable organizational design, (Jifficulty in rapidly
mobilizing resources, and a fragmentation of the leadership structure. The

, . potential lessons from these three problems have been discusaed 1in the
. preceding sections. . g '
» ’ In spite of the enorm'1ty of the managemeﬁt' responsibilifies, by 1979

the CEDISS p\‘o,;ect nevertheless produced mahy new educational practices in
the planned area of career education 1in local sites. The practices were
communicated to sites through a variety of connections, although not neces-
sarily throogh the intended CEPD lankage system. And the practices were
instlled after aome type of modified problem-solving process had occurred.
v The final survey of sites seems to.have igdentified a variety of positive site #
outcomes, produced in.a larger array than mafty observers would have predicted
» after the first year of operation. i
.t ' G
. How one 1interprets this mixtuie of resalts from the CEDISS project
depends on the viewpoint one adopts initially. For instance, from a federal
perspective, thg project may not have tested the full configuration of RDU
objectives. However, From a local perspective, some progress and desired
. changes may have occurred. A?d, finally, from the perspect'ive of the inde-
pendent research component of the RDU project (which was, after &ll, an !
. S.— 8ction-research program), the Michigan CEDISS project added a much desired
variability to orgamzatmrﬁlp design. A word, too, should be said about the
‘ problems from the federal level of monitoring the development OQBa/complex
4 project such as CEDISS. If, as has beew shown, the fidelity puTspective
produces unrealistic expectations and an overly rigid view of a project, what
other criteria should be used for monitoring the progresa being made? This
As one of the central 1saues that needs to be addressed in future federal-
local collaborative ventures. .
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' . YHE NETWORK CONSORTIUM PROJEC'I’ -
( ) "INTRODUCTION >, ’

What -happens when yoy bring together six "experientially compatlble

. but organizationally dissimilar. agengies" (Drew, 1979), ‘whose leaders are ,
professional colleagues, in _a contractual arrangement in which one Ypeer" .

views the role of his agency as the leader of the othefa9 The answer to
this question 18 essentially the story of. the Consortium RDU project, one
which 11luminates a nunber of 1ssues pertinent to the design and management
of ;nternrganlzatlnnal networks. . .

N
N

. The Consort 1um pfOJect was distinctive among the RDU projects 1n
three.ways. First, it was the only network that brought together. organiza-
tions that were largely nnn—governmental, or "quasi-governmental" entrepre-
neurial service organlzatlona,* under the’ leaderahlp of one such organiza-
tion. (Indeed, one of the project director's motivations for participation

“1n the program was to demonstrgte that organizations outside of the formal

educational structure are "appropriate agencies for providing linkages in the
educational system, and that an 1independent organization can be a, national
base for those linkages.) It was, furthermore, the only project in which a
state department of education played no part.

*

Second, the ‘project was a multi-state consortium, one that attempted
to serve schodls in six states that were dispersed across the entire nation.
In this regard it was one of two projects organized on a national basis, but
the other project (NEA) adhered less to the prntntype fDU ‘model. .

Third, 1t had the almpleat organizational structure of any of the RDU
project networks, relying heagvily on the fi1éld agents** located 1n the
service agencies tp provide assisténce to the schools, and 1t did not.include
other technical assistance or resource agencies in the school mprovement
process. nsortium strategy was to bring together a group of linkage
.organizations, with high levels of preexisting capecity and experience 1n
"dissemination activities,’ 1n a newly created, though temporary, cooperative
endeavor\

that of coordination and monitoring of a set of activities across autonomous
and geographically dispersed organizations, The Congortium was characterized
by highly centralized management and decentralized actiwities. Diafficulties
were encountered by .the central project leadership in managing a consortium

. A major 1ssue that 18 haghlighted in the g:naortiun experience 1%

o L
[1 \ »

*Only one of the 81x agencies 1n the Consortium, the Yakima School
District, was not predominantly a "soft-money" organization. However, even
in that case, the unit in the digtract operated in a "quasi-independent” way
and had a special atatu: as a service organlzatlon in the state.,

L4
‘#¥*Field agenta were called "linking agents" In this project, and thla
term will be used throughout thia chapter. )

- * \
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created un the basis of strong interpersonal, informal relationships which
was changed to a eontractusl relationship with few formal mechanxané of
control.t Many ofithese difficulties were exacerbated by confiicting expecta-
t1ons of what the-relationship would be, and the 1ssue of the formal division
of labor between the Consortium headquarters and the remotely located linkage
agencies was never fully regsolved. While a formal delineation of locad saite
activities 3Bnd linking agents' responsibilities emanated from the central
project office tand indeed was probably the most formal of any RDU project),
less attention was given to the Consortium 8s an “organization," and what the
role. of the participating agencies would be an the manqgement and direction

ofthe project as a whole.

’ A second- and related issue that typified the Consortium experience
‘was that of adaptiveness, both in regard to the roles and relationships of
participating orgamizations and individuals, and in the perceptible shafts
1n the goals and activities of the project's prime €ontractor ahd host
organfiatzon. . The Consortium project represents a, clear example of how
compefhidatory mechanisms tan develop to meet unanticipated needs and how
subtle shifts in goals and activities can occur, even within the framework of
a fairly stable set of project activities, . . . .

- L]

The Consortium 1S also a good example of the effect of readiness. as a
precursor to a successful demonstration. The organzzétzons and individuals
involved an the project had vast Cunukftlve experience in dissemination
and school improvement activities, and inlworking on special and relatively
short-term projects. Despite some management problems in the coordination
of the dispersed and- disparate urganzihtlons and individuals, the experience
bore fruit at the school level. The project developed ‘and’ used well-designed
school intervention strategies which were very effective. In. Abt Associates’
study of the RDU experience .at the schools which were Sserved by the prbgram,
the Consortium schools consistgntly ranked among the highest on 8 variety of
measules of outcomes and ranked the highest, as a group, on more measures

than any other project, - .
e - THE ORIGINS AND DESIGN OF JHE CONSORTIUM PROJECH )
. - (

Organizations involved

lhe basic orgsnization of the Consortium project was quite simple,
consasting of agfetwurk of six educational service 8gencies, ,each located
in a different 3tate. ,lhe prime contractor and project headquarters ("Con-
sortium Central", wds an independent educational service organization
called the NETWORK, Inc. . T ~
. The NETWORK, Inc., 'which 13 located in Andover, Massachdsetts, and
employed approximately 35 people at the begiining of the Consortium project,
18 8 rather unusual ‘organrzation. Its lelader! have described it as "a mis-
plaged Cambradge think tank" and tend to percezJe of themselves as }nvolved
not only with the delivery of gervices, but alsp with the development and
analygis of demonstration activities in school improvement. Despite 1ts
small size and non-central location, the NEIWORK has a national repute-
tion, based largely on the forceful and charismatic personalaty of 1its
executive director. - <,

’ ]
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The activities of the NETWORK were (and are) based on short-term

.rants and contracts and, until recently, it specialized in technical assis-

tance to schools and service delivery in dissemination. It has been involved

in almost every recent federal dissemination program, including the National

Diffusion Network. In the later stages of the ROV program, 1t began to

branch out and conduct research and evaluation prOJécts as well.
-

The Consortxum wncluded five additional drverse types. of linkage

sgencies 1in 3 subcontract arrangement with the NETHORK.*  These agepcies
‘weres +

N & The Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and
Development, 1n San ¥Francisco, one ‘of 12 regional
laboratories and centers sponsored by NIE;

e The Educational Resources Center (ERC) of the Area

- Cooperative Education Service (ACES) of New Haven,
Connecticut, an intermediate service agency that pro-
vides contract services to schools in Connecticut,
basically in the area of 1nformat10n, .

e Project Link 1n the Kensas Educatxonal D1ffusion/D1rs-
semination System (KEDDS), housed 1n the’ Wichita Public
Schools but a soft-money organization involved 1n
statewrde dissemination projects; .

e The Exchange at the Minneapolis Public Schools/Univer-
sity of Minnesota Teacher Center; and
o The federal grants office of the Yakima, Washington
Public Schools, a unit which hoysed a variety of cate-
gorical grant programs for, the State of Washangton., **.
h
Together, these organf&atxons were diversé not only 1n geographic
locatxon,‘but alsg 1n organxzatxonal structure, in the degree to'which they
subsisted on "soft-money” giants or had ungoing subsidies for organxzalxonal
activities, and )ﬁ s1ze, with KEDDS/Link bexng the smallest “and the Far
West Laboratory. the largest. .

‘ »

r ‘w

*The 'word "network" 18 used 1n this ngrrative in two ways. When
capxtalxzed, it rafers to the organization's name; when not cgpxtallzed, .
1t rdfers to the concept. »

* *#The original proposal 1included "a sixth additional agency 1in the
multi-state consortium--Research and Information. Services for Education
(RISE), an information service center 1n Pennsytvanpra. This organization
was later dropped from the proposal for budgetary reasons and because
1t was also included as a technical assistance agency in annother RDU
project, the Pennsylvania School Improvement Project (PSIP).

»
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' A sixth subcontract w\i’th Communicatjons Research Services existed
. during the early stages of the Consortium project. This agency was to
provide assistance in project evaluation, particularly in the examination of
outcomes at the school level, and: for the purpoles of formative e¢aluation
and assistance to the linking agents. Jhis subcontract never became fully
operational and was terminated early in the history of the project when it
became apparent that the organization did not have the capability to actyally
provide those services. To the extent that the functions originally intended
for this subcontracted agency continued, they were incorporated into roles

. ' and functions provided by Consortium Central ataff, .

. . "

The Origins of the Consortium Project.

* . The or:gins of the linkages that became formalize¥ in the Consor-
tium project can be traced back to a variety of sources, First and fere-
most they stem from the entrepreoeurshlp and the past_experzence of the
executive director of the NETWORK, as well as the NETHORK'S experience and
capabilaties as an organization. NEJWORK staff had been involved in a number '
of d:sseminat1on and school intervention efforts and were looking for an
oppor tunity both to integrate theair leafﬁlngs from the past and to implement
more intensive, comprehensive school interventions than had been possible for
them earlier. They were anxious to combine their interests in providing an
. innovative service with their stated interest in research. The RDU program,

with 1ts emphasis on action and research, would allow them not only to refine
a school intervention strategy, but to study it at the same time. The agency
was alsp particularly interested in developing 1its capability to provide
training and support services to linking agents, and to demonstrate that
independent organizgtions were appropriaste alternatives to state departments
of education for coordinating linkages in education. ?

L 4 - . =

'/‘NEIHOﬁK staff were also anxious to expand thear experience and

_ reputation heyond the state and the region in which they had been delivering
services and to establish the organization as a natign&l base far dissemina-
tion efforts. Addltmnally, the NETWORK wanted to develop a working rela-

<_.p.cnnshs.p with NIE, an agem:y from which they had not previously received any
N
' [ 4

A

funding. « ~
ng . /}//,

FuTthermure, the director of the organlzatxon had strong tigs \not
only with other leaders of service organxzatxons similar to® the NETH&RK,
but with researchers and poligy ﬁhka;s involved 'in linkage and research
ut1lazzation in education. ince "the early 19708 'he, had been 1involved 1n
many formal and informgpl discussions on the educational applications of
research, and was, 1n fact, a member of the advisory group for the early
efforts to laqub-fhe ROy program at the National Institute of Education
(NIE). Thus, he participated in the ‘early planning for the’ RDU program
and was very prepared to respond once %he Request for Proposals was an-
nounced.* - -

Y 'k

The interagency collaborative structure establisied in the Consorttm

project can alsa be traced to earlier origins, including thé desire to work

/’/ " '. - N

*Other potential conhtractors had 81m118r1y been informed by NIE
nf the upcom1ng prbgram. { c )

' - .
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with particular mﬁuduals and organigations. It 18> amportant to .note
that all of the agéncies in the Consortilf, with the exgeption of the Far
West Laboratory, housed State Fagilitator Projects in the National Daffusion
Network. Strong anterpersonal ties had long been established by the indi-
viduals 1nvolved, pramarily throdgh attendance at national confétences. Not
only were they "drainking buddies" at these conferences, but they shared
personal ar organzzatzonal oraentations to the school amprovement process.

Prior to the RDU progran, many of these individuals had dealt wzth
each other informally and as peer colleagues. Although they had never
formally collaborated, they frequently talked about working collabokatively
at some future “tame. The RFP for the RDU progrem provided just such an
opportunaty, and a series of informal conversations led to the identrfacatipn
L of the six agenciesyhin addition to the NETWORK, that would be 1included in
the Consortaum.- i . r

The one agency an the Consortium that had not hougsed a State Facila-
tator Project, the Far West Laboratory, was approached because the NETWORK
dargctor had wanted to establish ties with the NIk-sponsored regional labs,
and sance he had had am informal relatlonship with a key 'staff person #n that
agency, the RDU program seemed an approprate Oppﬂrtunlty to establlsh

such a3 collaboration. .

F) + L) .

Each of the participating organizations was an entrepreneural
organazation that used, at least in part, external funding for activities
appIOleate to the organxzation's goals and objectives. The specific motiva-
taons for Jornang the Consortium; whale simxlar, varied somewhat. In the
case of ACES, the director of the Information Services Division had a major
sengse of %wnersth and commitment to the prggram, since he had also been
rvolved 1n early planning, and was interested in expanding the qppabzlztles
of his unxt from the provision of ainformation-retrieval  services to the
provision of more ip-depth technzcal assistance services. As for the .
Exéhange, the director perceived this. program as an experament in the de- ’

. lavery of services directly to sghools as opposed to branging teachers into
the Teacher Center. The director of KEDDS/Link viewed this program as an
appropriate fit with his overall plans— for the agency to provide an-depth
services to schools, particularly through the services of linking agents,
which he hoped to promote an his state. The Federal Programs Office at the
Yakima School Distract housed a number of $pecaal programs that extended
beyond® the reach of its host distract. RDU represented another opportunity
to do the Same. ) ‘ "

Of .all the subcontracting agencies an the Consertium, the Far Hest )

Laboratory probably had the least organizational, commitment to the ROU-type

strategys HWhile &1l the agencies became linked together in large part

because of the interpersonal ties of key members of ,thexr staffs, an all but

the Far West Labotatory s case, the program dad fat anto 1ts organxzational

mlssion. The dissemanation davision of the Far West Laboratory viéwed

atself pramarxly as a research rather than a service-delivery progrsm, and. an’

some sense the RDU program was an aberration withan the organization. As-3 ‘

. result, the Lab proved to be the least congenxal “host" of all the agenties

anvolved 1n the Consortium project. °
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The 1mtistive leéalng to the inclusion of these agencies was often’
mLtuaI, especially 1n cases where regular communication existed between
particular individusls _involved, but the final responsibility for selecting
participating agencies, as well as for the preparation of the proposal, was
taken by the NETWORK as prame’ contractor. This move from informal commun-
1cation and collsboration of peers, to farmal leadership and directiveness
undertaken by the NETWORK as praime contractar, typified the Consortaium
relat1onsh1p that was to unfold, particularly during the first year, Exist-’
ang” assumptions about each others' 1deas and 1intentxons were never fully

While thls situation was acceptable at the outset, subsequent
mxsdﬁkpstandlngs about project goals, mansgement and actavaties dad arise.
An 1mportant reason was that many 1individuals 1in the subcontract agencies
who had_swanted to work together in the Consortium came to play a smaller 1ole
an the prOJect s dlrectlon. - -

Goals of the Consortium PrOJect T -

As 1in any organizational venture, the Consortium project had both
latent and manifest goals. Many of the latent goals of both the onganiza-
tions and individuals involved were desciibed in the previous section. The
Consortaun proposal also, included stated guals and ambitious exdpected ‘out -
comes regarding sefvige to Schools, research and dissemination. These goals,
stated an the Executive Summary,, are:

- ’

1. To help specifically identafied local' education agencies

= -solve locally defined problemg 1n the sres of reading * - .
T through the adoptlon and- adaptation of readlng programs \
K that have been developed with federal, state and local )
- " research ahd development monies. - " '
- L] L 4 -

~ 2. To t%rget a major portion of the support to local educa-
- tion agencies servaing students of minority populations
and studénts Ilylng an urban or,rural sreas. ’
3. To disseminaté knpwledge of the Consortiun's effects
througp cooperation with the coordination cdntractor
the dissemination research contractor and through
. ihe communacation channels of the linkage system to
which each of the part1c1pat1ng agencies beldngs.

4. To conduct actlnn research on the linkage function'by
utlllzlng daverse types of linking agencies and by -
- usang reading‘progrems Which vary in theair potentlal
for adaptatlon by an adoptang school.-

The proposal also specified "expected nutcomes .

' . Y2\ An 1increased knowledge {on the part of schools) of the
ex1stence of R&D products as a result of 1n—depth ex-
amination of such products. . .

2. The ancreesed probabzti;i that LEAg will look to R&D
“ . outcofés as a’ future source of help for other problems.

- | L '(‘ )
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3. The abatement of clearly identified curricular and/or..
1indtructional problems, substantiated by improved
achievement of participgting students (the equivalent
of successful anstallations of R&D products). .? .

is

4, ’?Fe development of patferns of 1nterdependence between

' the LEA and.the linking agency that will extend beyond
¥ ’ the terms of the contract and restit~in a model 1n the -
“states for other LEAs., ' -7

S. An increased base of knowledge for reseafbhé?é and.prac-

titioners v how the daffusion process works 1n educa-

tion. . A _,‘.—-".-
The proposal was highly variable in the degree Yto.whach plans were
specified for achieving the prdject's goals andrxdesired outcomes. For
example, 1t identified the entuire kpqyledge base of 41 reading’products that
would constitute acceptable "solutions" for participating schools, and
Specified. the types of individudls that should be 1Avolved in a "multi-
constituent group” g;psql ‘problem~solving team) at the school level. It did
not, on the other hand, give.any detalls about how the successful installa-
tion of mew practices in schools would be achieved. - Furthermore 1le the
research emphas1$ of the project was widely apparent 1n the projett's pro-
posal (which was the only formal planning document until the Lhird-year

planning proposal), no provision was made, for the testing of* students (to .
assess expected outcome #3, for example), nor to translate grojed¢t documenta-

tion into-analyzable 1nsights agd’learnlngs. . . -

Project StructLres, Roles and Strategies

Much more specific 1n the proposal was the delineatidn of project
structures, roles and strategies. The organizational structude and accom-
pany1ng roles specified in the Consortium proposal emphasized centralized
resources and decentralized 1linking activities. White linkirlg sctavities
were decentralized, it 1s important to note that management arld control of*
linking activities were specified as a Consortium Central actijvity. Other

_ aspects that were described in detai]l in the proposal were lokal site ac-,
tivities or processes, the composition of the project's "kngwledge base"

. (specifically focusing on reading products at the elementary{ level), and
the selection of .lgcal.school ‘sites. .

The orqanizat ional structure had two layers. The. firsy was a central
projegt headquarters, housed in the NETWORK as the prime céntractor, whose
staff had project-wide responsibility, ircluding lirking | agent support,
documentation and research, and general project management. "YThe second layer
comprised six linking agencies--the five subcontract orgajizations, and a
separate unit 1n the NETWORK itself--f1ousing staff with priparily in-state
responsibilities focusing on school 1nterventions. —-

The, proposal specified five roles for the NETWORK
tractor:* . .

ns  prime con-

*Several of these roles were changed both 1n title and{in content as
the PFOJect ensued, These changes are discussed 1n a_later sectjion.

» N
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1. A pr_ject director woulfhe résponsible for overall I
- Y * . Consortium management, &fcluding Qudget.mnnltnrlng and A

control, project planning (with the Advisory Board), s
3 . supervision Of the central staff, liaison with. NIE, and -
A - communication with, stbcnntract agenCy participants.

2. A linking agent training and documentation coordinator
. was tg be the primary contact with linking agents, re-
. sponsible for designing and conducting linker training, T
. for monmitoring weekly linker reports and for using these )
. reports.to assist linkers in deveipplng each school- -
level intervention strategy.

- 3. An evaluation cnnrdlnatnr was to design all” project
evaluation instruments, trdin_ linkers and target school .
. personnel in the use of these instruments, and monitor - ~ »
. the cpllection and interpretation of date. Project
- dncunentatlnn was to be conducted pramarily by linking

.- ) agents. It was intended to provide information for
«t lapker monitoring 4nd sypport; ‘the research efforts
. (which ‘eventually 1ncluded local site and linker case
- : studies and a project report} were to be based on
- both linker dncunentatinn and addirtional data gathering. , .

4. Atgggpurce-data management cnnrdxnator was assigned .
. the ——~tesk of consolidating the "knowledge base" and

* collecting, maintaining, and furnisbing linkers with
) instructional, -evaluative, and other descriptive .

A information on each of the &4l-reading programs “

- prescribed by the knowledge base and available for ' ¥

adnptlon by target schools. .- . "o N
5. A praject writer (a role listed in the proposal but - .

not 1nciuded in the final project staffing as Year

1 began) wgs assigned to prepare the Consortium

newsletter, to assis;)jlnkers 1n producing their own
. ' statewrde newsletters) and to offer similpr assis-
tance to target school- personnel. (Many of these ot
responsibilities were assuned by the person named. RN
in the second year as the project's linking agent . - . |
cogrdlnator and support specialist.) L .

In addition to the Consortlun Central management and suppnrt struc-
tute, each of the participating linking Agencies (the five subcontract
agencies and the separate 'unit within the NETWORK) had two Consortium roles ..
peptinent to the *school 1intervention strategy promoted by the Consortium.

! These two roles comuned were equal to one full-time.equivblent staff member.,

LY N .

4 Ao A 11nk1hg agent working at or neab full time was to be -
the manager+of the change process at the s¢haol level.
The linking agent wguld be the primary COnnectznn be- .-
. tween the project, an average of four target schools
s : xn _the state, and the R&D resources. The linker was
to serve as the on-site facilitator of the curriculum

improvement intervention. '.The linker was also to form
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. a sctool decn;mn-mak.,mg groyp, take thxs group t . o
", _ through a specified problem-solving’ process ta . .
"-1dent1fy curricular needs. 0 reading, and facil- . .
+ itatédthe selgction 8 ﬁd adoptiofyeof an R&D pro- . . .
- . ‘Lt;ct frim.a pool of approved programs. Follow-— - ) -
' . ing program adoptjon, the . 11nking agent was to pro-, -
*, _ .* 5 O vid®adegting teachers with implementation assjps- ’ . T
- . tance and-resources. The linking agent would also '
Z. . carry ouf documentatlon report 1ng as required and » ° - .
d . serve.as a peer supporter and resource for other )
. - linkifig agents. X . \ . -C
‘r .__—- * -~
2, An ,éency Supervi1sor was Qo serve i1n a part- tlme
capacity (10%-20% time) to monator and support "

3, - e work of the linking agent, manage and-control R ,

' the agency's share of the Consortium budget, and . AT - )
serve;1n an overall project planning capacity as N e .

. a mernger of the Cﬁnsortlum Advisory Board. . - - )

-t » AV

A significant fegqture of the Consortium proposal was the naming of

he local schogl. districtd that ‘were to be served by the project. ®he sites

were 1dentified by the linkdge agencies and were primarily chosen because

N they had expreéssed some 1interest 1imu.becoming involved 1n thegState Facili-

/’ tator Pro,lect through the NDN.* Thus, they were already identified as having ~
an 1oterest in becoring ved 1n an innovative,program. To some extent,

the,y may be viewed as being somewhat more "innqvative" than a typical® school

dlstpct, althouqh many_ were -rural and had lattle previous experience with

nnovat 1ve prﬁgram * On the other hand, this selection procedure was viewed

as highly appropriate by the NETWORK staff, since they believed that a ¢
program such as RDU was unlikely to work in a setting that was not dlready
open to the notl'on of oxbernaI assmtance. , . .

. Another - 51gn1~f1cant feature of Che structuring of roles in the
Consertium proposal, and one that was somewhat unique to the Consortium
project, was the eﬁtabllshment of the linker superusor role, and 1its for-
4 malrzption to the degree that up t§ 20% of the agency's share of the Con- ‘.
or\lum budget was tu-be allocat 0 this function.** This role was created
espite the fact that the NETHURK 8 executive director conceptualjzed,one of .
. “Corsortum Central's functions tb be the supervision and suffport of linkihg
agents not only ‘in.a general way, but also to the extent.of supervising sach
ntervgnt zon gtrategy.. The desire to work wath partlcular indi1viduals (those
the Jqfor 1, 1nterpersonal network) appears to, have been part of the

‘

) . *Otheo! criteria of 1mportance ingteded the RFP-stipulated criteria
. of havmq a disadvantaged sghoofl population @nd criteria of "readiness"

. mcludmg prior auccessdmmplementatlon.
*#Several of the agencies chose to,use RDU monles to fund the linkaing
'y .a(]ent for 108% of_his or her tame, and to donate between 10%-20% of the
\: superv;ﬁr s time rrom organizational overhead. . , M
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reason for creatmg “the agency supervisor role for subcontract agenclieaf 1in
all cases but the'far West Laboratory, it was this individual who was &s8igned
the role. Given the difficulties that were susequently faced by the NETWORK
1n carrying.out the ‘support and training role for linkers as envisioned, the
creation of the, linkKer sypervisor role turned out to be a fortuitous one. In
retrospect, this role cOn;ributed greatly to the success of the Consortium
effort. ' - .

e ~
“»

Although the rolé ,of superyisor was created, 1t must be pointed
out that the respmsmlll\ies Wysociated with the role were never clearly
described. In genefal, throughout the Consortium experience much greater
specxfxcﬁy was associated with site-Jevel activities, and.to a lesser
degree wsth manegement apd supervisory procedures. The activities of the
Consort:.un as an oI m.zat:.on, and the responsibilities of the subcontract
agencies; remained 1Qose and 111~ defmed. .

-

HANAGEHENI OF THE CONSORTILM
]

The management of the Consortium project can be characterized by
combinations of rigidity and adaptiveness, formality and informality, cen-
tralized decisiop making and easy- going collaborstiveness, egalxtauanxsn
and stratified ccmmumcatmn patterns. .

» A nunber of changes took place during the project's duration: e.g.,
some changed in project staff roles and titles from. those named 1n the
proposal; a change in project director (the position was assumed by the
person whg was originally named the linking agent coordinator and docu-
mentt:r,, a Shlft 15 of Consortium Central activities from linker
tra1n1ng to "Iinfker, gtgpork to "brokering" of resources and coordination
of organiZations; and & slow but perceptible shift from centralized control
to, &n 1ncx;ease' in colleyoration among subcontract organizations. Through-
uut all this, ‘however , there was little change from the fFormal proposal plan,
and there was lltt}e formal "plannmg "

)

The followlng discussion focuses on the startup and resource mobili- .

zatmn of the preject, the foci of pfoject activities, management 1asuves and
processes, chanhges in project roles and structures, leadership, commuiiication
processes, and changes 1n goals. Several of the paradoxes noted above will
.be highlighted 3n the course of the following discussion.

Startup and Hobllizat,i.on.

Thg Cqnsqrtium proJect had the fewest d1ff1cult1es in startup and
resource sMobilization after the contract award in June of 1976. Because of
the "leg work™ completed 1in the preproposal and proposal stsges, several
important actiwities thdt can delay the startup of a new operation had
already been completed: sites had beeri selected, linking agents had been
appointed or hired 1in an but one of the link2ng agencies, and the knowl-
edge base of 14l validated Jeading programs for elehentary schools had been
determined. Ceita ly, in’ a nunber of areas, "reddineas" was high. The
Conaor t1um prbject in this way benefited From past experience, both within
the NETWORK and within the linkage agencied. At leas@ .gome aspects of the
ROU strategy were familiar to all, auch aa the uae of validated producta

- 3
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and their dissemination, the problem-solving process, school ihterven-
tion programs, and 1n several cases, the strategy of using linking agents
as facilitators 1in scheols, All but.one of the organizations was philo-
sophacally committed to the concept of "linkage." Furthermore, at least
three of the linking agents had served 1in similar roles before, and all
but one of the original six linking agents had previously been employed
by the host agency. As a result, neither the hiring process nor the adjust-
ment to the.host agency and/or supervisor posed obstaoles to startup.

In other significant ways, however, the project manegement staff
was not prepared. For example, a major objective of the NETWORK was to
provide training to linking agents. Although the attempt at training’ be-
gan early, at a startup meeting held in Gloucester, Massachusettg soon after
project, funding, the METWORK staff quickly learned that there had been
little consensus ab what should comprise linker training, and that

_ linker training was not as easy or straightforward (or, as later decided,

not as critical) as had been 1nitially thought., Nor were the linkers as
receptive to the attempts at training as the NETWORK staff had expected.

In part this was so because of the "deficit" approach to training
that characterized the NETWORK's effort. The NETWOSK's assumption was that
the linkers ‘did not have the skills that were needed and that they.had to be
taught those skills. ,This attitude was revealed most clearly in a state-
ment made by the second project director that he had originally viewed the
provision of time for sharing experiences between linkers only as the oppor-

tunity for "potiing igndrance." Linkers--particularly the experienced ones--

resented this presumption,
>

: The 1nitial training strategy emphasized peer training by NETWORK
employees who had served ag linkers in other projects. Training was cafried
out at formal ski)ls sessions. For these, Consortium fentral staff members
had 1dentified training needs (on the basis of their .past experience) and
determined the format.and presentation. Ironacally, while the Consortium's
prescribed problem-solving process for %“the schools anvolved participatory
approaches to problem 1dentificgtion and solution selection, their design’ for
linker training did not. Unfortunately, the RDU linkers did not necessarily
view the NETWORK staff as the legitimate providers of the training. In
addition, they did not take to the planned "buddy system" of pasiring with a
NETWORK rlinker who was not only physically distant, but who played a dif-
ferent role in another «project. Imk summary, both linkers and the Consortium
Central staff agreed that 4he winit1al training endeavors represenked a major
setback 1n project startup, at least from a project management perspective.
From the perspective of the subcontractors, however, the ihpact of delayed
and inappropriately designed training 1s less elear~
were 1in the schools, and were proving capable of giving assistance on the
basis of their own experlence, with the support of their colleagues and
supekvisors in the subcontract organizations. .

. h Y
Another mobilizatign effort which took longer than Consortium Central
staff anticipated was tHe develdpment of materials associated with the
knowledge base. As noted, 41 reading programs were 1dentified as the product
pool during the preparation of the proposa Indeed, the ponol changed very
little during the course of the project, except that 1t became necessary
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to add some secondary-level products when a few secondary schools unexpected- .
ly joined the project. However, 1t became clear to the resource-data ianage-
ment coordinator that it® would be necessary to produce a rather compre- -

hensive, Cdnsortium-developed get of product descriptors. This effort took
plsce during the first year of the project and, like the linker training, did
not ¢ hamper the site-level progréss, since local sites typically were not
5~  ready for selection until late in-that year.

Operating and Adapting the Consortium Project
- " ’ .

f The general thrust of the Consortium-project was, to support a school
intervention strategy in which dinking agents would manage a collsborative
problem-solving process. The result would be curriculum -xmprovement through
the implementation of R&D resources. There were three major foci 1in the
Consortium effort :

. e, school-level activities assisted by linking agents .

affiliated with a service agency within the state;
e linking agent support activities coordinated by
¢ Consortjuf Central staff at the NETWORK; and

# documentation and research actavities, also co-.
ordinated by Consgrtium Centpral. = . ‘ .
It 1s 1m60rtqnt to emphasize that the Congortium project was always viewed by
its planners as a demonstration of the intended approach. The blanners
wished to prove that a linker-intensive school assistance strategy would be
' effective; they did not plan to develop continuing programs 1in the host
agency. Thus, the 1nmitial orientation on the part of Consortium Central was
to minimize adapta¥ions, either of organizational structure, goals, or
strategies. Over the course of the project, however, some adaptaR1on and \
development necessarily took place. ~ -

’ The school-level focus. As 1n the other ROU projetts, the facus of .
activities at the school level was two-fold: engagement 1fi a problem-solving ‘
gzbcess, dnd the adoption and implementation of RiD-based products. In the

onsortium project, the linking agen® was key and was viewed as the manager

of the change effqrt at the local echool level. While other consultants were
occasaonally called upon to assist the schools, they were primmarily substan- .
tive specialists who were brought in after anéﬂ&D product had been gelected
to assist with 1ts implemenfation or to provideéNsubstantive training for 1its ¥
implementation.  With this exception, the sole program intervention visible .
to the schools was the linking agent. Thus the personal Btyle of the linking
agent was particularly critical jn the Consortium project, and 1t was this

* person who wag the nade of the linkage system created by the RDU program.

. The general "problem" area that was addressed by the schobls in the
Consortium project was predefined by the project as reading. Each school
' was requifed to convene a multi-constituent decision-making group (MCG)
which, with the assistance of &he linking .agent, epgdbed 1n a problem-solv-.
1ng° process including the following geperal steps: ngeds assessment; prob-
lem definition; establishment of‘crxten;a‘by which to select an R&D product;
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selection of a reading program ft:m the project’s product pool;, fldnning
for 1mplementation (usually 1ncltding pre-implementat: training); am-
plement ation; and monitoring and evaluation of the umplementation procesg.

- However, the structure and sequence of site-level activities ‘and the
intensity of 1nvolvement of the linking agent with the’site was neither well
. specified in the proposal nor totally within the control of the linking
agent. In most dispersed organizations, this situation would have resulted
1n many localized adaptations of the linking agent roles and school assis-
tance process (Louis and Sieber, 1979). However, because of the extensive
documentatign of activities that the project required of the Iinker, and
'because of the clearly expressed intent on the part of Consdrtium Cenfral to
orchestrate the B¢hool intervention process, the project director ang other
central office staff became deeply involved 1m specifying school-level
activaties. . y
. ’ \, . -
High on the list of operations that :required specification was the
series of. steps the -Consortium expected a school to go through as it moved
through the problesf=solving prodess. During the first year of the project,
. the press fpr cldrification of expectations resulted 1in defining the prob-
lem-sgiving process, 1n terms of 16 milestones. While these were defined as
16 1linking-agent objectives, almost all wére clearly tied to site-level
activit1es. (See Fiqure 6-2.) . . - .

The *multi-const 1ituent group {MCG) that was inyolved 1n the process 1n
each school typically consisted of teachers, administrators, reading special-
1sts, and occasionally a central office staff member and/or parents. The
lanking agent played the role of facilitator for the group's meetzngs,
the "broker" of resources, and the. intéspediary between the school and the
project. For example, when a school's cision-mak1ing group reached the

"«gelection stage 1t was the linking agent who revi potential solutions

from the project'g knowledge base, and provided descriptions of those pro-
ducts to the sites. The linker also arranged for .assistance {often from
product developg&‘a) to provide 1mplementat1dn training. The steps leading

Wadopt-wn of 8 currigulda product usually lasted 2/3 of a school year.

L,
h

By Consortium directive, the linking agent .wss expected to spend twd days
a month at each school, although .there were often many phone contacts be-
tween the ' linker and the legder of the MCG 1n-between site visits and group
meetings. The level of effort of the MCG was fairly high, requiring some
contribution, by participating schools of '"release time" to subsidize grgup
peetings or activities. Fave thousand, dollars were allocated from each -
subcontractor’'s Consortium budget for a tar school,.and ,this money ‘was
typically spent for travel associated with viewing curncuﬁr products at

her schools (during the selection phase) or for purchasing materials or
PRy ucts. Most of the schools underspent their allotted budget. In .gen-
erai, the involvement bf a total school faculty in the problem-solving
effort did not_occur until,the training for thg implegentation phase, al-
though 1n some schools the entire faculty was involved 1n the final selection
of a new curricular product. b :

The Consortium pool of R&D produc.ts had tm; unique chiracteristics
within the RDU program: 1t was defined prior to the project’s funding and
1t was specified 1n the proposal. “lt‘h the exgeption of the addrtiop of 2
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" Tt - «* " Figure 6-2

LOCAL SITE OBJECTIVES/MILESTONES
- ! FOR CONSORTIUM LINKING AGENTS €« .

Objective #1:  To identify a single school bulldlng within a participating
district as the (;égff‘For 11nk1ng agent act1v1t1es. -

.

Objective #2: To conduct interVIGHS s1th up to 12 staff members from the par-
- ticipating school.

Objective #3: To constitute a Mult1~Const 1tuent Group (MCG) representative
of a cress-secton of the school community. The growp's charge would be
to participate 1n a group problem-solying process, beginning with prob-
lem 1dentification and leading to thé'development of an implementation
plan for an R&D outcome. . . . . .

r

-

Objective #4: To help the "MEG define and document 8 problem 1in the area of..
reading for which the school needs help. .

Objective #5: To heég the MCG establish crateria for selection of an R&D
outcome to help sblve the problem identified in Objective #8, °

Dbjective #6: To help the MCG s;ﬁect 7n R&D outcome to help solve their

R problem.

Obfective #7: To help the MCG complete an implementation plan for the new
program or product.

-
E}

-Ubject1ve #8: To insure the design and delivery of teacher tfalnlng appro-
priate to the new program or product selected.

Cbjective #9: To insure that teachers 1n1t1;te a traal pér1ed with the new
program (6-8 weeks). .

Db jective #10: To, help the HCS achieve closure on the trial per1od evaluate
the ;esults, decide upon next stepsy and revise their implementation plan. ,

Objective #11: _To help the HCG‘and the school staff begin a full-scale adop-

) tion of‘fﬁ’ program, . .
. J -
06 jective #12: To help the MCG develop a long-range evaluation and monitor-
~1ng system. Lo . .

ective #13: To conduct the first statewide Yetworking conference among

part icipating schoola 1n the Consort1um program during implementat ion.
Objective #14: To conduct a second stateﬂlde networking conference to réin=
(’ force connectlons, revien progress, and achieve a sense of, project 1dgn-

tity. . )
ctwe #19: To des1gn and conduct @ "gne-year-later" MCG implementat
' view and recharge gess10n. ’ - ¢
. ' {
£0bjective #16: To terminate the linking agent's direct nvolvement with the
site. L. : . X . . .
Q ‘ 123' ) L " \
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. few. secondary-level reading products, there were no changes made 1n the
knowledge base. It was also the smallest pool of products, congisting of 41

‘ reading programs.* The resdurces used were all products of federal invest-
“- 0 ment. in R&D and .included: o i . i
o e Developer/Demonstrator products from the National

NS Diffusion Network whit¢h had been approved the
Joaft Disseminat yon Reviev‘r Panel (JDRP)

* o R&D preoducts from the NIE catalog (developed at
labs and centers); .

hd .
.

. , e Project Information Packages (PIPs);

Prbducts developed through’ Right to Read; and

"
L]

" b - o .Prdducts validated through formal, state-based
v + review procedures.

It 1s mmportant to note that several of the agency oupervisors found
the gl1mited scope of the knowledge base too constraining afd were particu-
lprly concerned that it did not include non-federally fupded products, such
«. , 88 those developed at universities. In the view of Consortium Central staff,

however, . the local sites seemed satisfied with the array of products that
wefe presented to them, and felt vindicated by the fact that 23 of the 24
_ local school sites that participated in the program adopted and imp Jemented
’":9 product from the project's approved, pool.** .
~», Overall, 14 of the 41 products were ultimately selected by partici-
pating sites, with five products being particularly popular and resulting,
1n adoptions by more than one.school: " ’

- » o San Diego Right to Read (selected by five schools); .

s Exemplary Center for Reading Instruction’(ECRI) - ~
- _ (four schools); - - . \

T e Wisconsin Design for Reading (four schools); .

QClaséroom Intervention Project (three schools); and ) . \

—

kY
—

e Pegasus-PACE (two _scl;ools).
For the most part, these adoptions involved major chandes 1n the schools'
curricula and practices (for example, the introduction of reading through
content areas 1involved. in the use of the San Diego Right to Read program),
and 1p most schools the adoptions involved school-wide implement at 1on,

e -~ *. ¢

L4 “ »

‘u

. . -—
. *Five of the projects averaged about 100 pro&uc,ts; one had as many a9
500. . See Yin, Gwgltney and Louas, 1980. ° .. - ’

- ##project staff .commented that, in fact, they became convinced that
41 products more than adequately covered the full range of approaches to
“téaching reading at the elgmentary level, and that many federally funded
packaged programs 1n reading’ were duplicative of ope another.

Q ) 124 131 i *
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« Whilg there appesred to be a‘rather balanced facus on both the
problem-solving process and the adoption- angd .implementation of R&D prod-
ucts in the Consortium school intervention s®rategy, there was not 8 clesr
consensus about which was the primary emphasis. A discussion of project
goals took place at a Consortium meeting zn ﬁ\prll 1978, stimulated by both
an Nlk-sponsored site repurt which purported’that substantial dlsagreement
about ptiorities among Consortium goals exzsted, and by a consultant's
presentation on the "levels of use" of innplations. At this meeting the
project director stated that the minimum objective at the local site level
was the "routint"
should provide implementation assistance to at least thx? minmum level.

\ %

’ Ihzs emphaszs created some difficultizes for, linkin agents, most of
whom were “process” rather than "content" specialists. ? Only one lioking
agent had prior experience as a reading teacher., Most linkers were unsure
about what their role should be_in mmplementation assistance.. [t was unclear
whether the project director expected mcorpozaf.mn of the process, as well.
Despite the fact that the l6-stage problem-solving process was employed in
the target schools, training in rational problem solving had not been target-
ed to school gtaff other than the MCG members. On the other, hand, several
linking aggents and their supegfvisors emphasized that for them, the protess
focus mas the main intervention, gnd improved problem-solving capacity was
the primary goal. This aspect of the interveption was quite effective, with
Consortius schools rating high in comparison. to the other projects in the
_degree to which they were satisfied with the pmcess and were likely to
engage in the process again, ‘ .

-

Linking agent support ac’tzv;.tles. One of the major agendas of the
NE THORK in establishing the Consortium was to develop 1its organizational
capabilities in the training and suppbrt of linking agents. Despite the
importance of this goal, project "leaders found 1t easier to conceptuslize
. and_specify the school intervention strategies than the lJ.nker support
" system. One of the problems was that the NETWORK had a great deal of, experi-
ence in socializing linking agents withan its own organization. Howeve:’ the
situation with which they were faced in the ;fonsortium was quite dxfferent
linkers were spregd all over the country rasther than housed in the same
building and, in add:itiony; many of them were more ‘experienced than new
_ linkers at the NETWORK. Thus, the training grocedtres typically used by the
" NETHORK, which were heavily based on informal transmisszon of organxzational
norms and ‘values, would not_work. Something new needed to be developed and
in this process many of the original struqtures and procedures whderwent
-extensive mod:fication. In the end, it became c¢clear that the NETWORK's
original goals reun.red modz ficat zon. -

5

At the beglnnmg of the pIOJeCt it was expected that there would be
, a division of lsbor between Consortium Central and the agency supervisors of
the lanking agents.  However, both 1n the proposal and the further develop-
the roles of agency supervisofs in providing linker
support remained ambiguous and poorly defined. Mgst of the attention, of the
project director was turned toward the development af centralzzed training

and support capautzes. - ‘ . P
The major efforts of Consortium Cen}.f;'a} at linker support activities
were devoted to the development. of a linker support system. As this system

r
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evolved 1t included both formal and informal training and aupport activitiea
and wags 1mPibmented through the uae of a var1et! of mechanisms: )

linking agent meet1ngs; .
the services of a Linking Agent Support Specrafist ;.
the 1mitiation of peer sharing mechanisms; s

- b

the development of resource matﬁrlals; and }' '
N

several communication media.

- L]
- . P

- L1nk1ng agent meet 1ngs were held” Oon nlne occaslons dur1ng the course _
of/the project. In designing the project,, these meetings were originally
anned to be training sessions, and. at least the first two meetings did
ontain formal training activities. However, 1n respopse to linking agent
reactions, in 1977 the nature of theae meetings changed from training ta 8
focus on planmlng and peer support, and changed again in the fall of 1978
when linkers and supervisors b to meet together to coordinate overall
prOJeCt planning and review, ior to that meeting, supervisor meetings
werg held separately. See flgure 6-3, PFOJeCt Chronology.) . .
. Je .
The first two linking agent meetings were intended to focus on skills
which the project leaders felt linking agents would need and included train-
. 1ng 1n process {group facilitatiop and consultation) and content (reading .
.and curriculum development). However, given the administrative requirements
of the linking agent's role and the emphasis on reporting forms and docimen-
tation {see below), little time was availhble for skills training.

TN

- As 1t turned out,’ the project director and other Consort 1um Central
staff were surprised when they found that linkers were having problems 1n
defining what 1t was.they were supposed to be doing with the schools when
they began work. The source of most of therlinkers' complaints were not that.
. they lacked skills to be linkers, but that they did not know what linkers
p were Supposed to do. .Because the host organization's traiming policy. for .
previous linkers had focused on informal communication, they had not con-
sidered the need for more formal role definitions for dlapersed linkers. As ]
a result the progect leadership began to put together the "l6-step defa-
nition of linking agent/school mileatones, and.these became the focus of the
next several semi-annual meetings of the linking agents (and the separately-
held meetings of their supervisors). The need to develop the milestones was,
at that time, however, viewed as a side activity that was nol relevant to the
layger objective of developing training and llnker management procedures.

*

. In general, the attempts of the NETWORK to prov1de formal training to
slinkers continued to prove disappointing and were resisted and resented
by linking agents and their supervidors alike. Neither group appeared

. to view NETWORK staff as appﬁppr1ate providers of such training, both

because it was Unilaterally planned and because NETWORK staff, presumably -
peers 1n this~}inkage system, were siot viewed 8s more "expért" in this regard
than the others. The Consortium Central staff, on the other hand, clung to
1ts belief that they had (or could easily develop). the capacity to provide
sppropriate training. .-

) This amplicat conflact between the, goals of the host organization
and their actual experiences gradually sh1fted airing the flrat year, so that
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. by January of 1978, a year and a half into the project, the project director
had already made a decision to shift the balance of the project's planned

withrm the project, including the design of new Consortym Central roles,

support and training aCtL‘VItIBS fro'[n an emphasis on traxmﬂg_tg_g%r;w
oq  support. This change 1nvolved substantial realloc;}tﬁ;on of r es

a change 1n the focus of the linking dgent meetings away* from formal-skwlls
traibing, and toward "role clarificatiop”--an approach which emphasized at
least some peer sharing and informal®? discussion--and the development of
support materials (e.g., the Linker Tool Kit described below).
. 3

The major shift in the linkyrg agent support system was evidenced by
the creation of the role of a Linkér Support Specialist, housed in the
central office, but separate from project management. 1his position replaced
that of the Linking Agent Training apd Documentation Loordinator.* The new
support “Specialist coordinated the semi-annual linker t:‘am_mg and sharing
méet1ngs. It wes also intended that he would serve as a resource person for
the linkers. It was antigipated that the linkers would call him on a reqular
basis to seek advice 1n resolving any problems they were having with develop~
ing their wole rélatjonships with school ‘s1tes. However, the support
specialist reported that linkers rarely sought his advice on™a voluntary
basis, and that he was always reguired to "sell his services.” Linkers also
reported that they felt uncomfortable seeking advice on role clarification
from someone who had \hgt been a 2inker, and'who was located many hundreds of

miles away,— g;‘
-~ &

# To compensate for this problem other, more protective techniques for

providing linker support were developed, including semi-annual on-site visits
to provide linkers with faece~to-face consultat-ion and problem-solving assis-
tance, and periodic telephorié consultations. The value of these consulta-
tions was perceived.to be limited, however, due to the background and quali-
fications of the linker Support specialist, His training and experience were
in counseling, and increasingly the linking agents felt, a need for assistance
in more Curriculum-related activitles, particularly in the implementation
phase of their involvement with sghools. As a result, linkers increasingly
looked elsewhere, either to their sSupervisors or others in their host agency,
to peer linkers, or to consultants for support and assistance.

Initially, Eonsortium Central, and specifjcally the linker support
spec1alxst;_wa§ the ptimary source of linker support. Consortium Central
staff did initrate and encourage networking among linking agents, and in-
creasingly during the courge of the project linkers established informal
"linkages" with each other. , Unlike their supervisors who had preexisting
informal relationshipsy the linking sgents did not know each other prior to
the Consortium project. Networking between them was at first formalized in
thé form of Sharing written ®tri-weekly critical incidents. This was sup-
planted, however, by more informal communication, and networking tween
linkers. was probably more extensive during the project than any otherbilmk-
ing” that resulted frpom the Consortium experience, often occurring séveral

times per week. “ . -

. ¢ g

2 The—occupant of this position was heavily involyved 1n project
management and gradually assumed the responsibilities of the project di-
rector. A formal replacement of the first.project director who,, because
of his position as exgcutive director of the NETWORK, was-very busy, occurred
at the end of the fifst year of project operation, ’
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Decerber 1975

February 1976
- June 1976 °

August 1976
October 1976

Decerber 1976

{

April 1977 ~-

June 1977

Summer 1977.

.
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Figure 6-3

PROJECT CHRONOLOGY

~ i

ﬁlannipg for Consortium project begins
(aix months prior to project startup).

Proposal submitted.

Project startup.
"Joining Up Conference” in Gloucester, Mass.
Linking agents develop a "five-week plan”
for preparing a school intervention.’
Supervisors & Linking Agenta meet separately.
Linker training meeting in_fxeter, N.H. *
Training provided in the field of reading
instruction and use of the knowledge base.

Agency supervisors end Consort ium Central
staff meet in Boston to review and
ratify six "linking agent cbjectives."

Linking agents meet in Boston to review
8ix linker objectives. Planning devoted °*
to outlining operational steps for en-
acting objectives in one school (as‘model
for planning). First volume of descrxptxve
information on reading programs in the'knowl-
edge base dastributed. -

Supervisors meet in Wichita; review
completed set of linking agent’milestones
(formerly called objectives).

Linkigg agents meet in Massachusetts; —
review completed set of milestones and
develop school implementation plans for .
Year II.

LR
a

" De facto shi el projécf director. New project

director was originally~the linking agent
training coordinator but had assumed project
director responsibilities gradually over the

fi:fsﬂysar. , -

' ]

e {continued) - e
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_ Match 1979 Pr8ject members meet 1in Seattle.

. N .
- -
-, v S / 1

S = 7, dFigure 6-3. ot . .
‘ = ¢ " PROJECT CHRONOLOGY ¢ s

- m, ’ to .~ . .
T s “{concluded) : 1 / L

. s s Ve et
S . JM:
Cetober 1977 5" TJ?nlng point 1n pro;ect First combined
PR . - meeting of linking agenta and auperv1aoﬂf
» . . 1n Minneapolis. ‘Some meetings held sep-
’ .. arately, but L;nklng agents request 1n--
i . clusion 1n project ‘plahning and decision .-
ce .. making, ,Plannjng for Year 1II begins (due -
to.NIE by Jan. 1978). Farst "long cange"  * -
plans engaged-1n during Consoftium pro- E -
) d Ject, and firgt time aubcontrac;drs given 3 -
freedom to develop plans. Linking agent: '
"tool Kits", distribuyted. . =

g

o
S . )

H

November 1977 Meeting af supervisors in New Haven, Conn. © g
. to review Year III plans.
. Active pdle taken by agency supervasor. N
* >~
Apral 1978 All proaect part1c1pants meet 10 Sgn 4 o
" Francisco. Traiwning and sharing time N *
for linkers, and refinement of Year ‘ -
I1I plans. Presentation by Gene Hall .‘e
. .on "levels of use,"
Clarification of central prOJect goals.,
(Lack of agreement noted.) * - ®
Last time "linker training" of fered. ’

Gq&ober 1978 Project members meet,.review research .,

results, plan for "learning paagrs."' *
’ a

t . Planning for a potential continuation, year. -

May 1979 ) - Final project meetiné.' e

June 1979 Project ends.




.7

- & - Feedhack about 1ts utility. . Y v

. - L1
ﬁ . Two types of matenals were developed as regsources for linking gents
to carry out their role« .The first involved documentation of the pgol of
R& products as a resburce for hnfers durapg the selection phase gf the
local saites' surnculum ‘\mprovement effort. Four volumes of descriptive,
» aihstrictional and evaluative information on each of the 41 products an the

knowledge ‘base were developed ,by the Resdurce,Data Management Coordinator,.

who also provided assrstmc‘e “to the lmkers-,.ln use of &he produet;\m:;etnala

g her one-year tepure on the pgroject.ft The second set of mate 5 Was
developed in response to-early requests for assistancs related, to the 16

milestones in the  school intervention strategy. Consortium Central staff
assembled a cognitive lipking aggnt support resource in the form of a Lhnkmg
Agent ."Tool it," conteining a8 variety of written resources (primarily
‘articles) rglevant to each of the 16 steps, and cross-referenced in a variéty
of ways, This was distributed to the Iinking agents grmg the sécond year

of the project (when.most of the linkers were midway x‘ough the 16 s&ps)
. Whide it was favorsbly received, Consortjum Eentral r cewed onl; 11m1ted

Lmker suppoet ‘was also provided in the form of two monthly npews-
letters, prepared and_distributed by the Linker Support Specialist. One,
“In Process," containfd general informatiod™on prgject activities in schoo

*

X and was ,sent to personnel in all target schools and linkage agencies. The

. second$ " 1nkefland News," conveyed accounts of linking agent activities and
prob'lerns, and consequently was more of a sharing mechamsm. :

. Overall, the NETWORK left the project w1thout having achieved one”

-of 1ts initial obJectlves--to develop the capacity for generalized training,

¢ _ of"' linkers--and with only the Linker Tool Kit as visible evldence of its
efforts. Despit§ the importante of ‘the Linker support "and trammg efforts
in the Consortium progect, they were among the least¥'sucpessful activities,
at least as perceived by the linker host organizations and the linkers. The
host orgenizations and linkers rated the yalue of the suppert and training
.. provided by the NETWORK lower than did linkers in other projects that pro-
* ¢+ o vided far less support’ and tramxng.

Documentatmn and research. The third majot‘ thcust of the Consor-
tium's , actluta.es was on..fesearch and documentation. It will be recalled
, that the ‘ROU program stressed both service delivery and research. Neverlhe-

less, . despite the NETWORK's plag.m that 1t was a research-oriented organiza-
‘ tion and that one of ¢he attrabtions of the RDU program was 1its research
emph;éls, very few systematic,dats were collected by the Consaertium specifi-
cally faor evaluation and research purposes. While research objectives were
smentioned in the ;;:;pyal, opegrational strategies for the research fecus wefe
* not., . A substant number of docuneﬁts, however, were developed and col-
lectecf during the progect but mahy of these were for management purposes,

- . Sk . .

&

-
* T — " . »
o >

* *0ne mxght‘uew Ehe c&nsohdatlh of knowledge-base materials as a
»manifestation 6f, the "product" emphasis of the school antervention. Never-
thé.’less,’ﬂn the Consort..wm projectgthe Jinking agent was the major agent of

\ the site intérvention, ‘and therefore %¥he knowledge base was viewed as a8

% Fesource for,‘,tﬁ'e linkEng agent's uge. It 1&’ thergf’ore discussed. here as a
> 11nk1ng agent -support, actxvzty.
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. » The dbcumentatlon, evaluation and—~research system of the Consortium
‘project consisted of the following components: an extensive linker report-
ing system; formative diagnostic activities at the site level; and dotumen-
tary case studies. s .
- Tﬁé‘orlglnél project plan called for very extensive report ing re- "

quirements on the part of Iinking agents, including the, preparation of
linker contact reports, individual linking agent monthly, calendars, tri-
weekly critical incident exchanges, and in some cases the “preparation of
site reports at the completion of critical stages at the school level. Many
of these reporting reguirements, *however, were not considered data for
reséarch, but were meant to inform Consortaium Central staff about local site
progress, and to asdist 1n wdentafying linker training and technical assis-
tance needs. They were also intended to provide linking agents with exter-
nally imposed opportunities to reflect, analyze and plan.

Thus, much of this imposed ac€ivity fit into the expectation that
Consortium Central would manage the linkers'’activities--a process that
gradually .diminished as linking agents asserted a desire .to manage -their

own intervention. As a result, Consortium Central adapged by shifting® °

linker reporting from the rather rigad and formal initial requirements to
a more informal pfocess. - .
’ H

A second set of evaluation activities were those initiated in the

Consortium in a subcontract with Communicati®ns Research Services Inc.
* (CRS). This subcontract ‘was to develop survey instruments for school diag-
.Jnosis and provide other technical services fo the Consortium's documentation

80d evaluation component; it was terminated early in the projegt's history
{the company was d1ssolveq) and the functions of this component were es-
sentialfy abandoned.* No formal evaluation of site-level outcomes was
carried out. : ) .

- ' ) .' -

The main vehicle for documentation and research was the set of dgs
studlgg which were designed to document, school improvement and linkage
progesses in selected sites. “In the late summecof 1977, the Consortium
director hired.,a research coordinator who was given the responsibility
for producing case studies. He subsequently econtracted with three faield
researchers to- prepare two case studies each, The project director lat¥®r
contractqd with @ Harvard profesgqr and his graduate students to add epi- -
logues to eomplete the six case studies and to prepare a cross-site anq}ys1s.
; Two additional. case studies wer# included in the research effort--
a linking agent study.(of thgee linking agents) prepared by an independent
research tonsultant--and a dase study of the Consortium project, which was
never formally completed.. Finally, the linking agents each prepared a
discussion of an’aspect of their role, and these were brought together

-

under the editorship of the project director.

»
-

.
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*CRS, Inc. did participate in the first training session for linkers
in Exeter, N.H., and prepared linkers for entry interview skills.
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The documentation and research-related activities of the Consortium
produced a variety of tensions and sometimds conflicted with the service
delivery focus+of the project. _This was particularly a problem for those who
felt their activities placed unnecessary burdens on linking agents and
school staff and interrupted their work in the schools. The tentiency of the
project was to respond to these complaints,by reducing reporting reguire-

ments. . - . &

The NETWORK was prime contractor of the Consortium, and 1ts project

Management Processes and Leadership Issues

director assumed respons;b;ll};lty for the management of all of the major .

project activities. This included managemenf of the functions undertaken by
Consortium Central {the linker support system, consolidation and documenta-
tion of the knowledde bsse, documentation and research activities, liaison
with NIE, and budget control and project planning) snd coordination of the
activities undertsken by the subcontract linkage agenci€s. It is 1n the
latter area that the NETWORK faced the greatest number of problems. Both the
second project director (who, as noted sbove, assumed a major leadership role
during the first year of the project) and the supervisors in the linkage
agencies agreed that the project could be viewed as having a history of too
much centralization--a factor that w#as ameliorated, but only to a certain
degree, during the second half of the project's lifetime.

The haghly centralized, management of the Consortium project was
largely a function of the style and predilections of the project leadership.
The pattern was first established by the original project director who was
the executive directof of the NETWORK and the prame mover of the Consortium
project. He had very definite ideas about the role his organization would
play, the organizational objectives he would try to achieve, and the nature
of the relationships and activities that were entailed in the Consortium
project. As he gradually moved on to other NETWORK priorities, mans@ement
became even "tighter" and more unilaterally darected, largely because, ©f the
new project director's expressed preference for efficient (1.e., pappf-based)
management procedures. Although the second project director was initia}ly
viewed as authoritarian by the subcontractors, his style of mapagement
changed somewhat as he became’ mote aware of the unrest and tensions that were
growing among the subcontractors. Later in the project he reflected that "the
agencies felt left out; and the linking agents felt left out."” In his view,
"the project was set up to run.on interpersonal communication {the basis on
which 1t was founded), and 1t hasn't worked out.",6 (Personal Interview,
Decerber 1978.) .He viewed the central problem of management to be inherent
1n the dispersed system that was organized, where communication was made
difficult by the extreme distances between linkage agencies and Consortium

4 L]
-

'y ﬁowever, the management problems thst. emerged can be vieded in -

another way. The subcontractors did not share the NETWORK leadership's
expectation about the nature of their relationship. The individuals involved
wese either directors of the subcontract &gencies, or heads of units within
them, and typically had major responsibilities for planning and managing
their programs. They, yiewed® the NETHWORK's executive director as a colleague

. and peer, and assumed they would have an important role in planning and
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position and other project adaptations mentioned above.

1 L . »
A 1 ) '

- L]
F] . N o - .

guiding the directions takpn in th’e Consortium. The NETWORK executive
director and his associates, on the other hand, not onfy considered them-
selves as the establighed "leaders" of the wider dissemination apd technical

—.gssistance esteblidhment to which they all belonged, but alse viewed the

_position of prime contractor to include centralized management and control of
" the project. The subcontract agency representatives were considered to be g2n
adv1soty, board_to the project, Tension surrounding the i1ssue of how and to
what degree tﬁ?‘subcontractxm agencies would influence Cog‘sortmm Céntral
persisted throughout the project, despite turnover in the prdject director's

-

Coordlnatmn. ! -

The pattern Me relationship between Consort.ium Central and the
subcontract agencies”was set 4s early, as the proposal stage. 0n the basis
of ~ some general parameters which had been informally agreed upon, NETWORK
staf f prepared the major parts of the proposal to NIE themselves, Only one
subcontract agency representatlve, the Exchange, partucipated in any signifi-
cant way. The finished product was later shareg with the othef parties 1n
the newly established 1 brganizational networ For the first year and
a half 'of the project, most planning” was conducted in this way. The first
project director and «his staff devéloped .plamg, products or agendas, and
these were later reviewed by the others. Thas strategy, which was met
m,ltmlly with dlsapﬁqmtmént and then with resligned acceptance by the
linkage agency supervu{ﬂfs 1d ,ﬁot ¢hapge 4nt 1l the fall of 1977, the second
year of the project.q at;,p' wa-major changes took place. Linking
agents and supervxso:a oi’nt Eﬁpthe first time, thereby involving the
linkers in the plannrng and }eueu process. Prior to that time, linkers and
supervisors had separate semi-anrnal geetings, at which supervisors typically
reviewed plans and IQ typipally’ were involved in training or support
activities. At a me ,,m 11 of 1977, the Consortium members were
agked to Jointly plan t Consor wum's third year actxv1t1es both for their
OowWn agencies and for th=_p in general. The first prOJect director had
negot 1ated ifdividually ulth each agency, primarily about contractual issues
such as budget and reparting, and not only hed the agencies not been involved

_ in "before the fact™ planning, but .there had been little or no cross-agency

planning. The change ip strategy appeared to be a deliberate attempt on the
part of the second pro,aect director to daffuse resentment and enhance commit-
ment of the agency superusors,}:o the project. The change may also be yiewed
as the beginning of the "maturing" of tHe new. collabprative, end it was
eagerly received by the parties irwolved.

The prpblemg, of managing- interorganizational collaboration were,
also augmented |by tht arbiguities ©nd contradictions that*characte esduthe
relat ionship ween the parties. , The relationgbet® which combined struc-
tural looseness with attempts at tight mgpegBment, was based on a legal
contract,, although it was historical ooted in interpersonal ties where
there were frequent contractual 13ee€s to Jnegotiate and coordinate. There
existed n® operational pla Bgarding the actual role the subcontract
agencies would play, eithgs”in the larger Consortium organization, or within

L hehang gtates. Fge~Bxample, while certain prOJect cq;nponer{ts were expli-,
Kated and “sadeed ormahzed--e.g., use of a'linker, formation of a school
declsmn-makmg group, selection of an gpproved reading program--the
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Consortium Central relastionship with Mm did not entail

direct monitoring or control of supervisors. Furthermore, while supervisors
were supposed to support and, by definition, "supervise" the linkers, the
actual. tasks were not specified or prescribed. On the one hand, this allowed
for local autonomy of supervisors within éach Home agency for identifying
schools, supervising linkers and controlling budgets. However, Consortium
Central did prescribe for itself 8 direct relationship with linking agents
which was highly fofmalized. (This included training, .the linker support
system, ‘and also the rather heavy linker reporting requuements ) The
relatlonshxp between Consortium Central and linkers was much more highly
specified than either the relationship between Consortium Central and super-
visors, or between supervisors and linkers. (See Figure 6-8.)

The confusion about who the 11nkers were responsible to added to the
inherent ambiguity of their status and role. This ambiguity was reflected 1n
the variety of relatxonshxps that linkers had with their supervisors. The
amount of contact ranged from almost daily meeti o specified meetings
once evely two weeks. At least one we&r tormealily reviewed the linking
agent's activities and plans each time they met. On the obther hand, one
linking “agent indicated that she viewed her supervisor as a8 friend, and not
as someone to whom she would turn for professional support and direction.

ln.all cases, however, the relatmﬁ’shxp was an 1mportant and signifi-

cant one. Linking agents did feel that they had someone to turn to--someone
who .was proximate and familiar With their work. Work-related 1ssues were
often discussed at length. Accordeng to the linking agents, supervisors were
also a credible source of feedback--something that the more distant Con-
sortium Central support servicgs could not provide. Thus, while the relas-
tionship may have been organizationally vague, 1t was personally important to
each of the linkers: .

The organizgtional irony of the supervisor role was that, while
agency supervisors were given a lot of autonomy within their own subcontracts
through which they could conceiv y exercise a great deal of power and
authority, they were imitially delkgated no authority within the larger
Consortium system. It was only as fthe project director began to recognize
the dysfunct ions of centralized plaryiing within the Consortium structure that
‘subcontract "agencres were given mofe of a role 1n overall project planning.
It is importent to note,.howgver,/ that this change was a matter of degree,
and even unt1l the end of the pfoject, management belonged to the NETWORK.
Otherwise, the Consortium snization had a mimmal 1idenfity. For
many of the individuals ved,” particularly the agency supervisors,.the
Consortium o at "the semi-ennual meet1ngs. .

1

- -

Centralized leadership wass also- accompanied by @ stratified, system
of both formal and informal communication. The prmect director commmxcated
with agency supervisors, both at fhe seriegaof semi-annual meetings that were
otginally restricted to this group, and in telephone communications that were
intiated by the project director on & regular basis, Similarly, the Linker
Support Specxalxst communicated with linking agents at their meetings, on
site visits, and by phone. While the linkers valued the notion 6f\a support ,
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specialist who was not managedent oriented and who could be viewed as an
- advocate on their behalf, there was also a sense of 1nability to gain access
. to the project director and of exclusion from planning and policy making.
Linkers also commnicated With the resource’ specialist (coordinator of the
knowiedge base) who assisted them during the product select 1on process with
their target schools. But she was only a project staff member for the first
year, after which she was assigned to another project at the NETWORK,

Other communication patterns, of course, existed as well, and 1nclud-
ed those between linkers and therr supervisors and those between the differ-
: ent agency supervisors. These groups spoke to one another at Consort 1um
meetings, informally by phone, or at conferences of other programs in which
they were mutually involved. These latter contacts, however, rarely contain-
ed Consortium-related business. As the project evolved, the .new communica-
tion pattern that developed most often was one between linkers® themselves.
Increasingly, linking agents came to rely on each other for support, informa-
tion, advice and assistance.

P .

. The most striKing and 1ronic example of botlr the centralization and .
stratific tfg? within the projéct was concerned with the development of the
linking a%en milestones. When these were developed, they .were firet re- |
viewed and revised by supervisors (see Figure 6-3 above) and only later

of fered for consideration to linkers who were most intimately 1nvolved ulth'*s
the ‘process at the school level. 9 N ’

The pattern of stratified communication and status differeptial -
diminished when the two groups began meeting toge}her in the fall of the
second year and the linkers became fhore 1nvolved 1n the plarning process.

' It never disappeared completely, however, and the two groups typically
behaved quite differently within the larger group context {Drew, 1979).
- ..‘/
. .Stability and Change :

The Consortrum experience represents an 1interesting example of
-adaptive behavior and slow but perceptible change 1in the context of a
basic structure and design that remained remarkably cloge to its original
plan.> Even the third year plan--the first formal planning that occurred
after the proposal--was primarily administrative and did not contain major
midstream changes in basic structures or activities. The Consortium pro-
posal was the plan--what came after was exegesis. .

Earlier discussions alluded to a number of changes 1in project man-
agement style, decision-making structures, role incumbents, etc. Also
described were some basic adaptive responses to the needs that became ap-
parent as the plan became operational--for example, the development and
formalization of linking agent milestones to help clarify the linker's

. role, and the development of the Linking Agent "Tool Xit" as a resource.

The most fundamental changd, howevel, was the change' i1n goals at
Consortium Central. The original intention of the NETWORK executive direc-
tor to 1increase that orgasnjzation's capacity to train linkers simply didn't
work. Thus, during the three years that the Consortium existed there
was a gradual shift from training as a goal to the development of a linker
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support system. Ultahately: Consortium Central's activities as a.broker of
resources, a stimulator of networking among linkers, and a coordinator
of subcontract organizations joined together in a temporary organization,
were regarded as major achievements. Also, the research component of the,
project not only diminished in focus but changed in both fofm and functzon.
The original intent:iops of learning more about -diffement 1 kage strategies
arid examining the impact of the intervention at the local sife level were not
systematically operationalized or schieved. The main Iesearth products were
the documentary csse studies. The unpublished project case study, howéver,
contained self-reflective, analytic findings .regarding the management of
rcomplex, dispersed projects thst may have repsesented the most sagnificgnt

organizational learnings for the NETWORK. . .

AMEGUGh there were & number of staff changes both at Consortium
Central and within the linkage agenczés, these changes neither eased tension
in the management of the, Consortium nor disrupted the delivery of services to
acHools. In addition to turndver .in the project director position and the
departure from the project of the knowledge-base coordinator, the positions
of research coordinator and administrative assistant st the NYIWORK turned
over twice. AllL in 8ll, 11 people were on the staff of Consortium Central in s
_the course of the project's funding period. In the linkage agencies, tha "~
position of supervisor changed in two instances and linking agents in dne.
In the latter case, the transition between linking agents and orientation of
the new linker were handled with relative ease within the linkage agency
itself, - ' *

. It 1s also important to note some features of‘;‘the Consort 1um prOJeE:t-
vhich did not change’ ]
g '. - * -
. @ the focus on.the linfer as the primary agent for
delivering technical assistance and as the coor- -
.dinator for all services; . oy !
o the oriélnal pool of R&D products, dYeveloped even
before the project began; and

0 the schools which were gserved by the Consortium
. project, all of whichvbegan their involvement
during the first year. Schools were not phased
in during the second or third year. {(The only -
"dyop out™ occurred early in'the first year.)

Not surprisingly, -the Consortium components that wece most expli-
cated in the proposal changed the least, were the least problematic, and
were the most sycces_sful.

’
’

= . :
= L]
= THE IMPACT OF THE CONSORTIUM | -
fhe Consortium was a temporary interorganizational network, estab-
lished with special funding and for a fimite period. Given the dispersed
hature of the organfizations involwxed _and their structural independence .from
each otheg, it may \be unreassonsble to expect that s formal or contractusl
'relationé%)—_;guld continve beyond the funding period. There was no organic
* relationsh tween thef, such as might conceivably exist between intermedi~
ste achool districtas and .a state department, of education. Oespite this, it
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1s appropriate to examine~ the effects and the outcomes of the experience,
_especially 1n light of NIE's incressed 1nterest during the funding peridd 1n
1nst 1tut 10nalizat 10n within the participating‘agencaes.

. There are’.hve areas 1n which one can look at continuation of
effects: N . .

)_‘ * @ on the host organization, the prime’ '

contractar;- ] . - &

e on the participating lipkage agencies;

‘. » on the linkjng agents; "
e on the participating schools; and »

o on "networking” 1n general.

Effects on the Host Organization

>

The NETWORK “1s an 1ndependent "soft money" organization, and ag such.

there 1s no” existing, subsidized service delivery proggpam that could absorb
or integrate a program that was imtiated as 8 temporary demonstration. In
the NETWORK's case, what could be looked at 1s the degree to which organiza-
tional capacities déveloped during the special program were incorporated
and transferred to other,contexts. As has been noted repeatedly above, the
RETWORK had a particular goal 1n mind--to expand 1ts services beyond the
local state and_reqion and establish & reputation as a pational bas’n.for the
training and support of linking agen‘ts. It also sought to further 1its
capabilities as- a-research organizatyon. The NETWORK was Wmble to achieve
some of 1ts qoals, but not others. What 1t _built successfully was experience
as a broker and coordinator of orgamzatmns?"‘ addition, the linking agent

who remained with the organization has appla any of the learnings and
sky118 enhancdd by the Consortius project to her role as director of a new
but ‘different service project. ) g

Effects on the Participating Agencies
7 — : v.

Although the Consortium’ project was centrglly managed, the major
act 1vities of the school intervention strategyiwere decentralized. It 1s not
surprising, then, to find the most sigmficant "i1nstatut 1onalization™ wathan
the linkage agencies and the 11inking agents themselves, all of whom are still
employed, within their host egencies, Project participation was viewed as
producing sianificant bengficial effects within all but ong of these organi-
zations. These occurred.be®ause the Consortiw project was congruent with
the existing mission and activities of these ordanizations, and they could,
therefore, 1ncorporsté both the learnings and suceessful Ffeatures of the
Consortium's .strategy 1into other, continuing dissemination and technical
assistance efforts.* The cross-fertilization between other programs 1\.n the

.
-

“ «

+ *The one exception, the Far West Laboratory, had liktle prior anter-
est or experience in linkege,or direct service to schools, and ‘the Consortaum
was too omall a projfect to influence the organizational priorities. «

-
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‘linkage agencies and the Consortium project uent both ways. " Not only did the
agencies learn from the experience, but they contributed to the success of
the RDU effort as well and provided a congenial environment fof the linking
agents and the approach that wss taken with the target schools.

Features of the_ Consortium strategy thag‘. were continued in the
linkage agencies varied from orie agency to another and included the use of
multi-constituent: decision-making groups in o‘ther programs, the training and
support of new linkers using learnings from the Consortium experience, and
the use of materials and resources that were developed under the aegxs of the

project. . . - ¢ 9 ;

"A feature of the Consortium project which some agencies felt they
‘would not "1institutiondlize" was its restrictive nature, which emerged
from the NETWORK's_emphasis upon RDU as a demonstration. Several felt the
ligmatation of both "problem" area (1. e., readmg) and the pool of. solutmns
(4} products) was not consistent with their view of real "problem soly
On the one hand, they could accept the. value of confining the™ paramet
of a program te, facilitate research. ob,]é‘:twes- On the other hand, their
philosophy of problem solving fas more open-ended, Bnd their view of "knowl-
edge’! encompassed more than federally funded packages. .

.
* . '

~My .

Effects,on the Lmkiig Agents. -

Without exception, the linking agents who were involved in the
Consortium project experienced personal and profesé@al development that
became useful in the furthering of their careers. Although they all experi-
enced some problems with their role as linking agents--such as role ambi-
guity, marginality, and a lack of the experience with reading and instruction
that would have made assistance in implementation easier--they found that
they were able to apply their newly developed skills in other areas. Four
went on to become project direttors on new projécts in the'xr host agencies.

LY
.

Effects on the Participating Schools i

- ]

The school’ intervention strategy, the most well thought out component
of the Consortium effort, bore fruit, and the effects on participating
schools were marked. By the end of the project, 23 of the 24 schools had
gdopted and ipplemented a curficular product and most appeared to have a high
probability of continued use., Furthermores the results of an 1independent

5 Survey of participatifig teachers and principals indigated that th® Consortium

schools & 8 group ranked higher than any_other projgct on the scope of
change 1n “the organization, the curriculum, t.he nurber of teachers usang the
fiew practices, principal gsatisfaction with the, linker, and the degree to
which the process would be used again. /\\,

.

The Continuation of "Netuorking" .

Will "networking",continue? Only to a very limited degree. The
formal organizational cd(abqratmn that was crested in the Consortium has
ended, and the relationships among participating agencies basically reverted
to their previous configutations. Elements of ,the inte'rpersonal networking
continued as hefore, primarily among agencies thst remgined involved 1n
ngtional dissemination efforts such as the NON. In some cases, stronger

L L
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interpersonal relationships between &8gency Supervisors were created through

the Consortlum experience and continued, but .as yet no new interorganization- .
al collaboration has occurred. ' * . \ .

K » As for the KETWORK 1tse1f‘ “the second project d1rector, who earned
the respect of his colleagues over the course of the nearly twdr and a half r

* years %mh he effectively managed the project, has left the organiza-

tion. /The executive director, who stimulated the creation of the Consor-

tium, 1§ heavily involved in 8 new temporary network of résearch, organiza-

tions, and has devoted almost all of fus energies td new research programs

within his agency.* The NETWORK, because of its status as a goft-money

» organization, does not possess the resources to maintain interorgasnizational

- , collaboration without new contnacbs or grants. _ - .

: The proba!nhty that the locai school sites will continue to "net-
work"” with external agencies and resources 18 unknown. Although survey
results suggest that many plan to continue to use the RDU spproach to problem -
golving again, it 1is hard to tell whether this includes the use of externsal
resources and individuals. Although some gay that they are more aware now of
the availability of resources and information and may turn to them in the
future, the use of linking sgents will depend largely on the availafility of
special funding, either within the schools (highly unlikely) or within the
context of involvement 1n another special program. g .

» 4

LESSONS ABOUT NETWORKING , %

- 4
-~

The Consortium experience 111ummates a mumber of issues relevant to
“the design and management of interorganizational networks. The most salient

of these include the following: K) )
o the effectiveness of "simple" etwchs for disseminabion ' )
and the delavery of problem-é&mg -ggs1stance;
» . . Ead
. e the difficulty of coordmatmg and managmg 8 netwock of
- peers;
. - ! .
L}
. the ralatwe importance of "readiness" 1in developmg in- gf
. terorgamzatmnal service delivery systems; and .
. the need for specification and adaptatiom; even in basi- .
) - cally sound organizationsl ,designs. / .
s I'4
Simple Networks « :
. Most theoretical writers on the subject of "lmkagé" assume that a

linkage system will function most effectively when 8 rich array of resources
~is made available to the schools from diverse specialized orgamzstions,
e.g., from universities, 1independent orgsnizstions, state agencies, etc.
(Havelock, 1969). Other f&lerally funded programs, such as the State Capacity
Building Grants, have been built 'upon the premise that comprehensiveness in

L)

*The executive director t:empor;\uly stepped down from this position
in order to become the project director of a multi-million dollar research
g project funded by the-Department of Educatmn. ,
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resourc;s 18,80 1mport ant component of qualat rvice. The CO;'ISO[‘tlum
project ¥represents a deviant case within this Asjsfn‘:tmn, for 1t was organ-
ized and run as a simple, rather than a complex, network. The knowledge base
ip the project was limited to a small number of curricular products, all of
the project's resources were delivered Eo the school through a generalized
linker, and few “comprehensive" technical assistance and, knowledge resources
were accessed in addition to those that were available through the subcon-
tract ing agencies that houged the Tinkers. Although the organizations
irvolved 1n the project “were structurally dissimilar, they were all of one
type {regional serlice delivery organizations) and utilized only one service
delivery role.

.t The success of the simple netwdrk both im delivering servaces,.
and achieving measlrable impacts on school curricula, 1s clear from both
quant 1tative and quatitative data. Because the schools ranked so highly both
on satisfact ion with the project and on actual curriculum and organizational
ghange, it 18 hard to imagine that the project would have been improved
by adding university consultants, specialized site-level trainers, or other
features that,might have increased the richness of the resources available to
schools. The fact 1s that the simple network variety worked for the schools
invalved. .

/ . #

This lesson has cleal implications for the design of alternative
dissemination or school improvement network models, either at the local,
state or federal level: while comprehensive, highly differentiated resources
might be desirable in mounting a school improvement network, they are not by
any means essential for its success. Generating a simple network clearly
requires less groundwork and capacity, is less costly and, hence, may be more
desirable in some settings. ’

Coordinating and Managing s Network of Peers . .

- A theme that emerges clearly in the case of,the Consortium is the
difficulty of  developing a legitimate centralized leadership role in the

network composed. of colleagues and peers. There 1is little question that -

the NETWORK was most experrenced in delivering dissemination technical
assistance. However, i1t was differentiated from its fellows in degree and s
not 1n kind. lp the tensions that emerged were exacerbated by the manage-

ment styles of both the first and sécond project directors, the problem runs .

more deeply than that of 1ndivid personalities. ~
* As we have noted, networks may be assumed to be designed using two
diffedent models. On the one hand, there 1s @ differentiated network model
which 1s based on division of labor (high levels of specialization of func-
tion) and which,, therefore, requires an integration of parts through cen- .
tralized management. This 1s the implicit model for the "linkage agencies"
underlying the Havelock model (Hgvelock, 1969).

On the other hgnd, however, there 1s a collegial model of simple
networks which are designed and managed along the lines of a professional
organization. In this model, the value of the network does hot lie with the
specialized kpowledge or, skills thet each prganization brings the network,
but, un the assumption t"nat pooling the resources, ideas and capabilities of
similar organizations will augment the ability to plan, develop, and imple-
ment the goals of indibidusl network .members, The mensgement emphasis 1s,

’
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therefore, on coordination of resoutces to maximize the godﬁs of all members
6f the network.'- Either type of network may function effectively, but an_
emphasis. on coordinating rgsoufces may be 1nsppropriate for a differen-
tiated network. The Consortium case revgals that an emphasis on centralized ,
management may have been 1nappropriate to a simple network composed of
peets.. -~
It should be pointed out, however, that collaborative management
arrangements within a network may be difficult to carry wout under a con-
tractual setting., The NETWORK as the, prime contractor wes responsible for
delivering 1nformation and a, set of “resulls" to the federal government. It
was the NETWORK's reputation®that was on the line when visiting dignitaries
. went to school sites associated with one of 1ts Subcontracting agencies, and
the NETWORK that incurred the responsibility for fulfilling the “research"
_component of the project (in which none of the other agencies was particu-
larly interested). Collaborative networks that appear to have worked over a
long period of time (such as the Leagye of Cooperative Schools) have not been
heid accountable in the short term to efternal agencies 1n the way that a
demonstration site often 1s.

Readiness and Success

I £

Why was the Consortium ‘;B]e to gucceed despite the tensions that
existed 1n the network itself? The simplest answer liés 1n the fact that the
NETWORK had Begun to 1mplement 1its project before 1t was even awarded- the
proposal, and that each of the agencies involved was both experienced and
prepared to put the NETWORK's planned strategy 1into effect. In this regard,
the Consortium had the fewest mobilization problems of any of the RDU pro-
jects, and was at least a year ahead of some of the projects that were least
prepared to 1mplement an RDU-like program. In the long run, this head start
might have evened out. In the short run, however, 3 year's head start in 8
three-year project 1s a substantial advantage. .

: The lesson from this observation should not be interpreted simply as
the need to pick '"ready" orgamizations (although this will clearly facili-
tate a demonstration). Rather, more complex design 1ssues should be balanced
against the value of readiness. ” . . ¢

Like many programs, the RDU effort had—two_objectives: to achieve
an 1impact on schools, and to promote continued networking. Facilitating
rapid and.visible impact occurs most easily through selecting highly exper-
1enced organizations. However, as the Consortium experience suggests,
the readiest organizations may vary 1in structural type {(e.g., they may
include teacher centers and ISAs, labs, or even universities with experience
1n dissemination). This is jgﬁfrun only across states, as 1in the Consortium
project, but even within states. The dilemma essociated, with choosing the
most ready site or project 1is that dissimilar, autonomous organizat ions will
not typically become an institutionalized network, although they may ¢ollab-
orate happily 1n a temporary system. There 1s no governmental structure,
organic relationship, or.permanent set of organizat ional copmonalities
holditg them together. - )

Adaptation and Specification

The process of organizational adjustment when implementing & new pro-
*gram 18 continuous and complex (Yin- et al., 1980; Corwin, 1980). Even 1n

-
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the case of the new program which 1s based on a sound design, there 1s often
a need to make changes 1n the way 1n which the design 1is implemented. In the
Consortium project, the basic 1ntervention strategy required almost no
mod1ficatiqn or improvements (other than minor site-level adaptations), but
the overall”plan, as laid ouf 1n the proposal, was ar from s blueprint.
Unanticipated design problems (such as the lack of specifiation of roles and
responsibilities of supervisors and linking a.g‘gn_!:s) and management problems
(such as the delivery of linket training and support and dissat1sfactgon with
wanagement and decision-making processes) became apparent during the course
«of the project. - - o ‘
The Consortium leaders attributed some of the management problems to
the difficulties of managing a dispersed organization. While physical
distance does 1ndeed contribute to the problems of management and coordina-
tion, this diffrculty was handled well through regular and frequent telephone
conimunicat1on and quarterly project meetings. Managing dispersed organiza-
tions, “however, 1s most hampered by a lack of mutual acceptance or under-
standing of how the relationship 1s. to be structured. '

What was needed was continuous specification of roles and expecta-
tions beyond what was delineated 1n the proposal,, something which the pro-
ject leaders ‘responded to slowly, but perdeptibly. What the Consortium .
experience demonstrates 1s that both design and management problems can be
overcome, 1f the participants and project structures are adaptive: Jhis
adaptive process, however, may require accompanying adaptatilon and flexi-
bllity 1in goals. Notable 1s the NETWORK's modification, of 1ts own goal
of developing an organizational capacity to provide linker training. As
in any 1nte:organmﬁaonal or interperschal enterprise, adeptation and change

may 1nvolve an exchange relationship--giving something in order to get
something else. In this cage, it meant giving up some centralized control
and prioritization of goals in order to effect a more participatory collab-
orative relationship desired by the parties to the network.
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* . The prévious chepters documented the exgbriences of four of the gev&
temporary demonstrabion projects established in the RDU proggam to provide >
exterr_:al support, and ,assistance to local schopls in a knowledge utilyzation .t
AN ’,—p:ogzess. . These fmowledge ‘uti1lization networks confronted a variety of

iﬁff‘i.(:%lt s an their dgsign aad mangg:ement, and many were troubled by

conflicts, unclear expectations} and unanticipated difficulties. further-

‘v mbre, only a'few of their organizational goals were achaevgd, ard in large

, * measure the, "nefworks" have disbanded and the. prganizations 1nvolved dhow

) A only‘hmited interesﬁ_m working thgether with the intensity that characker-%¥ , - -
1zed "their contrectual relationships in the RDU program. Yet many effedtive \ 8

-

services Jere delivered,” organizationgl and personal learnings took place,
and_shen viewed from the local school perspective, the effort was 1sfgely a.
su s and sqhonls~‘report that they benefited greatly. ‘e .

< % - - - . N

..‘1.} i

Y¥¥hatTcan be” learned from these experiences about "successful" extel-
. nal support_arrangements, how ‘they operate_and are managed? . Which features
of ythese 1nterorga‘mzat1qnal networkd appear to have promoted success; which
did not? The purpose of this chepfér iy two-fold: & first objectave 18 |
to summarize the experiences of the ROU projects ag interorganizational - -
.networks, with_a particulah ,emphasis .op their eﬁ?lfslvenews apd outcomeem
and on the*iS¥ues of design angd ‘management that both characterized their
. Oﬁe‘ral}xons'and influenced the outcomes. While the primary focus will bg on
the four ROU projedts which were the. subjects of the case studies presented
in Chapters 3 through 6, the three other projects will be referred to, where ~ -
pppropriateé. - * * :
.

- -
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) . A s€cond objective 1s to highlight the implications of the experi-
e-0 ghees of the ROU projects for the future design and/or management of_ educa-
* tional linkage systems. Whilé each project .had somé unique features, and .
°" each case study, concluded with léssons pr implications Ehat SFould be dranwh,
from the experiences of the individusl case, the projects faced some common.

. design and management dilemmas sas well. This chapter synthesizes learnings
that cut gcofs all the chses. ~ ° . -
. ] * - . . *..
- - . ( » B -
Pl _ NETHURK~ EFFECTIVENESS

e

As noted in Chspter 2, there are a number of criteria for assessing
the outcomes of the netWorking strategy. On the one hand, one may look at
the outcomes of the network-building efforts themselves. Were they effective
1n recruiting appropriate personnel, ‘establishing communication and goordina- 2
. tion mechanidng,ggnd maintaining high moeale, productivity and satisfaction

of staff in the to lmkége and resource. agencies? And were they effective
in promoting continuation of the networking effort on a more,permanent
_ besis? Y& v ¢ 7 -t x4 ’ .

»
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Ag the cagﬁ\afﬁdxea demonstrate, many of these management outcomes
werg difficult to attain, and thege will be discugsed below in later segtions
on management dilemmas. However, the effectiveneds of an interorganizational
service delavery network can, theoretically, b asseased - by  two kinds of
.goal~ related outcomes in agddition to the succesp measures examined in the

. previous thapters. Fairst, we may ask whether they were able to deliver
services of high quality to,schools. These may be called ser?ice delivery
Gutcomes. In addition we may also judge the adequacy of the network ih terms

of its long-range effect ivBness 4n promotxng desired outcomes for the clients

that it served--in this case, encouraging knowledge utilization and school
improvement. Just gs with any sogial service program, the efficient delivery

of services is of little value wnless there is an apparent 1mpact on the
intended recipients of services. ) .

[ -~

R a ihe RDU projects were .des1gned to deliver two types of services
to “gssist schools in their knowledge utilization activities: the first
service--dissemination--was intended to support the implementatipn of specai-

ic R&D curricula or inservice materials {most of which had been formally,
validated through field testing and expert reviews). Each project assembled
a formal knowledge base, or pool of R&D products, and information about these

1 various products was made available to client schools at an appropriate poxnt
1n the local school's problem-solv1ng process.

The !U‘pnd servxce--technxcal assxstance-~had the goal of aimproving Fe
the problem-solving skills of school- and district-level staff so that
‘they would be, both in the short and long run, better users 0£\%ggcat10nal
R&D. To thas end, each project provided technical assistance and 'trdining to

~ local site staff as they engaged in a multi-staged problem-solving process,
ingluding the identification of a probMm, examination of alternative solu

\ tions, selgetion of a solution (from, the project's knowledge base), aya

*implementation of the selected new“product or practxce. . - /

&

} Thus, the final question 1is, how effective’ were the networké an

¥ delivering services to the target schools and in providing the congxtxons 8

° that promoted school-level success? The answer is clearly a positive one.

The projects supported their target schools through a rather 52f8n81ve
robltm-solvxng process, providing process assistance and substantjpve train-
ghg. This process culminated, In an overwhelming majoraity of the gchools, in
the adoption and implementation of an externally developed prodqét or prac-
tice from the projects' aopproved knowledge bases. Furthermore, most local
school personnel report satisfaction with:the innovations they selected, and
plan to continue their use with little “Or-mewmggdification, at least in the
fear éture. Few schools developed greater org#hizational capacity for
repeading an intemsive problem-solving activaty using their own resources,

. yet personal benefits to participating staff and other changes it the organi-
zational processes of the schogols were reported as well, Perhaps more
surprisidq, giv@n=the relative intrusiveness of RO stratggxes and personnel,
was that the i1ncidence of reported negative effects nas neglxgxble *

-~

Although each of the projetta achieved at least modest success
in delivering the services that resulted in positive outcomes at the school
ievel, some projects were more effective thaql‘:hers. %g.cggparxsons between

> L

*A fwll exglxcatxon and explanation of outcomes of the RDU experience
within the targét schools 1s the focus of Louis, Rosenblufm and Molitor, 198l.
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projects are made, it should be emphasized that the intent 1s not to eyal-
Uate or to” pit one project against another, The RDU program wes not & race
in which each contestant was rushing to beat the others to the finish lifie;
there wére no trophies\ for winners, or booby prizes for losers. However, the
RDU program wa$ desigped to tesh.seven variations on the networking.theme.
Each project ‘designed 1ts own ‘networking strategy according to a general set

" of parametegrs specifjed in the RFP. There were many commonalitiles 1in the

strategies that were designed--including 8 mix of organizations in each
network under the leadership of a prime contractor, the use of field agents
housed 1n” subcontract ing agencies, the development of a knowledge base of
approved products or practices, and an emphasis on both the problem-soleing
process arid the adoption and implementation of products--but there were also
a variety of subtle and not so subtle differences between strategies. Since
the program was designed as a research-action program to demonstrate the.
efficacy of different field-designed demonstrations, it 1s important to point
toe8?fferences, ot only 1n strategies and operations, but in outcomes as
well. In‘this way, we may sift the evidence, regarding the relative efficacy
of the approaches that were taken and draw some conclusions about how to
maximize the efficacy of interorganizational arrapgements to ote knowl-
edge utilization. -

How did the RDU-sponsored interorganizational networks compare’
on their service delivery outcomes? In this analysis, an operational defini-
tion of service delivery outcomes must first be developed. While many
different types of ,services were delivered by the RDU projects, the two
gereric service components (which we have also referred to ag key elements of
the RDU intervention) are products and external technical assistance.
Analyses presented elsewhere (Louis, Rosenblum and Molitor, 1981) indicate
that particular characteristics of the products that were adopted and 1imple-
mented by client schools, and of the‘external assistance that was provided
contribute in critical ways to gchool-level outcomes, and may, therefore, be
considered indicators of desirable service delivery outcomes.*

N . .
CharacterdBtics of the adopted products that. were found to be
important are: ¢ - '
- L]
e _product qualify: the degree to which the adopted néw
practices provide new and better ways of doing things
that are relevant to the major problems of-the school;

e amount of change required: a Bybjective measure of how
difficult 1t.was for the product to be adopted and how
much change had to occur for full implementation to 3
. take place; .

-

ooy bl

) *These variables, their me33ures,'and their relationship to site-
level outcomes are discussed at length in Louis, Rosenblum and Molitor, 1981.
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e whether the*adopted product had beemfield testeéd
* .+ or validated; ’

L comgléxlty_ of‘ the innovation, ref‘lebting the number [~
of different parts that it had; . .

y e ‘the’degree to which the innovation was accompanied by
adequate guidance for ite implementation; and -

-~

. e the degpee to wh1ch t'he product "fit" the needs of the o
local school, as intlicated by the levkl of pre-imple- -
mentation ‘adaptation that was needed, and the smount of -

- post-implementation adaptation.

P - -~

’ A
Character1st1cs¢f’ the external ass1stance that was pr‘uded -
that were found to be important are: .

-

e the degree to which the f‘1e1d agent topk intiative 1n .
prov1d1ng serv:ces, Lo S

-

e the lintensity of' f‘1e1d agent services. ref'lected i ¥,
+field agent time on site; .

4
e the total amount 'of trsining:received by school personnel
from expert trainers or ‘consultants; and -t

o the variety of types of providefs of training.
Using the site survey data, analyses of variance weLe conducted
to determine, whether there were significent differences between projects
on varisbles describing thé products ehd external assistence provided to
client schools. The results of these analyses are summarized in Tsble 7-1,
As Is immedistely apparent, of 11 ANOVAs that were calculsted, eight resulted
in significant differences between projects. In all cases, these differences
were substantial, Hltu stat..tst.tcs significant at *the .04 level or better -,
(not tabled). )

. .
. N . ’

. In looking at scores for the service delivery outcomes (dlchotomlzed
at the mean) in the four,projects described in this volume, a consistent
pattern emerges. The NETWORK .Consortium and the Florida projects, consxstent—
ly ranked- high on service delivery measures. ‘The_Michigan CEDISS pro,ject, on
the other hand, was fonsistently low, while NRC exhibited low scores on’six’
of the eight variablks in which there were sxgmf'lcant. dif ferences between
projects. The exceptions were in difficulty of product mplementatmn and
field agent time on site, on #hich NRC rsted hlgh.

-
. z

£
Not surpnsmgly, these differences  are consistent with observed
variations 1n school-level cﬁ:tcomes between projects. Some of the schm‘ .
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c‘:utcomes that hav,é__been described in this volute have also been measured

1n surveys of teachers and principals, and through systematic on-site.

interviews with local personnel.* These include:

e orqganizational change: improvéments in the structure,
functioning, climate, and publiq image of the school;

® sco})e of implementation: the magnitude of the impact
of new practices; ]

-

)
e incorporation of the product: the sontinued use of
the new Ppractices after the termination of the RDE)
o

project, and the —adm1n1strat1ve procedures used t
- " support continved use; *

~.

® :ncorporation of the process: use of EDU problem-
50lving procedures to address another problem in the
school; - - L.

" e problém resolutioh: the degree to whvich the initially - .
1dent1f1ed problem wags relieved by the 1mplemantat10n
of new matérials; and

e personal impacts: report of staff development outeomgs -
by school teachers, including "such areas as agquisition |
of new knowledge, skills, leadership role, self‘-conf‘x-
dence, and job satisfactiog..

-

The dichotomization of scores on school improvement outcomes for the projects

(also shown in Table 7-1) parallels closely the high/low patterns exhibited

in the network service outcome varisbles., Thus, FLS and the NETWORK/Consor-

tiunm not only rank above the mean on the characteristics of the intervention,

but alse consistently rank high on school outcomgs.- Similarly, CEDISS ranks

low on both the effectiveness of the services provided and on school-level

impacts. NRC represents a mixed case, ranking low on four of the outcome

mgasures, but above the mean on product and process incorporation. Thas

analysis provides Support for the conclusion that the outcomes of a network-

ing effort--the quantity and qual1ty of servxces delivered--can have a broad

impact on the clients served. ! :
There are a numbd¢ of factors inherent 1n the design and management

of the differgnt networking strategies that appear to account’ for the pat-
terns of effectiveness noted above. There are also a number of factors which
gppear not to have 1i)fluenced the outcomes within the schools, but did affect
problems or dilemmas that were facedmtn nélwbrk management . These factors,
and the the issues they 1llumipate, dlscussed in the follorung sectiong.

" F -
- a Al
- .

by

Molitor, 1981. - #

*These measures are discussed 1n det/ml‘fn Louis, Roserblum and .

-
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* : + IS %
\ERI.I’S OF ANALYSIS OF YARIANCE OF MEASURES v
. - - OF CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PRODUCTS AND EXTERNAL PROCESS,
’ . AD SCHOOL-LEVEL QUTCOHES FOR THE SE'VDI PROJECTS* ~
- PROJXCTS ~ .o, ’
~N > x \ " - = - =
. HE TWORK, - . T .
Product Yarisbles MNRC- Consortium FLS CEDISS GAse NEA®® PSIP¢e
. I . ’ . » -
- - Product Quality (N=179) . Lk - H H L -~ H L H
Amount of Change .. H N H t .. Lot
Required (K=179) * : - N\
. . . .
- Field Test/Validstion L H . H L H L H
Status (N=90) .
Complexaty (Nz90) Lt “H H v t L W '
A} ]
TAdequacy of Guidance o’ “ . e .. . - e -
for Isplementstipn {not dignificant)
(Fz‘_?g,) . - A - * v’
7 Pre-lmplesentation = .___,_v_",)"- {not signaficant) - P
. Adsptation (Nz90) - - i » . ‘
- [
Post-Isplesentation « . {not significant)
.. Adsotation (H:30) -
F. T e v
. External Assistence Ysriables
il L )
¢ LA Initrative (n=90) L H H L H L H
L.A. Tise on Site (W=90) H HoC oL LT K
- Audunt of Training (Ha179) - N R T S L
Yariety of Tramang (Nz179) © ° L M- Nt LI S ;
L] A
. —_— - ¥ |
School-tevel Outcomes .. '
. Orgsnizetional Impscts (N=200) L * M Nt Wt Tt =
. Prodoct Incorporation (Nz198) H H o H L A T S 1
Process Incorporation (NS18S) He H, W R
" Probles Solved (N:182) L H Ho» L 'to1 L
. - ¥ N
- Scope of Isplementation (Nz193) L H H L H L .
» ’ .
* Personal Impscts (N=179) . L M. H L IR A
. , ' ’
*Project scores were dichotomized st the pesn. H indicates that the . *
- project was sbove the mean for all seven profects; L that it was below.
- Y 2 #sThese projects wers not the subject of cese atudies in this volume. . :
- -~ " [4 _ hd - Y
. - b . . F_ , _ . » -
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PROJECT FACTORS AFFECTING NETWORRING DUTC?HﬁS .
’ - ° -

z ’ . Ao
In looking for patterns in project design, contextipand manzgement,
a configuration of the following characteristics.appears 40 be associated

with differences -1n the effectiveness of the network service delivery out-

-

coges: : ’ . ‘ ~
e readiness) experience and expertige of either the linkage
Or resource agencles; . -
. ® % e

e the degree to which the program coincides with the organi-
- zat1onal effords of the project's host ogganization and
the level of constraints Yn the project's host argafii-
zation for the mobil:zation of resources;

e strength and assertiveness of project leadership; and

e the aégﬁuacy of the design of the school intervention
strategy incliding the intensity and type of involve-
ment of field, agents. *

> "oy -

Patterns in the Higher-Ranked Projects

-

.

Both the Cdnsortium and Florida projects included.in their configura-
tion of organizations those that had already demonstrated a high capacity
for either the delivery of technical assistance services to schools or the
provision of specialized resources for problem solving and knowledge utiliza-
tion. In the case of the Consortium, five of the six 1inkage agencies, though
structurally dissimilar, had proven experience in dissemination programs,

st particularly as state facilitators in the National Diffusion Network,
and several had a long history of prov1déggf;roblem-solv1ng assistance to
schools or stgff development activities?” Furthermore, five of the six
" original linking agents were already employed as technical assistance
specialists by their host agenfies prior to the project's initiation and
therekore were familiar with their supervisors and with their agencyg'
organizational mission. In the Florida case, 1t was the resource ageng&éﬁ}
the universities with.their nationally known experts in curriculum products
and knowledge-base development and their experts 1in training, that con-
tributed extremely high levels of expertise and experience to the project's
- service delivery capacity. .

‘. Second, both the Consortium and the Florida projects were very
- compatible with the organizational efforts of their host organizations.
The NETWORK was a demonstrated leader i1n dissemination and in the provision
of technical assistance to schools and had an orgahizational goal of increas-
ing 1ts institutional capacity and repiitation in the field. The State
Department of Education in Florida had already embarked on a number of
efforts to link disBémination with school i1mprovement efforts, and the
Florida Linkage System was regarded by key policy mBmbers 1n the departmént
as the major mechanism for refining, solidifying, and 1nstitutionalizing
- their programmatic thrust. Thus, both Rosts provided extensive organiza-
tional support for the initiation of the project, and little or no constraints
on the ability to mobilize resources. While this was not surprising for the
NETWORK, a 4mall and.1independent. organization that 18 not faced with many
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, of the bureaucratic obstacles and constraints that canm occur 1n a govern- |
mental agency, it was particularly helpful in the Florida case, which was
. housed in a state agency. Lt : '
- < - ~

Third, both the Consortium end the Florida projects had relatively
strong and assertive project leaders. Although their leadership styles
were often associated with some management problems and conflicts (in %
the Consortium caﬁe,/zt resulted in dissatisfdction of project participants
with ocentralizéd leadership; in Florida it was a problem in terms of the
project’s interface with the bureaucratic context), their vision and tommit-
ment had positive 1mpacts as well. Both were highly motivated and were
strong advocates for networking strategy. *

. Fourth, both projects had very carefully designed scheol interveation
strategies, with a strong emphasis on both process and products. The Consor-
tium, for example, utilized a sophisticated and already tested approach to
the problem-solving process: which provided a detailed focus on the steps in
the process while stili allowimg considerable flexibility for adaptation by
the Iinker and school.* This was accompanied by a product pool that was
considered to be of high quality, although of limited scope, includifg
validated;products from 8 variety of sppropriate sources. Florida's school
intervention strategy was more complex and included formal training in.the
problem-solving techniques for school-level staff which “was wWelI received.
4 Jheshigh quality of the project's knowledge base and the delivery of knowl-
.edge-base information and resources was Jio doubt influenced by the expertise
that resided in the professionals involved in the knowledge-base activities.
. Both projects planned intensive involvement of linking agents in the schools,
although the Consortium project put a greater emphasis on the linker role,
considering the nker to be the manager of the change process at the
school level. If Florida emphasis was also placed on the provision of
technical assistaice and training from others in the resource orgasnizations
(universities) and university consultants. Although the stratedies in the
two projects differtd, a key factor in both was a high level of in-person
assistance to schools. ,

Patterns in the Lower-Ranked Projects ™&—

The configuration of project, characteristics noted ;tzﬁe was quite
different in~the NRC and Michigan projects. First, the organizations in-
volved were to a large degree less ready and had less proven expertise than
those in the Florids. and Consortium projects. .
While the NRC included the Northwest Regiohal Laburaturyﬁan agency
. which can certainly be characterized a8 "ready" and experienced), the ambig-

Jous relationship between the Lab and the project headquarters office hamper-

ed the project's ability to cepitalize on the specialized experience of the .

- ~ &
. . L)

-

7, *The T’Eﬁnsylmma School dmprovement Project (PSIP) had an equally
sophisticated process, but it had not been field tested previously and con- -
sequently worked less smoothly ih that project's first phase site's. ,
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Lab. The linkage agencies also were somewhat unprepdred for their role and in
several casds proved to be uncomfortable hosts for the linking agents. And

Michigan proved the least feady to undertske an RpU-like program. At each

level 1n the Michigam CEDISS project--theé State Department of Education,

the Career Education Planhing Districts (CEPDS) and the local schools--

assumptions of readiness proved unwarranted. As a result, .the project faced

great difficulty in startup and the mobilization of necessary resources, and

these delays no doubt are reflected to some degree 1n the relatively lower

_.impact of the project on the local schools.*

» Although the CEDISS. project compleménted the State Department of

Education's effort to implement the legislatively mandated emphasis on career.—

education, bureaucratic procedures in the department presented constraints to.
the project’'s ability to start up immediately after cdntract award. Subcon-

tracts with agencies for the development of the knowledge base, provision of

training, and research and evaluation activities were delayed eight or more

months because of state budgeting regulations. The delay resulted in a

situation where many Schools Forged ahead with only limited knowledge of the

problem-solving procegs, and had reached the product selection stage before

product descriptions were available,** . - ’

~ 7" 1he NRC was particularly constTained by an unwélcomifig and probably

\nappropriate host organization, the Hashington \Skate Department of Educa-

tion, which mever viewed the project as relevant” to its function, or poten-

tially helpful to its other attempts at developing dissemination systems.

Instead, 1t viewed the project as a Special research activaty and placed

it 1n a research, rather than servige, unit, It was also retatively unwel-

come because of tfe location of the other linkage organizations involved 1n

the NRC, 1.e., the inCtlusion of three other states. The Washington depart-

ment guite understandably® did not view 1tself ad a service organizailpn to’
other states, and therefore, felt little commitment to a consortium in which’
three-quarters of the clients were located outside its jurisdiction. In

addition, two contextual constraints had major implications for the success-

ful startup and mobilization of resources of the NRC project: a state hiring

freeze and a failure to resolve a dispute concerning a Salary raise for the

first project director which resulted in her resignation. This tucnover had

major implications for the implementation of the NRC project, since the fifst

project director was the focal point of the interpersonal network that was

the basis of the development of the NRC. The change in leadership not only
resulted 1n a change 1n management style, but also changed the basis of the,
network from an interpersonal foundation to a more contractual one.

*Assessments of project outcomes at the school level took place at
the same point in time for all projects, despite the fact that some projects
actually began delivering services later than others.

*#Th1s situation alsé occurred in the Georgia proiect which had simi-
lar mobilization problems. . s .
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The characteristica of lea rsb:r and leadership style were .an 18sue
1n both projects. In Michigah, 1t ' wds a case of both divided leadership and
relatively weak leadership., The division of labor and responsibility between
project director, project manager, and .the Office of Research, Evaluation
and Assessment Services was never sufficiently explicated and enforced, and
the abaence of clear, strong central guidance and vision appeared to be a
particular problem for the creation of new relationships within the existing
networks. 1In the NRC case, the second project director reluctantly ipherited
the job, and had difficulty Juggling administrative responsibilities with the
need to provide guidance, leadership and the establishment of effective
relationships with participating orgamizations and 1ndividuals.

The design of the gchool intervention strategy and the knowledge baseé ~
also resulted in problems for both projects. The original design of the
Michigan project, was based on & complicated ei1ght-step process which was

*deductavely defived from a problem-solving matrix. The matrix-derived
strategy was both difficult for school.personnel to understand, and was based
on misperceptions of the Sites' readiness and prior progress 1n the process.
The Strategy was also based on an assumption of voluntarism on the part of
both school staff and linkers (the CEPD coordinators]). In the case of
schools, 1t was o?ginally assumed that school tea ould 1njtiate CEDISS
activiti1es on their own and call upon CEPD coordinators for assistance. It
was also assumed that CEPD coordinators would willingly taske on the CEDISS
project activities at one site as an add-on to thear other responsibilities.
Both agsumptions proved faulty. School teams were not sufficiently oriented
to the project or knowledgeable about the process to take the expected
inrtiatives, and CEPD coordinatogs were unclear sbout their responsibilities
in the projects It was not until the redesign of the system 1n the second
year that the problem-solving matrix was abandoned and training in the
process was provided to local site personnel and CEPD coordinators. :

. 5

The chpice of career education as the curriculum area for the Michi-
gan project created unexpected problems for the development of the project's
product base. few validated career education products existed 1n available °*
product banks, and the knowledge-base developers not only started late, as
noted above, but also had to spend a great deal of time 1dentifying potential
products, screenihg them, and writing the product descriptions.* -

The NRC did not have the same problem in assembling 1ts knowledge
base, which was limited to feading, an .area 1n which many validated pro-
ducts gan be found. In fact, the NRC knowledge base adhered most closely
to a focused defihition of "R&D" products, limiting 1ts choices primarily
to those that were developed 1n NIE~-funded labs and cénters. This Yimita-
tion, however, resulted 1n dissatisfaction on the part of NRC linkers and ,
local schools, who found the knowledge base too confining and not necessar-
1ly relevant to” their local needs. - =

*a
.
L]

N . *HMichigan's delays 1n building a knowledge base were duplicated 1n
the Georgia project. See also Yin, Gwaltney and Louis, 1980.
‘ ’ ‘ P '\ \-ﬂ v Y »
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Freld agents were a key component of the NRC project, working
full-time with between six and teh schools. However, the field agent .
strategy was less ef fective here than in other projects wh}ch 1ncluded
intensive. field agent 1involvement.. In part due to.the relatively high *
level of "conflict and tension that existed between the agenes and 1

" *-divaduals in the NRC project, at least some of “Ehe NRC field agents ex

hibited greater strain 1n their role than.those 1n other projects. (See
Chapter 6, Louis and Kell, 1981.) They were relatively inexperienced,
_Jep to both the role and employment 1n their host agencies, and felt caught
v‘tee{}‘“the_ [Tesearch demands of the project director, and the service de-
‘mards of _their Nosts and client schools. They -also had experienced some

- —. confhict with™the Northwest Regionsl Laboratory (NWREL), concerning both the

~

KrOWIedQE” base and field agent training, which was.percevéd by them to be
insufficiently individualized. AT .

.y .
—

Less successful service delivery outcomes in the NRC_project may
also be explained by the way in which field agents cerried out-fheir. role.
Perhaps because the NRCwgroject placed great emphasis on field agent an-
volvemenf 1n research activities, they, spent, less time with teachers than
the full-time field agents 1n other projects (see Louis and Kell, 1981) and

. concentrated more on interaction with.administrators. Not surprisingly,”

teacher satisfaction with Ffield .agents and impacts on participating staff __ >

’
ld

rated rather low an the NRC project.
[ 4 “ -
The roles apnd 1involvement of 'held agents were, of course,’ quite
different in the Michigan project. CEPD coordinators (the field agents 1n
the project) reported spending 1%-10% of their professional work time on the
CEDISS,project. ™ Although they only worked with one school, 1n contrast to
full-time.field agents 1n other projects who worked with four te ten schools,
their minimal involvement in the program prevented many of them from becoming
sufficiertly oriented to the project and from fully developing their role 1n
the linkage system. In the redesign of ‘the project, their role was further
reduced, and the central leadership and training subcontractor tpok on more
of 'the responsibility for 1in-person assistance in the schools. The only
other network that also designed a strategy with a relatively low level
of - involvement of field agents was the NEA, and. there, too, impacts at the
site level rated low 1n comparison to the other projects. Furthermore, 1n
Both systems the service providers.were housed 1n agencies thgt were less
proximate te their client schools than they were in other projects (they were
.. located in state education associations, state departments of education or
the knowledge-base spegialty areas in_the NEA project; and in subcontracted
resource agencles or the state department in the case of the redesigned

" CEDISS network). Thé implication of this finding is that 1t 1s not enough to

provide, m-person assistance to schools in the knowledge utilization process;
the location of thosef agents of assigbance 1s also important. Particularly .
1f the relationship 1s spread out ‘over a substantial period of time, 1t
appears more effective if the person 1n the linking role is housed 1n an
agency more proximate to the client gchools than, for example, a state-level

- organization. . ] .

PROJECT FACTORS THAT DIli NOT AFFECT NETWORKING OUTCOMES

. The previous section described a configuration of design, contextual
and management facters that were associated with networking effectiveness
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and the delivery of services to’client schools. It.is also significant to
note three basic network design features that were ,not part of this con-
fiquratign, and that did not discriminate between more or less effective
network performance.* “These design factors are: - .

- .

e the relative complexity of the network; - .

. !

e 1ts physical dispersion (state, region, or nat onali;
— and

e 1ts underlying organizat1ona1 structure (consortium 5'
vs. hierarchical). -

.

— B . } o S,
Complex vs. Simple Networks . N

effeqtive networking strategy
resources from diverse

It 1s frequently assumed that the mos
1s one thdt brings together a variety of speci1alize
organ1zations, thereby providing a.rich array of seryices to schools. The
RDU program represents considerable varistion along the spectrum of complex-
ity and saimplicaty. The Florida and NRC projects (and the Pennsylvania
School Improvement Project as well) were examples of relatively complex®
organizational configurations including, in the Frorida case, a state depart-
ment of education, Teacher Education Centers as linkage agencies, and uni-
versities as resource agencies; in the NRC case, four state departments,
three intermediste school districts, a regionsl laboratory as a® ource
agency and the planned involvement of & umversity. Its complexily was
further augmented by the involvement of a large Executive Committee.

The Michigan TEDISS, project also encompassed a relatively large\\

,nurber of orggnizations, or umts: three units in the state department, two

intermediate districts and an 1ndependent organization as fesource agencies’,
and a very large number of Career Education Planping Districts (CEPDs) as
linkage_sgencies. But the project looked mdre complex than it actually
was, since most of the major funct1ons were to a large degree carried out
at the project-management level, with the exception of freining.. The Con-
sortium-representad the simplest structure of any of ‘the RDU projects.
(Somewhat less simpl are the NEA  andBEorgia projects.)

Both simple and complex networks appear at both ends of the scale of
networking effectiveness. Thus, for example, a simple network li the
Consortium ranked consistently high on service delivery and school out-
comes, whereas other simgle networks (the NEA and Georgia projects) did not.
A complex network like-t lorida Linkage .System rated high whereas Michigan
and the NRC did not. Clearly, meny other factors besides simplicaty or
complexity account. for these differences (and several of these have been
noted above). The idportant lesson here 1s that while specialized resources
may be desirable, 1t 1s not necessarily essential that they reside 1n spe-
cialized organizations.

"
-

. *The reader 1s reminded that what 1s. being discussedhere is only
the relevance to seryice delivery and ultimate site outcomes of the factors
examined individually. These factors did have an impact on management
issues, which will be described in a later section. —
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The Physical Dispersion of the Network

w r

One of the.criteria by which the four projects were chosen as
cases for inclusion in this volume wags the geographic span of the network. \
This was 1in response’ to the belief that. a major question, from the federal
perspective, 1s whether networks can be organized on & national, regional
o; statewide basis. It is, therefore, particularly interesting that the .
variasble of physical dispersion. alone does not account for differences in
networking effectiveness. The consistent pattegn- of high ratings on the .
service inputs that predicted positive site outMp:ats in cne state- °
based project (Florida), and in 8 nationally dispersed (the Consortium).
(The other nationally dispersed project, -the NEA, on the other hand, was
rated among the lowest on this measure.) The Michigan and NRC projects also
vary on this dimension, with one being a state.based project and the other a
regional one. Thus national, regional, or state-“baiqd networks can be, con- ,
sidered altermnaCive models for .dxsseminatlon systems, . : @

- [}

-

Underlying Structures of a Network: Consortia vs. Hierarchical Design

. Onme variation ip natwork design concerns the underlying structure
" of "how the orgamizations 1in the network relate to one another. Here, too,
the ROU projects present: interesting variations. The RDU networks exhibit
two basic types of organizational designs: consortia and MYerarchichal.
A consortium_is typically a collaboration,of organizations serving.similar
functions, or’ having common interestd or needs which find the exchange
of resources or materials to be mutually bgneficial. Thus,, for example,
there are consortia of colleges and universities which permit cross-regis-
tration by students, consortia of libraries, etc.. Participants in a consor-
tium are usually peer organizations, with no.one having legitimate authority
' over the othets. Three gof the RDU projects were organized as consort1a*
(and, 1indeed, used that word in two of the project names). It is not
surprising that these were the projects that included organizations across | *
state boundaries  where there was no logical supraorganization, although
contractual requirements necessifated that-a single organization -had_to
be named as prime contractor and project host. :

-
" .’

r LY
- .

*It 1s difficult to classify RDU networks as ideal_consoTtia becausde
they involved contractual relationships. federgl, contract law required one .,
agency to be a prime contractor and the. btherjrgsnizations in the network
to be subcontractors. Thusg#all of the projeéis exhiffited some properties
of a hierarchical design with the pru&co&;actor having legal administra-
tive, supeswisory and “leadership resporisibilities for each linkage system.

One--the NEA--is hard to classify. The National Educatlomal Association

(NEA) can be considered a supragrganization of 1its congtituent state saso-

ciations (which housed one-half pf the lipkers), and thereby 1s somewhat

typical of the hierarchical structyre. However, the state associstions

do not "report" to the NEA and have independent financial bases. The project ..
also included.linkers from state departments of education--organizations in '
which the NEA typically has no authority or special legitimacy and the factor P
that makes the NEA more like a sbeclal. deviant case on this dimension.
Overall, it appeared to be more like "a cohsortium than a hierarchical or-
ganization, and. 1ts director- atte\np\ted to conduct it as such, |, .

LY F3 LY
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Four of the projects were organized under a basically hierarchical
design. These were within state networks with the state department of
.educat16ny; a governmental unit, es prime contractor, and with stste govern-
mental units as linKage agencies (e.g., intermediste school districts,.
intermediate service agencies, or Teacher EducatIon Centers). In each of
these csses, the host grganization of the project headquarters had an admin-
1strative or authoritative relationship with the subcontracted linkage
agencies, either because they were financially supporte¢ by the state or
created or authorized through state legislation. While many of these inter-
mediate organizations function autonsmously, there 1s rarely disagreement
that they report to the otate 'department for at least some significant
portion of their fuhctions. Although the subcontracted.resource organiza-
tions 1n these state projects were not necessarily governmental units (e.g.,
High/Scope 1n the Michigan project), the und€Tlying structure of these
projects was more pyramidal than that found in the consortia. N

_From the policy perspective, an important question 18 whether formal
arrangemerits among o tions in a network are more effective if organ-
1zed as consortia or &8 more hierarchical designs. In the case of the RDU
projects, that variable alone did not account for differences 1n site out-
comes. The NETWORK Congortium was effective in this regard, the Northwest
Reading fonsortium was ]Jess so. Networking. outcomes in the Florida projgct
. were among the most positive, and Michigan ranked much lower.

Clearly, however, there are management dilemmas which consortium

. leaders face which are different, in degree 1f not 1in kind, from those
faced by managers in a more:edsily legitimized host organization. In the

case of the consortia in the ROU program, this was particularly sd, since

peer organizations dwere -prime contractors who either assumed the role of

centralized leader more than the peer organizations had expected (as in the

Consortium), or the host organization was reluctant to assume.a sufficiently

supportive Fole (as in the Washington state department in the NRC). *

L] » ' -

The management dilemmas associated with the underlying structure
of the network design_are different from, but overlap with, those associated |
with the other two design characteristics described above--complexity and
geographic dispecsion. Coordinating resources and,providing support across
a wide area and among diverse, differentiated organizations can be difficult,
aithougly qvercome 1f sppropriates communication mechanisms are gpsfablished.
However, 1t 18 not surprising that the nationally dispers€d consortium
that was successful (1.e., the NETWORK Consortium) was not a complex network,
and was thereby easzer to coordinate then the more complex and less effective
consort ium of the NRC. e

’

A ) <
DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT ISSYES AND “MPACTS
-~

Knowledge utilization networks can be quite effective in delivering
high quality services that have an impact om client schools. However, little
remained of the actual network-buijding e{fort beyond the th,gee-year Funding
, period. What did remain, at least for the short-term, were the effects on

the schobls,* agd "pockets" of cpntinuation in the following aceass:

-
*See Louis, Rosenblum and Hoahtor,‘ 1981. ) . .
1 - ¢ ' -
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? Q the avaipbilify. of materials that were developed nder - .
. "the projects! asuspices for “nse By.hgst ‘agencies or for - *
., dissemination to interested parties; - F
Fi - L ¥ . N
B s improved capacity for technical assisipnce and, promot ing 'm

. - knowledge transfer, largely within the linkage orgamza-
! tions that housed the linking sgents;

N -

] professldnal development on the part of & large number ’

of the linking agents who were sble to, incytporate and, . e T
utilize their new skills in’the futther advancement, of . ) |
" their careers, . . .

+ - . -

- i ‘¢ incorporation of the learnimgs from the RDU-éxperience
- into other ongoing, dissemination efforts wfthin the - '
existing agepcies, such as the Stafe Facilitator Pro- :
Jjects within<+he National Diffusion Netuork, or
Stste Capacity Building Grant Programs, of ,the _~

v gional Exchange Program {in the case of the,
K ‘Northwest.Regwnal Laboratory); and ) cot
‘-, _7s lipited ngtworking of components within some ROU >
— . pro,]ects thal had established relationships durmg

the funding period. .

Two projects appeared for 8 whlle to be 1nst1tut10na11mng the
network per se, the CEDISS project and the Pennsylvania,School Improvement
Project PSIP).* In the csse of the former,-the CEDISS project staff became
8 permanent part of the Michigsn state department's Office of Career Educa-
.tion, 8s originally intended. But career education has sufferéed in the
economiC crisis in that state, the department of educatmn has had to deal
with severe budget cuts, greatly hampering the likelihood of the project's .
cont',lmatmn. In the_case of RSIP, the process intefvention _hds been trun-
catep in the continuing program so as to be aslmost unrecogmzable, and the
remagmng influentisl sponsor-~the project director-~-has not been contmued

* in.his posi¥on because of his noh-civil Bervice status. .
HWhy 1s it so difficult to institutionalize & network? Some R{)U‘6
managers claimed that permanent continustion of the entire networking effort
pér .was pever intended (see Corwin, 1980). "As noted in Chapter 1, NIE,
. assumptions that sofie continuation of project, functions tould occur were
impliéat, and specific expectations about what types of ~continuat 10n might be
most, - egirable were not clearly “articulated.** 'They felt -that the RDU pro-

. *This pnoject W8s ‘not- the squgct of a,case study in this volume.
..+ **The Program Officet encouraged the- projects to think about Ways
©of msti’tutmnahzmg, but deliherstely refrained from setting .out sn NIE
mgndate concerning institutionalization, Eor exemple, project directors
exp}:essed confusion 88 to whether institutionalization .meant permanent
continuation of.some versions of RDY, by the host orgsnizstion, 8 continued
ute of some of the materials of RDU by the host organization, 8 continued usg

of gome of materidls and rdeas of ROV fin 8 variety of agencies (but not
‘necessam Yy An a coordinsted way), the jpossible two-year extensions for
demonstration and dxssemnatipn of RDU-baped msterisals and idesd, or eveh

- j:ho possibility of* more open—-ended NIE f ¥1ng. .
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[C b v - 159""‘ 1.65 e

\ L3

. ! ! »
LI . An



e . p
» . " - : - . -
Jects wefe, as stated, field designed action-reséarch demonstrations for a
. three-year time period, and that the push for "permanence" gained greater J
. emphasis midway through the funding period. This was particularly the case
for the two national and one regional project, none of which were housed 1n
the appropriate strugtures 1f.institutionalization of the entire metwork was
- the goal. However, even here, greater remnants of continuation might have
occurred as, for example, within the organizations involved or between
! elements of the network. '

.. = But what about the projects based in state departments of educgtxon,
several of which had clearly stated objectives of creating permanent d{gagm-\\_,,{
4 1nat 10n networks out of the RDU experience? In these cases, there was poten-
' _tial for 1nstitutionalization and yet very little occurred. ' .
. - i .
’ ‘P’ In all likelihood, many features that characterized the design,
and management of the project posed dilemmas that were diffitult to resolve,
and contributed to the low level of maintenance of ongoing networking .
beyond the furiding period. These include:

%

)

o the location of the project within the host organ-
. . 1zat1on and the degree to which the project was ~
integrated within its context;

' --. the degree to which project managepent'and leader-
»+ , ship was centralized or decentralized;

" @ the clarification of goals #nd expectations for
partigipat ing organizations and 1ndividuals;

.

o the'multiple foc: of the networks' operations; and
- - ha * . -

e the balance between interpersonal ‘and 1nterordart-
1zational stroctures.in the networks. ..

’ - 3 [

* It 15 to these 18sues which we now turn. -

_ Relationships Mithan Host Organization .

The choice of location of a discretipnary project or activity within
the admifustrative stfucture of its host organization can have "important
oy .1mp11cat1'§73 for the effectiveness of the activity, its patential impact, and
. 1ts futuré. Locatiog proved to be a seriocus problem for many of the RDU
. projects. 0On the one hand, the project's special status "as an externally
. furided contract, and 1ts definition as both a service delivery and a research
N activity,-was a convincing argument for placing the project either in a
. - research unit of the .host, or in.its own special slot.{ On the other hand, *
- placing the project withia a unit which modt clearly approximated its area of ~ f
., dctivaty, such as an office of disseminatiod, curriculum, or school improve- p
ment, would provide oppartunities for approprlaté support, expertise, knowl-
. edge and resources that would enhance the ‘project's capabilities. It would
‘also have the effect of providing opportunities for the project to contribute .
1ts growing knowledge, materials and‘expert1se to ongoing related activities ¢

1 »
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within the host oggémzatxon, and 1ncreage the likelihood that major elem
of the new nebworking str res uld continue within the hogt, if_they
proved-successful., . . ' ;

The ROU projects were placed in a variety of types of unitsYwithin
their host organizations, some of which, were not totally compatible with the
service delivery aspect of the program. While this.did not necessarily
hamper the networks' ability to carry out thé€ir mission, 1t often con-
strained sufficient integration with the core service activities of the host

to overcome the buresucratic hurdles that were sometimes a problem for the .

projects. “In addition, 1solated locations in the host facility Failed to
promote the kinds of interpersonal networking inside the sponsoring agency
that would facilitate continuatiop. This factor was sometimes aggravated by
choosing a project director who was either not previously a member of the
prganization or was not of &entral status within it and could therefore not
bridge the gap between the project and 1ts host. )

There appears to be no optimum location for a project with sgecial
status such ss RDU; no one pYacement 1n our study seemed to work better than
others. What 1s importent, however, 1s to strike the appropriate balance
between project location and project host so that the necessary links can be
made over time. The NRC, for example, was a.case of \placing 8 project in a
research unit of a state department, but uMer the directorship .of a person
who had been well integrated in the host. After her departure, however,
the subsequent director could not capitalize on previous contacts within the
host , just as he could not build on prior interpersonal relationships across
the other states as his predecessor had. The Florida situation represented
a different problem. In that,case both the director, who had been 'in the
department for a while, and the project placement seemed appropriate. But
the director was not sufficiently a part of the culture of the organization
to facilitate the reinforcement Lhat r§ necessary for the activities to take
hold on @ long-term basis.* Unless the appropriate relationship 1s estabe
lished sometime during the period .of "special status," it 1s not likely

at

the collaborative arrangements will continue.

*

Cemtralized vs. Decentralized Management

Each of the interoganizational netwqrks that characterized the RDU
projects operated under the leadership of a headquarters unit which . served
a3 the formal recipient of the federal award and the general admimistrator
of the rest of the network. The degree to which the project director's

-

’ N

] *The casse of Pennsylvania 1s particularly telling. The project
director was appointed from outside and was an "exempted,” non-civil ser-
vice employee. The project took the fancy of the new state superintendent,
who came from an agency which had ‘a subcontract with the ROU project. The
supesintendent appointed the project director to a Division Directorshaip,
but because of his exempted statys, the appointment, wes contested, and his
contfact was not remewed. While the superintendent 13_committed to a much
simplified version of the Pennsylvania School Improvement Process, the abil-
ity of the project to endure without supportive leadership at the management
level is'very uncertain. ! -2
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of fice exercised stronlj and centralized management of the regt of the activi-
ties undertaken by individuals in the linkage and resource organizations {as
well as in the schools) proved to be a concern fof the managers and the other
participants. This was particularly an issue for those networks where

the project's host was not necessarily viewed as either more powerful or more .
expert than the other participants, The management of a petwork of peers,
such gs those in a true consortium relationship, may require a different
management style than that which 1is appropriate in a more hierarchical
organizational set. Although strong leadership and & sense of vision are
important, centralized control may.not be acceptable for a consortium
leader. A mere participatory management style would not only have the
consequence of enhancing a’sense of ownership and commitment on the part of
network participants, but that commitment combined with effHctive coordina-
tion and _lesdership would most likely maximize the achievement of nelworking
goals, \ ‘ ’ ‘

- ,

”,

- However; it 18 1mportant to note that this 1ssue was not only a

problem for consortia-like projects, but for hierarchical projects as well.
Even 1f the linkage agencies were governmental units within a stgte {dnd
especially if they were Independent resource agencies or univergities),. the
typical mode of operation was one of relative automomy, and subcontractors®
resisted too much direction and control from above. Iension between the
quest for local con\trul and local ownership and the quest for centralized
management was evident in_all projects. '

Goals and Expectations for Partlclpaflnq Individuals and Organizations

- Some of the perlems sociated with centralized management were °
related to the concern many regarding the clarification of goals and
expect ations of participatingforganizations and individuals, In general,
clearest goals and expectations were set for participants at the local site ¥
level. They were expected to engage in M predefined step-by-step problem-
solving process, and ultimately adopt and implement a new product or practice
from the project's approved. knqwledge base. Most project directors and
headgyarters staff also had clear organization or personal goals (in mind o
on paper) and expectations of what their roles and respongibilities were.\
More of, a problem existed, however, regarding'the goals, expectations, and
respénsibilities of the "middle" group in each network: the field agent host
organizations and supervisors, the resource organizatiogs, and the field
ageghs themselves. The ambiguity produced many conflicts and tensions within ~
the project that probably inhibited the effectiveness of the networking

! .

effort. ’
iuftlple Foci of the Projects B .
? The ROU projects bad to Jjuggle multiple goals and activities. Ffirst

of atl, ROU was both a service delivery program and & research program, and
not infrequently, these two agendas competed with each other. At all levels
in the in\erorganizational networks, tension between the service and research
aspects of the program was an occasional problem. This manifesteg itself in
several ways: concern about time taken away from providing dir¥et assis:'
tance 1 order to fulfill research demands; lack of consensus among network
participants on the relative emphasis of research and servicej lack of

clarity of the purpogse and audience of research and the relationship of the

¢




research activities conducted within the projects and those conducted by the
external research contractor; and lack of expeftise and experience on the
. part of the many project host organizations in either conducting the research
‘themselves (as was the case” in four projects) or 1in gupervising the research
conducted*by subcontractors {as 1n three projects), ot

. f] .

Futhermore, the service delivery componept of the projects had ’
multiple foci as well. The RDU projects promote?‘two types of knowledge
transfer: information (and assistarice) on thé problem-solving process, and
information ¢n the availability of appropriate externally developed and
validated new curricula programé and practices. Some projects put greater
emphasis on the problem-solving process than others; not purprisingly, these
were the projects which designed a strategy with intensive field agent
involvement who were thereby able to assist local schq&l sites 1in that tlm\
consuming process. *

-

For the most part, all of the projects were able to balance thése two
aspects of the .ntervention, keeping each in the propér perspective. How-
ever, all projects faced occasional tensions between the two program objec-
tives. Many field agents, for example put greater emphasis on client
needs and were less concerned about adoption from ,the project's approved
knowledge base than were t'he project managers. (See also Louis, and Kell,
1981.) As a result, some local sites did not select products at all, or
chose products from other sources (see Yin, Gwaltney and Louis, 1980). On
rare occasions (e.g., in the Florida project) a-site was dropped from the
projects because of unwillingness to adher¢ to the specific product focuy.

Furthermore, within projects, there was not always consensus on t
part of orgam}atmns of individuals regarding the importance of each emplia-
s1s of the «ntervention, nor were their assumptions sufficiently explicat
“Many found the rigidness of the demonstration, both problem focus (1
its limitation to basic skills, for example) or 1in prodyct focus (r.e.

to their philosophical “approach to school assistence and{gchool 1
All of these issues contributed to both management dilemmas
tions for both project mat‘gers and participants. ’

aNi

zgtféal Ne£works ' *

.

Intergersonal or fnterorg

As descnbed-‘ﬁ\ Chepter 2, the commusication lrnks 1n wledge-

utilization networks may be interpersonal or interorganizational or both.
The networks creatéd by RDU were structurally interorganizational--that
18, they involved a contractual relationship among a variety of organiza-
tions. HoweveT)\ not only were many of the networks formed on the basis of
prior ‘intergérsohal dinks, but many of the communications processes that were
a part of the demonstration were largely interpersonal, and the on-site
fechnical assistance intervention was, of course, largely a personal one.
f

Both interpersonal and interorganizationsl linkages proved to be
hi mportant to the success of the nebworking effort. However, many
prpjects found 1t diffigult to maintain the right balance between the
twp., Fgr example, where 1nterpersonal cpntacts were the ba%is -of the new
rglatignship, often those 1individuals did not continue to be the principal
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actors 1n the act1v1t1es that were undertaken by the project. In the Con- *
sortiuwm, for example, thes agency supervisors (who knew each other before)
'dxd not play as major g role as the field agents, who were all new to
the network. In the NRCy the entire benefit of the interpersonal! network
was lost when 1ts axis, the original project director, was replaced.

It appears that a three-year time period 1s not sufficient to either
solidify an interorganizational! network that was built upon an interpersonal
foundation, or to create the aimportant interpersonal linkages upon which
an interorganizational system can function.

I "

MANAGEMENT DIFFICULTIES AND NETWORKING SUCCESSES:
A PARADOX AND ITS IMPLICATIONS
' Ced
In this and the previous chapters we 'have discussed many indicators
of network success, ranging from short-run managerial effectiveness {such
as network member satisfaction and smooth communication and coordination *
between organizational units), to near-term outcomes (client satisfaction,
and the gquantity and quality of services delivered) and more long-term
lndlcatorskof impact (knowledge utilization and improvement in schools, and
instetution ation of the network). Each of these may be thought of as a
legitimate measure of network success. hi |
¢ ]

The RDYU networks also experienced a nunber of design and management ~
difficulties and @ major conclusion of this chapter should be reemph831;§9
organizational weaknesses and tensions do have observable, negative conSe-
guences on these indicators of network success. Projects with flawed de-
signs, weskly committed sponsorjng organizations, and conflict fared worse
than those that suffered only modest startup and implementation problems.
Nevertheless, even 1n the least effective of the networks thaby have been
examined 1n the previous chapters, we find the demonstration was at least
modestly effective in providing sypport to many of their cfient schools,
«and--perhaps more surprisingly--there is little evidence of any 31gn1f1cant
regressive effects even 10 those schools that did not benefit.

The cases do not present any definitive explanation for this para-
dox: effective networking outcomes resulting in school- level success coupled -+
with the fhxlure of the ‘networks to endure. Thus, a Blightly more speculative
approach 1s 1in order. , Two possible explanations, each consistent with one
type of current organizational theory, 3uggesl themselves.’

A Managerial Interpretation -- And Some Lessons . !
' *

-

The ROU projects delivered quality services which led to good schoo*f
outcomes, largely because of the robustness of the basic school intervention
strategy, which comprised (even in the least effective cases) an emphasis on,
local definition of the problem, ext’ernal support for finding new curriculum
pract ices, greater technical assistance and ,training support than they would
have otherw:se received, and enough monitoring by an external agency to keep .
them from falling behind. Pcojects were, bowever, generally poorly designed
from an organizational perspective, although they varied along this dimen-
sion as well as 1in the degree to which they were able to make mid-course
ad Justments to compensate for unant icipated design flaws or lack gf adequate
exposition in the initial design.




‘i -

~ _Problems of design and management were not entirely the fault of
the projects, because theories relating to collaborative interorganizational
networks are sparse compared to theories of intraorganizational design and
management. Their problems were exacerbated by thg. fact that (1) the federal
government had not established clear standards by which project design and
management should be judged, and they therefore allowed projects with design
flaws to enter the demonstration; (2) the federal goverrment provided them
with technical assistance and corrective feedback only when problems became
extremely severe (Corwin, 1980); (3) the federal goverfment had not identi-
fied what 1t desired when 1t urged the projects to plan for 1institutional-
1zation; and (4) the demonstration was not®funded for long enough to allow
the fledgling networks to work out the bugs in, their systems, and to build
more stable relationships. ' -

NIE should not, however, be faulted ‘for failing to provide manage-
ment suppart-OT\this type, for it lacks the mandate to interfere in projects
designed by statf departments, or organizations such as the NEA, even 1if 1t
1s footing the b1ll and those organizations are under contract. The struc-
lic education system is sufficiently fragmented *(Wayland,
1964) an e constitutionally allowable role of the federal goverrment
syfficadntly vague so as to make real federally orchestrated management of
cts like these extremely difficult. In addition, because of the legis-
lative basis for NIE, the agency did not have a legitimate basis on which to
try to develop and support a system; 1t only had legitimate authority to
mount a short-term research-focused prograpn (Sproull, 1978; Corwin,.1980).
These are, real constraints on edycation that are suymply not, felt 1n other
sreas, s as housing or energy, re the federal role 1is not constitutions
ally geastralged. o : N

. Thus, RDU failed to achieve 1its full measure of success, both at the
‘school level {where impacts could have been improved--good outcomes are less
than optimal) and at the organizational and interorganizafgonal levels.
The networks often stumbled through the projects, and dlSln?!Qrated at the
cessation ps federal fundlng;'_or shortly afterwards, largely because of
management weaknesses which necessarily characterize a system riddled with
unclear division of labor, uncertain priorities, and limited legitimacy for
exercising interorganizational“leadership at all levels.

. If this interpretation of the. disjuncture 1n resylts 13 accepted,
several le3sons may be extrapolated. ¢
L 4

e Networks should be selected on the basis of the
quality of their interorganizational design. Once
the configuration 1is set in cpncrete, through sub-
contracts and commitments to personnel, 1t is

< extremely difficult to alter it,

* L]
e Networks should. be funded for longer periods if they -
are to persist.. Perfecting a design, and overcoming
the l1abalities bf "organizational newness”" in creat-
ing networks between organizations, takes a great deal ‘a
Y of tame and energy, Without a longer period of traal,
reversion will almost always occur. :

- - v

\ T65 171 .




'l/ L] f »
. o ° ‘[hé funding agencies should ‘be prepared to step in and )
provide further support if unavoidable problems in the ,

_ sponsoring networks (such as massive economic problems, .
or major turnover) coincide with the unstable period of .-
transition from federal to local funding.

e, -The funding agency should, within the confi of the
» systemic constraints placed upon it, provide greater
‘ . . technical essistance.to’ networks in obtaining self-
correct ing feedback.

e The funding agency should not be misled by early indi-
catpons of failure. Many.startup and design problems
can be corrected, and projects are, generally, not all
of the same "age" despite the fact that they may have
been funded at the same time- v

# Better design and mansgement at all levels 1s achiev- . ’
* @ble, and desirable.

.

- An Organizational Anarchy Interpretation -- And Some Lessons Nt

Another 1interpretation, however, .looks not to the pecadillos of
management but to the 1inevitability of .organizational anarchy--particularly
within 1nterorganizational networks (Cohen and March, 1974; March and Olsen,
1976)] Lack of control over decision making is viewed as the norm, and
design decisions by leaders are only one factor entering into the success of
organizational endeavors. . :

Following the organizational anarchy model, the fact thlt organiza-
. tions gan be successful at one level (dt the school level, for example) . 1
without succeeding=at another, 1s one that needs no explanation: it often
occurs, and 1t 18 one of the Teasons why the tendency toward autonomy of
parts within and between organizations is functional (Weick, 1976).

Ac‘co:dmg to the organizational snarchy m'del, the problems faced by
the new interorganizational networks, and their eventual dissolution at the
end of a three-year funding period, are more predictable than effective
functioning and Survival would have been. The networks constructed by the
projects--or at least the content of the relationships between participating
organizat ions--were not naturally occurring ones. Most interorganizational
relationships that endure can be viewed as exchanges between units which take
place on a voluntary basis {Levine and White, 1972) and reflect scme resource,
scarcitiles within organizations which make this exchange valuable. The'
organizations which banded together under RDU, on the other hand, did s0o on a
contractual basis, where the contract often reflected only a very temporary
. acquisition and exchange of reaouvﬁzs for the parties to the agreement. They
were physically far aspart, usuall¥ very dissimilar in structure and goals,
and had little in common aside from the project snd, occasionally, some prior
interpersonal ties. ™ .‘-;%

Tor ¥ .

There are many benefits that could and did accrue to each partici-
pating organization, particularly the stimulation of being involved in an
exciting federal demonstration projett with the potential for learning and
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new activities. However, there were also costs associated with the ‘rela-

“tionship. The tensions that occurred were, not surprisingly, often over
the issue of contrdl and autonomy. To a certain degree, each drganization
had to give up some of 1ts autonomy to participate--a temporary deciSion
which runs counter to the orgamzational tendency to protect itself against
accruling obligations to external parties. The organizations actually made
decisions to participate in the exchange, but for a limited time, and to a
limited degree.  The project was, after ally a tiny portion of,the budget
and activities of any of the funded agehcies, and was typically a very
mafginal activity. “The evolutidn of the contractual relationship, however,
brought inevitable disappointments, particularly to subcoptracting agencies,
Jshich chafed under the /invasions of their autonomy.

furthermore, the context in which the networks operated was _ghanging.’
Heads of'.agent:les or departments changed with regularity, and the agendas of *
their successors did not always include the same external commitments. In
addition to changing actors, the economic environment was rapidly changing
and-the edugational agencies were preparing for decline.

In summary, 1t would have taken Rctive decisions \and firm commitments
to maintain the fragile interorganizational networks after the contractual-
ly Jbased RDU activities ceased because of the need to commit resources,
and also because of the need to negotiate and devel a new, non-contrac-
tual basis for the network. There Was, in fact, no decision not to continue *
"the networks, and continuation would have required active effort on the. part

of many systems. N
) ) Under thais mde.&th& fragmentcd‘ remains of the networks were the
most that could have been expected. Indeed network disappearsnce 1is part of
a natural process in which many temporary or new organizational coalitions
rise, but few persist. While some potentially valuable networks die un-
timely deaths, the costs of maintaining formal networks that .are difficult
to self-sustain far outweigh"the starfup costs of developing new tedporary
networks when they are perceived to be needed. )
. Some lessons tifat might be extrapolated from the above 1nterpret.at10n
- are: * v’
" ¢ Complex and}formal 1nterorgar;12at1onal networks are
irheredbly” Aragile, and typically do not persist for
long periods\of time; networking or linking activities

however, do gontinue. . )
[ ' l‘
o. Transitions from one basis of a network to another are .
often difficult, because the underlying assumptions
. . about resource gxchanggs are radically altered. Thas .
. . may have enormous impacts on persistence after federal

funding, or on effectivehiess after moving from an int'er-
personal basis fo a contractual one.

® If there 1s a need to build a formal interorganiza-
tional system where one does not naturally exist,
there will typically be a need for either long-term
fundyng, or other farms of external pressure/support.

A ——
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e The desirability of improving management of networks,
or of sustaining networks for long periods of time,
should be weighed against the opportunity costs of funding
temporary systems to achieve temporary ends. Given the
mutability of the context, what appears to be an ideal
.system today may be a burden tomorrow. ' :
e ¢The federal government should not expect institutional-
1zation, which requires active organizatidnal support at
all levels. Rather; they should be surprised when it
occurs. .

. . - e . The government should not worry excessively about the

, question of organizational accountabrlity. They will
obtaip some impact even-in suboptimal systems, and the
coBts of monitoring and improving these systems from the

j outside may be excessive, if they are viewed as temporary .
systems., Rather, they shoU‘fd select carefully for ",
features that would predict success, and minimize their .
later interventions. - * '
€ - T
SUMMARY . . -
\@\ The above discussion presents two different ways to 1nteé‘pret )

the case materials presented in this volume. These approaches are Qquite
different, and clearly have different management and policy implications.

Lhe. organizational anarchy model 1s the more fashionable among organiza-
tional theorists, ang, because- 1t 1s consistent. with the preférences 8f a
"states' rights" perspective on the federal role in education, there is .-
clearly a high probability that 1ts applicability will be justified on
political grounds as well. However, we believe that there is als6 a sound °
case that should be made in policy debates for the value of the first theory, ot
which stresses the ipherent value of organizing and organization, and the
belief that human systems can be improved even when they should not be held

up to standards of perfection. In our view, the cases do not permit a
conclusive choice of a most appropriate pecspective. " They do, howéver,

o suggest the need fo 6licy debates to clarify the values,and assumptions .
that underlie the deWilupment of demonstrations and,/or geed woney programs

that inyolve the design and management of interorganizational networks to
\ support school “change. . .

7. : - .
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