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ABSTRACT L N

As part of :a broader study of the Natipnal Institute

of Bducation's Research and Development Otilization, (RDU) program,
this report focuses on the process by which collectxons of products
(the knowledge base) were developed to serve glients' needs, the
typgs of products included for disseminationy and the types chosen by
sites. The seven project gites included in the RDU program were first
}nstructe& to organize a knowvledge base. all projects chose one or
both of the recommended problem areas,.basic skills dnd career
education. Products were evaluated more rigorously at some.project
sites than at others and the process of produc validatio elicited

. substantial contrdversy during the program. Th project sfites then
provided assistince to schooX sites in aatching needs to specific
products and adopting suwch products. All schools finally did adopt
sore product, though 50 60 percent of all the adoptions may have
~4nvolved nonvalidated mat®rials. Because of the problem.in Quality .
control, it is Budgesteds:that a larger pool of acceptable educational
_products.and clearer operational guidance are needed. The slippage
from validated to nonvalidated products can also be partially
attributed to the tension between the technology-driented and .
user-oriented objectiuves of the RDU program. (Author/WD)x. .
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) ) '11us report 4.5 one of seve:al t.hat 1s being vritten as pa:t of Abt" P

Assocxates' b:oade: sthdy of the Hational Inst1tute of Bducatvlon 8 Research :

and Development Utxhzat}on (RDU) progran. The report has a :elatlvely - . N
narrow focus. the protess by which pools of préducts (:efe::ed to ln this.

. :epo:t as the "knowledge e") were developed to server c11ents‘ needs, the - )
. types. of p:oducts,- thamded for dissemnation, and the types that
|

were chosen by sites, Other :epo:ts w analyze other aspects o£ the program: <

the p:oble:n—solvmg process that schoo derwent in selecting a product to

meet ‘their nee;is, the management of th projects and the linkage systems .

|
. |
' that were establgshed. the t:axnmg and support of the.linking agents, the

role of NIE in des1gnmg and monxto:ing the

1

the RDY.program at the sxte level. « ' . . e

3Dy program, and the impacts of o
-
. *

>
. The DU Program ¢ . . )
In June of 1976, the National Institute of EQucation (NIEJ established

. the Research and Development Utilizatron program as a new di‘ssemination - /
affort to help schools clarify and solve local problems. The RDU program
aefnchasized a, rese arch-based, rational approach bo\&caln school improvement

. . . !
through the use of existing, validated products of ederally funded research

"
and development activities. This program was designed to achieve three .

. mjo: object wves; | p

e to help sckools allevmte speciflc. locally defined problems
. . in the areas of basic skills and ‘careefr education:

e 'to help schoogl ard comnunity personnel learn &bout the '
' . - p:oducts of educational research and develdpment: and : ’ ,

e to increase unae:standing of, how the local program improvement .
' = process can be bette: managed and become more effect {ve. '

» b 4
. The RDU prog:,am is unusual among federally funded di,ssemination strate- 3
gies because it {5 equally concerned with the dissemination ‘and use of R&D
p:oducts and with the development of local organizaticnal capabilities to
aolve p:ob].ems. Other Eede:al programs have tended to concentrate on elther

S prodlmt dlssenlnation o: local capacity building. * ’ . ‘

) - . \- \ \
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’ The RDU Strategy . _ -, ‘
- - : ‘
R . ‘The core ot‘ the RDU approach w‘ to provide each participatxng site w-th
assistance in followzng the sequence ‘of acr.:.vrties listed below: & .

- -
. L)

. 1dentification of a problem or set of problems:_

. ) gxam;natxon of alternative solfttions to the problem, focusing
. x particilarly on the products of educational R&DJ :

® selection of a specific solution considered to ke qpprOprzate
to alleviate the problem *

- .
.
’ * [

'Y 1mp1ementat1on of the solution; ‘and,

. e+ évaluation ard lncorporation of both the solution_and thé-
. problem-solviny process. « ¢ A :
Y. -—
4 a ! . .
‘ The service delxver}‘system of the RDU pé‘éram operated through seven
R pro3ects, each of whzch_fgg;dlnated Y network.of ¢rganzzations and.indivi- M

duais 1nvq1ved’.n the provisdon of servxces and }n‘ormation to local schooq

' _d;st:chs. As a whole, t se:en projects operated in 29.states and served
. L

~

<\Q:er 30¢ schools or school districts over a‘three-year period (1976-1972).

"linking agent' {1n many cases, former teachers or schoal adm-n.strators).

-

. ) assxgned by the project, coordinated the qgrvxces provxded to the local
schools and school d;strzcts and helped gu;de the lécal school personnel in a

school improvement process. Each ptOJect supported two or more linkers, but

-

the:r roles varied among projects. Hostjoperated out of an intermed:ate
servxce agency, or. a_state educat;on agency,, and gech serve;\ﬁ specyific set

of iocal schools or school distticts. The range of a linker's possible ro{es:
included facilitating the decision-making proq\ss by clarifying goaks and T
provid.ng leadership, and mediating aqu? autonomous and sometimes cowpetrng
organzzat;ons whose resources ‘and services needed torte coordinated. _The

seven projects were regionally dzstribuﬁfd “and znvolved the follow.ng

a
L

The Northwest Reading Consortium (NRC), under the dverall airection of
the washington State Education Agency, operated as a_consortium of four .
states in the Northwest; wast;‘ington, Qregon, Alaska, and Idaho. The ‘project *
built upon the existing Right to Read program in the fouyr states._ (The Right
to Read Program is a nationwide program sponsored,by the U.S. Office of ~*
Education to eliminate functional i1literacy.) The Northwest Regional .
Educational Laboratory.was also an affiliate, providing training to project

staff and support in the development of a pdol ot R&D’ products. s
| 1 » . .~
' R S v
] J—
. 1y ;
. - . . '
. kN ' h ]
] .
. . N L] N
bay . *
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The Georgia State Department of Fducation operated a project which
provided funds and Services to all participating school districts located in
three Cooperative Educational Servicé Areas. The emphasis of the RDU project
in Georgia was on building local school district <apacities in the early
stages of planning and program selection. The implementation phase of the
problem-solving model was subseqguently ‘carried out with federal funds avail-
able through the state department of education under Title IV-C of the
Elementary and Secondary Edgcation Act and with other state funds. .

' “The—Pennsylvania Depargment of Education deveéloped and coordinated

* a school improvement process which involved the participation and.resources
of several organizations: gearch for Better Schools (a regional education
lab), Research and Inforaatiyn Services for FEducation <a state-wide informa-
tion and dissemination service), the Learnimy Research and Development Cepter
at the University of Pittsburgh, and the state's Intetmediate Units. The
project 's problem-solving modgl, Which was developed by the participating
resource agencies, involved rumerous defined Steps, including a series of :
formal training §9ssions in froblem solving at the school sites.’

The Natxonal Education Association (NEA) operated its project in collabora-
ticn.with the state educanon)gencxes and corresponding state education i
associations i1n 12 states: Alabama, California, Iowa, Massachusetts, Hichigau,
Minnesota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.
In contrast to the other RDU projects, this project focused exclusively on
thé improvement of teacher inservice education. Services were provided by
two lifiking agents in each state wh? trained local staff. .

- A —

The Florida Department of Education served as prime contractor in a
linkage system which alsc involved the state uniwversjties (especially Plorida
State ahd the University of Florida), and eight of the state's Teacher
Education Centers (TECS). An impo:tant feature of this project is that
training in group problem-solving techniques was provided not only to the
linking agent (one of whom was located in each TEC), but also to selected
local school'staff. The school site facilitators, with"the help of the
linking agents, were responsible for leadtag:fpe staff at their sites
through the entire p:cblem—solving process

The ca:ée: Fducation Dissemination P:oject of the Michigan Department of

Bducation was designed to help local sites meet the requirements of state

caregr education Yfegislation passed in 1974. One of. the project's major
objectives was to develup a permanent dissemipation and diffusion‘systen In "\
career nducat&on. Becaugse of this emphasis on pe:manence, the project
4attespted to work with existing structures and Personnel in the state's
Intermediate School Districts rather than build new ores. The primary
Wtrategy was to provide direct t:aining and peog:ammatic funds to coordinators’
'who-we:e staff pembe’rs at local' sites. -

4 . -
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The NETWORK, a non-p:ofit :esearch and servicé organizatlon in Andover,

Mass. coordinated a consortium of agenczqs in six states: {in Minnesota, the

agency involved was a teacher center associated with 2 univergity; in Washing-

ton, a-local school district; in California, a regional education labo:atory .
sponsotred by NfE; in Xansas, an independent state-wide education diffusion

organization; in Cohnecticut, a cooperative service agency supported by
local school districts; and in Massachusetts, a division of The NETWORK
itself. Thas pzoject wds formed mainly to” imp:ove the utilization of R&D
products in reading 1n selected local schools. The linking ;gents provided
assistance to the local sites, while a considerable amount of technical
assistance and support was provided to the Pinking agents by the project
office .in Andover. - - . .

v ]

®

-

Scme common features ran throughout the seven projects and in the
structure of support services provided to local schools:

®- the operation’of a p:o;ect headguantess to cooriinate the " s
services, supplied to schools; . «

e the development and administration of a kﬁowledge base
composed of educational research and development products;

-
o the development Of training and technical assistancé . > .
components to serve the project's, linking agents and/or
school staff* and \ L
- e the development of project evaluation and research activities’ &
to facilitate local self-evaluatign by the schéol sites.
The Study of the RDU Program '
« In Moyember 1977 Ab;\nssodlates Inc., a sogial science research firm
based i1n Cambridge, Massachysetts, whs contracted to conduct 2 study of the
RDY Program. The study addresses six major issues: ' N ’
e how relatipnships are managed between various agencies which .
have the expertise and :esou:ces to help leocal schspls solve
. Dproblems: R ’ v
- [ -
. kcp what degree an intervention prograﬁ\qgch as RDU can ‘help
, schools overcome barriers to successful problem solving
{such as limited access to info:matIOn or lack of planding,* ' -
\\ skills, etc.); . . . '
e to what degree the products of educational R&D‘'areerelevant A
to the problems and contexts of local schools; . 3 .
/ " e what the impact is of the productsg of ‘educational R&D once h
. they hdve been adopted and implemefited; , . -

e what factors contribute to. qpe\fnstitutionalizatIOn of the .
RDU approach withjin a variety’ot orgqnlzazzzns and

.

e how linking agents coordinate the flow of Eé:nal resources

to schools, and whether this helpg the schdols solve problems. ,




*y

All of the seven projects have completed the federally supported service

» ) delivery plan of their activities. Bowever, the research effo:tg by Abt
Associates will continue unullearly in 1981. The leSSOns that can be learned
from the activities and outcomes of the progran w111'have lmpO:tant {pli- )
cations for the design and ope:ation of dxssémination programs in educatlon,
as well as for the design and management of future federal, state, and local
efforts to inp:oqgnﬁchoofﬁ. ‘ ' - ¢

We would like to acknowledge the assistance of aur colleagues on,the

RDU study, who have provided us with insights, data, and moral support.
These include: . Sheila Rosenblum, Kent Chabotar, Diane Kell, Greg Spencer,’

+ sz Molitor, and Thea Moskat. Ea:lie: drafts of this :epozt algo bene.zted
froc comments made by Nancy Ames, Robert Dentler, and Sam 5. Sieber. NIE

" staff meabers, 1ncluding our phoject df%xcer. Jphn Egermeier, Michael Kane,
Ward Hason, 4nd Naida Bagenstos, also contributed to improvements in both our
interpretations and writing. Special thanks go to Thea Moskat and Mary-Ellen
Perry for Eﬁéi: unfailipg attention to the details of producing and editing

this report.,




GIAPTE\R I
. INTRGDUCTION ' .

. * .

The RDU Program

4 e the organization of a linkage system, whereby national,

The R&D Utilization (RDU) program was designed by NIE as an "action/
research” program, aimed primarily at meroving local school practices.

Improved practice was supposed to :eSult from a numbe: of xnitiatives,
including: . . ) . . ;
e _the application of R&D p:oducts or ideas to school ‘
p:oblems- - "

] “
¢ the.developrment of a problem~solving process, whereby
schools would systematically identiTy_such problenms .
and select and implement new ideas; and L

state, and other external resources would be made
available to school personnel.

This multifaceted app:oach was an 'actxon progran in that actual chanaes
were attempted in a variety of schools; in the end, over 300 schools\e:
school dxst:tcts participated in the p:og:am. organized according to seven ‘?

project awards: four were made o state departments of education (Florigda,

Pennsylvania, Michigan, and Georgia), two were made to organizations :epgesent-
ing agencies across the country (the National Education Assocliation, and a
non-profit educational organization, The NETWORK), apd one was wade to a
regional consortium administered by tﬂe sta;e of Washington (Northwest
Reading Consbrtium--NRC). The approach was a ':;sea:ch' program in that the
ensuing activities were exceptionally wéll-documented by the p:ojecti'them- .
selves and have lgeep the subject of subsequent gtudy b'} an independent
contractor, Abt Associates Inc. (see Chabotar and Kell, 1978: and Louis et
al., 1979). . ' .

. The three initiatives mentioned above were maintained in the ofbanizatian :

of each of the seven projects. The present report focuses on' only-the first _
of these th:ee initiatives to determine how different, types of educational
p:oducts or ideas were selected and adopted by schools. The other two

Lnitiatives, involving the problem-solving p:ocess and linkage systems,

wifl be treated in separate reports, and the final-report'will integraté
theﬂiindinga from all three initiatives.* . |

bl [
B
¢ -

* Thege reports will be ccmpleted during 1980 and 1981. .
' n




b L]

- L _ . -

The Role ‘of the RDU Program within the Broader NIE Mandate -

¥
The use of.new ldeas to address local school problems was a part of the
RDU .program that was well-suited to NIE's broader mission (Raizén, 1979):

‘The Institute...will have prlnclpal ,responsibility for dissemi-

" nation of the results of Tesearch...[TJhe Institute should also
seex to stimulate the demand of state and loccal ageficies fon
‘ educational improvement and‘to strengthen their capacity for-
" implementing tested i.nriovat-ions'. (House Report 92-554, 1971)

Thus, in designing the RDU program, one of.NIé's aims was to show that exist-
» N ———

ing p:oducts' and ideas in educatlfion tould, in fact, be useful to schools.
The design ,of the RDU progy):m underwent many modifications and much re-
view before it wasg fimally described in a Reqsest for Proposals (RPP) (see
Corwin, forthcoming, *1980). 'rl.1e RFP was issued in 1976, and it requested
mte;ested parties to propose action projects,_ each of whicﬁ would enlist’
a large number of local schools to test: the existing products or’ ideas in
actual practice. ‘Although there was not necessarily clear consensus among
NIE staff regarding the detailed priorities for th.e RDU‘program (see Cczrwxn,
forthcoming, 1980), the RFP did nevertheless represent the official solici-
tation-to whlch bidders responded. Thus, 1t is important to note how the
RFP defined the .use to be made of educatxonal)roducts or ideas., Flrst, the

[ LI

ma)or stated purpose was to support pro;ects that wouid:

...help to meet (the NIE requlremen,t of helping to solve educa-
tional problems in schools) by providing Services to schools to
implement and use existing résearch and development outcomes.
(Emphasis added.] (NIE, 1975:1) R :

Sxmlarly, the solicitation gave four criteria for assessing the 10ng_5km

ef fects of the RDU program,- and all were related to the use of educational
products, or "outcomes,"* Acceptable effects were defined as: >

s an 1nc:ease in knowledge (by educational, .
pepsonnel) of S.he *"nature and utility of‘ RED -
outccmesg®; .. .

< e an increase i{n the *numdd¢ of formal assessments , |

» Of the ‘potential of specific R&D outcomes for,
local use®; . »

e an Increasé in,"instances where R&D outcomes or |
appropibate addpfations are mplemented success- . .

fully”: or . - .

e a reduction of "local problems as a result of
the successful implementation of RiD outcémes
or appropriate adaptations to meet local ndeds.* . )
(8IE, 1975:1)° -

* The terms "p:cdqcts,' *idea,” and "outcome® are used synonyim'usly in this

:epo:t‘. " . ,

2 .
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The Ude of Educational Products- in the RDU Program

4 v $ ' . ’ L]
o’ © As pridinally planned,’ this report was intended Eo examine, the degree to
' whxclf schools adopted and implegented exz.stzng educatzonal products as a )
) . :esulc of their involvement in the mvﬁgﬂm. However, as we began o

ane clear that this simple statenent.

examine the questxon B8t adoptions, 3t
o of «he 1ssdue to be examned 1gnored enorm.ous et;orts made to define what was
- . -an\ehg!ble p:‘bduct botQ 'by.the seven projects and at the School level. |

] Thus, this report will not examne thl® .mplementat;on proces's,, nor will

' ' z.t d..scusk t.he ‘outcénes of produ;:t mplementnexon by schools. 'rhese issues

.s will be d-Scussed in our final report. Prelxmn‘ary results are also pre-
. . . g

sented &N Louisg (1980) ‘. . 7 .

- " The RFP provzded’-only Iimzted quxdance for dete?m.ng a product s
eligib. l.tyn An existing R&D_produc_q was assumed by the orig.nal RFP €0 -

- :anlude “curricula, pgod c.‘ts, skxll-s, programs. xns,.rumens:s, teachmg and

. , . Managenent I methods angc techn-ques, and the like" (NIE, ‘1975 2). At £z st
\' . glan,ce:hsuch products appear_no;. to be especzally different | from those’ .‘,
. , emanating from what L.ndblom ‘and Cohen (1979) call “ordinary” knowledge. *

/? However, the RFP went further. ~ ‘stxpulated that acceptable products had to

]
ffectiveness and evidence of transport-

1E, 1975:12). The RFP, howgvgr, dzd not

rtlsfy two‘crxcena*\evlden

abiiity from one Site to anothe

provu}q”any idance concernzng the ways'in which a project could test for

. -: ’ tﬁese criteria. #-The projects could, for Lnsta.nce, _assume sucH evxdence

exls,ted 1f a producx;,ame from an acceptable source (e.g., the \Ir?catalog of
products, 1975); or the projects could develop their own review or validation
procedure. Whatever method was used, the la;k of spect'f.xcity led to varia-

, » tions+in proje;:t prOcedur/t.ha; will be ‘a ssed in “Chapter II. '

' . Thus, throdghout’ che early portl.ons of the RDU program, a great deal

L |

v

. of attention was gzven -to the development’of a ¥nowledge base that contained

acceptable produc't.s' and the progess by which each school ultimately selected
g a product for adoption. IA knowledge base, which refers to a specific col-

.. ot \
. . lection of educational products, ‘was developed for each of the- seven ROU
grojects to serve the needa of the schools or schooi districts within the _

project. By design, the seven knpwiedge bases coveréd different curriculum

. el
« 2 . * * *

*+What congtituted an acceptahle product changed somewhat during the life
‘of the RDU prograg This is discussed in greater detail on page 22.
)

.
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topics, :efleccing the p:io:lties of ‘dach project. Thus, basic skills .
(:eading and math) were the doninant tOpics covered by the knowledge bases ) -
. in Plo:;ida, NRC, Penhsylvania. and The NE'IWORK. The Georglix knowledge base ] .
covered these tqucs but also included ca:eet education and dis ict-levei
. .pIanning; the Michigan p:oJect focused mainly on career education; and the , .
NEA projecty focused mainly on inservice training (which"’in turn covered a
large variety of specific curriculum topics). . ) . . -
. ’ ' Because. the RPP :_eqdi:ed that knowledge:base.products be validatéd,_a .
major issue for each of the projects had to do with’ a product's acceptabiltty
by eualuative standdrds .a.nd the desire to have schools adopt only products
that had bteen p:eV\iously validated through empincal testing. , Thus, the
onginal intent was to assu:e some Quality conttol over the new ideas that = ' .

. would be uuplemented within any’ given school. Our analrys:.s, howeve:, suggests

chat'—aany schools wete eventualIy Presented with numerous nonvelidated
products for adoption, .1nc1uding, the following examples: . Rkl

) e Two projects, tGeo:gia and Mrchigan), provided assistatce on
a curriculum topxc--ca:eer education--in which the bulk of ' “,
. . the existing products had not been validated. As a result, N
only 20 percent of one project s p:oducts {Michigan) were .
D were believed to have been validated. Simila:ly, one. of- - .
- ° - » the most popular produgts in Georgla (7It Works"), which ¥ 4 . .
2.5 rhopl to develep a management system for Xateer
'fr'. . "educat‘ ps .not a valjdated product. 7 .

N T e——

" ea dist:'!ctmanagement topic--planning--in which most of the i
’ . 4 avai]’.able produgts were also nonvalidated, * Y-

. . e In two other pfojects (Florida and NRC), individual schools
were reported to have adopted p:oducts that had not ‘been
validated. - .

’ . e In another project (NEA}, the major topic of assistance-—
inservice training--covered so many curriculum areas that ' ' .
little attention could be given to whether the identified :
. . produgts had previously been validated. Based 'on later .

. analysis by the project’ g staff, many had not been. f { . '

e -In only two projectd (Pennsylvania ard The NETWORK), did it
*  appear that schools had adopted validated products £lone.

* L]




In sumnary, the knowledge and products beihg offered to schools had not .
necessarily passed through an en:pizlcally validated screening process. The
products might, however, have served other school needs, including genuine
improvements in school p:actic;.* The point of this report is to show that, .
regardless of "these «effects, much effort was expe_nded on the problem oﬂ:

*what to_ adopt,” and yet a mixed pattern of adoptions occurred. 1In the

:eminde: of this ‘:eport, which is based on data collected rhrough field -
1nterviews in the fall of 1978 and spring of 1979, as well as on the analysis . .
of pro;ect documents, we analyze how the p:ojects and schools dealt with . ,3
the adoption problem. The following chapters focus on two major activities.

sthat affected eventual adoption patterns: the development of the kanedge .
base {(Chapter II), and c?:e matching of available products to an individual

school's needs (Chapter. III). These chapters attempt to indicate the dif- . .

“ficulties encountered in identifying and screening acceptable products. .
The final chaptet (I'V) discusses the research and policy imphca‘)tiohs -
= . - * .
of thesew findings. . ' .
. ‘ ‘ .
. } , -
. j R © -
. i
. ’ I' - []
{ , - : . ,
- - - ; - ] ¢
' -
! b
i . -
! - ) . |
- 7
’ ’ ’ v alp ® ;
: ¢ . R . . i
P ) |
. L% |
. , ~. |
* The actual implementation effects will be reported in the Einal report,
which -integrates all the different aspects of the RDU pr&yram. .
Pa_— ) . ’ . T P ’ )
. . 5 " *
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- CHAPTER II :
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P i.ﬂ L) . v ' y . LS
R . ; Y}, OPERATING THE KNOWLEDGE BASE ) . . . R
-, 'rhe !irat crit,j.cal activity conducted by each of the seven RDU’ projects > '
- was the organization of the knowledge base. This chapter of the report de- < '

scnbes.ﬁ 1) the organ.zational 3tructuxe of the seven knowledge bases. 2} the

procedures whpreigy existzng educational products were acquired for the knowl-
edge base, both'.“initiauy and on a continuing basisi and 3) the results of .

" - ", \ ' .
these-procedures in tems-o@emnt types of products. )

: Organizatiomal St.x;ucture of the Xnowledge Base

; ‘\e Each of tﬁe éevenr project§ that wag awarded a contract had a dzs..mct
. strictare, althonghq. each proj&:t basically followed the same product.

. oroees.s, and lin-kage systen blueprint. (See Louis, et al., fo:thccmn)ng ) :L |
Because of tﬂe Sstructural variations, however, similat prqject functions

. . wWere not performed by the same type of agency Eor were the functions per-

o formed in, eg_cactli. the sanme wa}:. a duivergity t.hat was desxred in the origi-
nal RFP (NIE, 1975 367 . A

Sta!fing ?Pattems-.nnd' Level of Effort. The knowledge bases of the

seven pro;ects were locat d in different types of agencies. were staffed

by d-fferent tﬁes of :mdi.
. of. effort:.._ .Thr/ee of the pro cts (ThﬁETwORK, Georgxa. and the XKEA}

iduals, and operated under dxfferem: levelgs

’ opera.ted their knowledge bases with their own statfs, within the project's » .
post. organizatiom. The other four had contracts with an independent lab or .
.+ - organizatiofgor with an intermediate service agency, for the Operation of

thelr inowle‘dge base, but one of these (Michigan) also conducted significant

-

*
in~houge fﬁnc&:mns.
The ataf.fxpg. and level of ef!ort varied amng th& knowledge bases lsee

. u

. 'rable 1). Staffing ranged from 1.5 :nn-{:ine equivalents (FY 1978) at The
NETHWORK go\th_ree full-time equivalents in Pennsylvania, and total expendi-, . .

tures for operating the fk’nowledge base {(thrgugh FY 1979} varied from about
$40, 000.m Hichigan to $230,000 in the BRC. This variation may be explained
y . by two !aqtors. Pir&t. the knowledge base staffs were formed at different

y, -
3 ’ ’
. ‘ . - .

. % Staff in,the. .Michigan RDU project office searched for, acquired, and did
. a preliminary review ofyproducts. These tentatively acceptable products
' were t,henr sent to a subcontractor=s~The Kalamazco Valley Intemmediate
Service District--where they were “abstracted, evaluated, and reviewed
. - for b.{.as.: . .

a' » ., . 4 } »

Br .
L
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- ’ Table 1 “
A . Staffing and Level of F.t‘fort for”Each Project's Knowledge Base ’
s . . Total Knowledge
Developer of pate Knowledge | Size of Knowledge Base Expenditurés
Project b Knowledge Base Base Staff Base Staff, PY 1978 Through FY 1979
{Location) (Locat ion) Began (¥ of PTEs) ($000)
Plorida  » | options for ReD _ 9/76 2.5 112.2
(Tallahasee) (Tallahassee) v -
Pennsylvania Research & Infor- 76 3 125.3°
* {Harrisburg) Matibn Services *
for Education -
. + {(RISE)
®hiladelphia) o~
NRC ¢ . |+ Horthwest Regional] ~ 6/76 1 231.8 '
{Seattle) Educational Lab .
: L {Portland, OR) - .
. : ’ .
+HMichigan - _Kalamazoo Variey' J11/77 .2 37.5
[(Bast, Lansing)| IAtermediate . , e '
School District, .
. ~ | and in<house «V '
Georgia s in=house /77 2 “ NA
{Atlanta)
L) ~ 'b‘
The NETWORK *° in-house . 6/76 ' * 1.5 . NA :fl»
{Andover, MA) . I
NEA t in-house , 11/76° 2 NA
maahington.a R - . .
oCy
’ b L ﬂ‘_., - L]
" r :
RA - not availablc {knowledge base expenditures cannot be distinguished ﬁrm other *
project expendituxes) » i
sny . " '
EKC . 17
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begun earlxer. . . v - -.

Second, some kd%wledge—base sgpffs performed mre functxons an others.
The knowledge-base staffa for- the Michigan, NETWORK, and NEA ptOJ cts, for
acquisition

and'the NRC} ,

exazple, spent 411 their effort on .the search for, review of,
of Rl productls'. The othe:s* (Florida, Georgla, Pennsylvania,
howeve:, divided their time among several functions--administration, training,
techn.xc;lﬁassistance, research and evaluation--as well as on building the
knowledge bas‘e. The knowledge-base stafés that performed these additional
funct 1ons--funct ions that \:eete performed by staff of other ptogect components
in the othet three projects--generany wege larger #nd had more funds.

! Irdwxduals with varyipg sk1lls and backgrounds maclﬁ up the knowledge-—
base 3t.atf.s. All had at l.ea.st one petrson with specific 'pno: expen:ence

in developing educational cugricul}a. This person usually assumed the major

' .' ;t%sponsibil'ity for: vt p
—___ _ . . e gathering products. relevant to sites® needs; !

- e Assisting sites in r.he selection of a product: ]

. ass'uring the fidelity of thé I:nowledge-basé _f;/ ’
operations to overall program objectives. S

R Other persons on the knowledge-base staffs included teacher assistants and
}w: ¢ . desctibers in the NEA, b?t!'f of whom were responsible for writfng brief de- )
3 scriptions of the psoducts in the khowledge base,* and a consultant/evalu-

h."' ator 1in M_ichiggn, :ho haa: the responsibility for evaluatitla/the usefulness . )

.f " and asseasing the validit-.;r'of each product that was considered for inclusion v
o in the knowledge base. S . . ' ) -

-
. b}

* The ptoduct descsiptions 1n nost prolects were no longer than one page.
In the case of" the NBA, houeve:, the Yescriptions were eight pages long. =

-’ oy

—
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.Three types of documents were produced by the knowledge base staffs,
either lfo: use by the staff and the linking agents* or for distribution to
the sites (Table 2), Xl1 projects had a ccmplete list of the producis '
1n the knowledge base, Florida, NRC‘, Georgia, and the NEA developed written .
sznt'heses of the products by content area or By the inst:ucti‘oml s;:ategy
used, and all projects wrote brief individual d.esc:iptions of each prodict

in tﬁ.e knowledge base. These documents were i\ntended'to assist the khowl-
edge-base staff, the linking agents, and the si‘tes in selecting a product .
épp:opnate to sites' needs. (An example of a product description is shown

. in Pigure 1.) . :

N Contents of the Knowledge Base. Each RDU project empha.sized specific
problem areas and acquired R&D products relevant to sites' needs ip those
areas. In its solicitation, NIE said it wanted to give special attention
to two areas, basic skills and career education. However, these sugg'es-
Lions we::e‘ fot intended to restrict offerors. As long as an area could be

——shown—to—be—of high-priority to local-and state officials, and as long as
a "useful range of R&D resources [was] available in that problem area,”

1

\NIE,'B‘?S:B) p:o;ect‘s were pemitt'ed to address any substantive area they
chose. /\

with the exc.ept.f'é'n of the NEA project, all projects chose one or both
ot\ie problem areas proposed by NIE. Pive projects chose to focus on
problems in basic skills. Of these five, the NRC, and The NETWORK linited
themselves to reading; Pennsylvania and Plorida chose to emphasize reading
and mathematics; and Georgia chose te focus_on._problems in reading, mathe- .
matics, agca:e_e: education. The Michigan pzoject decided to emphasize only
products in cateer education, and the NEA project proposed inservice educa-
tion as i.ts problem area. .

As the knowledge-base staff began to ccmunicate with the sites about
hhei: Specific problems and needs, the content area of some of the kpowledge |
bages broadened, The Georgia pr:oject., for _example,.expanded its knowledge

. base tqgincluge products on district-level planning. The NEA also expanded
its knojledge base. Inservice products in special education, early child-

-
-

t -

* The RQU program had various personnel, callqd iinkinz agents, whose
explicit tasks were to coordinate the services provided to local sites,

guide local ‘school personnel through the 8school improvement process,
and Faciliate comunications between local staff and the projects.
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. ’ Table 2 » 9
, * " Dpocuments Produced by the Knowledge Bases, by Project
’ ‘ ¢ " ’
' . DOCUMENT L s s .
Projeth\ Complete List Syntlheses Maintains Copy
. of Products in Product of of
Knowledge Base | Descriptions | Product Toplcs Actual. Product
; —f
Flor ida x ‘ x \ x x
Pennsylvania x x ) x
* . ) : (
NRC x x x: v x
[ . b
Michigan X = x ' . \ «
3 ' / i
Georgia x x x A x ’
‘ L]
The NETWORK x x ‘ -
x .‘ - n
NEA .. . > x x X x ,
. /,' . . . <
L] _; .A [
[y » » '
. - ~ ‘ A .
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. . hoed eduéatiaﬁ, and multi~cultural education wére added to those inservice
preoducts on {opicb tﬁar had'initig}ly been deemed relevant to the sites'
b eeds.* & :
‘ nee oo . ¢

The number of produ¢ts in the knowledge b;se ranged from 42 (The NETWORK)
. ‘ ta 615 (NEA). Except for the NEA project,showever, no knowledge base con-

- tained more than 154 prgaucts (see Table 3). The produgik in the knowledge-
’baaes were dzreeeed to administrators and teachers. in elementary and secondary

.-

\
. schools, and to linking agents.** More products were available de elemen-

-

tary teachers and students, however, than were available fo:#tQOSe iq—second-
ary schools; sinilarly, more products were directed to teachers than to

A

adninistrators. In subsequent interviews, the project personnel indicated

that the pPauacity of secondary school products was & major shortcoming ameng

the available R&D products. ' .
t . N

- Acquisition of Products for the Knowledge Base

The preceding section described the general organization, curriculum
content, and size of the séven knowledge baSes. The peint of the discus-
sion has been to suggest fhe extensive efforts made by the seven projects
to develop an appropriate Xnowledge Base. The key step that determined'the

¥ toftents of the knowlegge base, however, had to do with the procedures fer
L . acquiring specific educational products that were,to bq!?agt of it. Each
project developed different procedures, and these are of critical impor-
tance in understanding the ultimate‘degr;;?¢o which pach knowledge base
-actually conteinéd acceptable products:

Search Procedure. 'In looking for products for sthe knowledée baSeR\fffgr

project initially examined A}baf&etg‘of sources. These sources included:

e 4 -
: . 4
. . , )
.-
[ ] L) -

. L
.3

* The NEA prpject benefited from a:pilot effort that had been ccmpleted
__before the ROU program began. . However, the pilot effort was too nar-
row, and NEA's knowledge base eventually included inservice products L}
on 14 topics. These included: assessing student growth, career educa-
tion, jslassroom management, early childhood edueation, English language
arts, individualized instruction, mathematics, motivation, multi-
cultural education, reading, sciénce, social studies, special education,

. and te&ghing strategies.

«
- **The NEA project was the major exception. Because the NEA is 2 profesr

- sional organization whose membership consists primarily of teachers,
the products in the NEA's knowledge base were limited to teachers.

AR
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' Table 3 ] ' .
- " + L] * .
Number of Knowledge Base Products in Various Curriculum, Areas, by Project, Spring 1979
L4 "J ’ ) . ‘ _“
" 'CURRICULUM AREA 4 -
. ~ ) ) Total *
7 e kY -
Products
Xnowledge Basic Skills Cireer Insgrvice | District-Level in Knowl-
Base . Reading Math Education | Edutation |.Planning Other edge Base_l
] . { - '
Florida 69" 21 - - - .3 92
u
Pennsylvania 94 18 .~ 4 4" - 7 123 °
- J‘ ‘ '
NRC 59 - - - - - 59
Michigan - - 150" - - - 150
-Georgia 49 . 25 22 - 8 REAN 115
. . . . .
The NETWORK 42 - - - - N 42
NEA | - - - . 615% - B I YT S
L] * '
* Tha 615 inservice products inclided 30 on assesaing studont growth, 15 on
___career education, 40 on classroom management, 20 on early childhood s
education, 30 on English language arts, 65 on individualized instruction,
55, on mathematics, 70 on motivation, 25 on multi-culturdl’ education, 60
on reading, 20 on science, 45 on social studies, 40 on special education,
and 100 on teaching strategies. . .
£ .
. ' N " ' -
- 23 . .
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4 . P
e existing ‘catalogs of R&D products, published by ehe
o . National Diffusion Network (NDN), NIE itself, and
. . cormercial pubXishers;,

% - . . .

e exiating- R&D products that were already part of scme

/’ ‘ state or local informatzon £enter:
+

LT ' other published sources, such s ERICy ) .
vob tecommendations from NIE labs and cen.ers: and

. word-of-mou:h recomnendations by state and local per-
sonnel, often as a yesult of communications with sites

¢’ . in_other regzons of the country. *
< ‘-‘ . " »

. . e »r

The projects varied in the extensivenesp of their searches, whlch.erended
upon the' curriculum topzcs to be covered. If a project focused on a topic

\ 8uds as career education or inservzce txaining, where R&D ‘anrmatlon was .

less ea511y a#allable, the knowledge-base staff had to conduct a wide search

for the needed products. Moreover, such products did not necessarxly exist
in large numbers, because little R&D work may have Been done on the topic 1in
.the first place. Building a knoaledge base, in these cases, became a chal- - y

lenging rask. . . .

" The proJec?s aLso varzed 1n tEE‘ex:ens.veness of the—search—proaedure

-wwar Lime. One project (The NETHORK} assemMled 1.3 entire knowledge base

15 part nf 4ts or:g.ﬂal proposal--=i.e., before the xn;tiatzon of the projl-

ect~~and the cOﬁpOSltlon of the knowledge base was modified only once after

that. ‘Othe; pro;eqps {Georgia and M:ich.gan) reguired long start-up peri-

i ods and were_only completing their knowledge bages by the tdiid year of the .
project. St1ll other projects assembled an initial array of products, and
then added to this array over time as new productd were recommended or en-
x.ountered (Pennsylvania). Often, these recomendatior‘ came from the sites,

- which,’as’a result of their problem—solving activities {see Chapter 1V of
this report), had‘fdentified some product that was not part of the original

knowledqe base. '

- .

- Validation Procedure. Given thelatray of sources searched, each
4 préiect ~as éxpected to screen candida;es for the knowledge bade on the
. ;_ basis of three criteria. First, the product had to tail wlthin a relevant
. o curriculum topie. Second, the product hadito be in usable conhition--i-e., B 4
the materials had to be complete, adequ¥te instructions had to exist, and *

» both had to be available for purchase (potentially by several sites) from
gome source, Third, and mest important to €§;s paper, the products had to

. v ¢ : | o

L . -+
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:ep:esent products that had.previcusly been validated for theii effectiveness
and tzansportability thyough empirical testing. The first two criteria were f

dled with little difficulty by each project. The last critericn, however,

* " posed many difficulties and deserves. further discussion.

According to the RFP, the validation criterion could .be met by the fact
that a product came from some acceptable sdurce. :;n acceptable source, as
;hggeste%,a? the RFP, qould be an RiD lab or center, or an existing catalog.
The catalog 'of NIE-funded products is prominently mentioned in the REFP. Other
relevant catalogs were the cataleog of NDN pzodu::; or some substitute proposed
,by the project. 1In each case, it was pzesun;d that appearance in one of these
¢atalogs meant that a proﬁﬁct had alzéidy passed:through some validation pro-

. cedure., This 1s true sk.the NDY§ cataleg, for instance, where pr@ducts san only
be llstsg:;( they have beeh approved, on the basis of edpirical evldeqc;, by a
USQE-NIE Joxnt Dlssemxnation Review Panel. The panel, consistlng of represen=

. v

catives from USOE and NIE, judges pzoducts using three conditions'

- e The evidence of a product's effectiveness must be valid .
’ and reliable; =~ \ *

. @ The effectfmst be of sufficient magnitude to have "
v educaticnal importance; and . . ¥
e The intervention and its effect must be reproducible :

at other sites {(USOE and NIE, 1977). ve
gvidence of these threc conditions ic judged by six criteria, Farst, '
a positive change must have occurred. Second, the effact -for the change) . .

must be consistent enougﬂ\and have been observed often encugh ;hat it 1s

statistxcallg signlficant.( Third, the effect must be educationally signifai-

cant. Pourth, the intervention-must be transportable. Fifth, the effects

must S;'a‘zesult ‘of the intervention. And sixth, the evidence of the product's
effectiveness must be reliable, _Iﬁ contrast to the NDN procedure, however, -
the produgts listed in the NIE gatalog, by NIE's own admission, had not all
passed through a similar validation procedure.* Thus, it is 1ike{y £hat “RDU

* Of the 660 products described 1n the NIE catalog, approximately half
*have undergone small-scale controlled tests for effectivenass.” An ' :
additional one-third have been replicated in a number of sites "to ' .
confirm that the products are effective, can be used with little dif-’

Jficulty, and work in a variety of settings,” leaving approximately
110 products in the NIE catalog that may not haVe been validdted in

‘ any way ‘(Catalog, 1975). 1In addition, an informal NIE review of the

quallty of product evaluations suggasted thdt many products classified .
as validated would not be able to pads a Joint Dissemination Review .
Panel review (personal communication from M. Millsap).
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projects were already using nonvalidated products by using products from these

3 presumably acceptable sources. , '\. . .
. As .suggested in the RPP,, some projects estabtished thelr own review or
' (valldatron procedure (NRC) or used procedures that already existed in their"
. states (Pennsylvanla, The HETJORI(, and Michigan). These procedures varied,
however, in their degree- of. adequacy as validating p.roced‘ure‘s. If the vali-

dating parfel, for instance, had access to empirical evidence concerhing the

-effectiveness and transportability of a prc;auct, the review of sich evidence

. ...onstituted an acceptable procedure. In contrast, if the prXocedure only in-
volved t.he gathering of an expert panel--which ex?mined a product for its

) "gurface yalidiry' but had no access to actual empirical information--the pro-
. W ol
cedypre was not considered satisfactory. Baged on our interviews, the adequacy

. of the ualxdation procedures t.hat were ugsed by these four RDU projects cannot
ke Judged preclsel.y, all four prdbably had to ;.ontend/\/;th differany amounts
of emplrlcal evidenoe, depending upon the produgt under review, and we do not

Anow Lae ncy wl}:h which only "surface validity” judgments were made.
Howevyer, a fezw _nonv_alidate'd g;c;:oducts brobably entered the knowl&ﬂqe bases be-~ wt

L 3 . '
" ¢ause of the unevenness of the varidation procedures. N

Pruj..ts could also enter the xnowledge bage through other .channels, as ) -~

happe::ed in several of the pro;\e:.cts (Florida, Michigah, Georgia, .and'NEA). ‘ [
Thus, a product could emanate from some non—accep}:able sourcef-1.e., not a’
lab or senter ;.nd not one.of the previously mentioned catalogs--and also m;t
be sub;éctt;d to a state or local validati_on pfocedur?. RDU projects wer?
oftern forced to use thrs third procedure when an adeqﬁate array of validated
pt.ducts could not be assembled, and when a site would suggest some prfgduct',
it wantpd to adopt.
Por most of t.he RDU projedts, the knowledge base was assenbled by using
all th.ree procedures, to varying degrees. The following paragraphs describae
~  the gyeneral procedures d@veloped by each project: . .
. . - . N ] . - T . -

.
’ . ' .
.

[

- .
- & -

* The RPP algo mentions the possibility that validation procedures.can be
applied after a site has adopted a product, and,that this would consti-
tute an acceptable certification procedure. One project (NEA) vas still
trying to ascertain thegstatis of its entire knowledge base, howvever,
into the thixd vear of ‘the project. . ’

.. "
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Florida. The Florida’ ‘projgct did not have its own validation proce-
dure, but sekscted gypodutts for its know}adge base from *the NIE catalog,
the NDX catalpg, and pliblishers' listings of validated products. When
no galidated product matched a site's needs, the knowledge base staff ac-
tepted a nonvalidated produgt into, the knowledge base*. These products,
although' they may havé had a surface validity, had not been Bystematically
evaluated for their etfectiveneag?and transportdbility. »

: Pennsglvania. The PennSylvanra knowledge base acquited produdts from
three sources--the NIE catalog, the NDN catalog, and the' listing of
products in the Pennsylvania Diffusion. Program {PDP).* The knowledge base
, did pot have its own validation procedure, but relied on the validation
" protedures of thie sources from which its, products werg graun.-iqhe POP
validation progedure was less rigid in evaluating a product's effegtive-
naess than the procedure used by the EP. The RDP panel, conposed of 27
people from local school districts, state education departments, and in-
stitutions of higher education,‘accepteﬁ/a product as valid if indirect:
eg;dence of the product'k effect wae;;hohn’

- U 1 L ) >

NRC. “The NRc knowledge base consisted of products from the NIE cata-
log,, the NDN%catalog, the Right-to-Read catalog, and ENC, and products that
ware acquired ough informal spurceg. Although many of these products

. were validated by a stgte or national review pane}y the knowledge base staff

also reviewed all candidate products, using a consistent set of criteria..
Each p “zwent two levels &f zeview. The knowledge-base staff first
checked to make“'sure that all the negessary prpduc information was avail-"'
able. If it was, a stx-member panei comprised of the NRC project director,
the knowledge~-base. manager, the Right~to~Read director for the state in

which the panel convened, a teacher, a representative from higher ‘education,
and the linker from the host state, then rated the product on its proven ef-
fectiveness. Those products receiving a minimum score or better were accepted

intd the knowledge base. The Nﬁc project adhered to this precedure throughout-

the project and appears t9 have had only validated products in” its knowledge
basee .

- . S

» . * .

Michigan. The Migfiigan project acquired its products from thé WIE
catalog, the NDN cama®og, comgercial publishers, and through worg-of-mouth
communications. Origiﬁallyffqﬁamgéﬁgucts that were accepted intd the knowl-
edge base had<to sagisfy thriee cr ia. First;>each product had to be re-
_viewed by the JDRP. 3econd, the product' effectiveness had te have been
Qested at an apprOprlate site} Third, the product had to have been approved
. by th:EState.classification Counmittee. «These criteria were relaxed, however,

when fpw validated products in career education were found. According to one *

intervtewse, only 20 percent Michigan's knowledge base products ultimately
satisfied the prgject's origitial validation criteria.

w ; .
~ L ] . (.. ~ l . . -

- 0 - = A

o ‘ M . * ) ’ . v . *

* The Florida knowiedge base acquired-the SRA kits--Hatbcmatics Involvement,
Mastery Test, and Schoolhouse Comprehension--undes these, conditions.” As
of the spring of 1979, three sites in Plorida had adopted these products.

- » » . )]



. validity, making sure ‘thdt the products' materia

, 615 products, in the knowledge base had not been validated.

LT
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} Georgia.® The Georgia project did not have afvalidation procedure. Al-

though the knowledge base staff reviewed the candidate products for surface
ﬁisted, that the products

re easy to use, and that they came with staff dtvelopment ‘assistande,
proven success and transportability of the products were not assessed. Some ‘e
of the products were selected from the NIE catalog and the NDN catalod and,
‘thus, may have been shown effective by other review panels. Ye® the Geotgia
project itdelf had no systematic procedure for judging the produyct's validity,

and manysproducts wére acqu through sources other than these catalogs,
such as li ngs of Title 1IV-C adoptions in the state. . “\
¢ )
P ‘I - . x
The NETWORK. The Network Selected its products from the NIE catalog, *

the NDN catalog, and BERIC. A few products Were received through education-
al labs or centers. All products were validated. Those products from the
NDXN catalog :-mre«vace;:d:.echa..fu.m.J..i.::lateclm AlY others had been reviewed by
state level panels, where statistical evidence that a product had a posi-~ -
tive effect on student$, teachers, or administrators had been ‘presented.

NEA. The NEA project did not have a procedure foa assuring that only
g;lidmd products were admitted to the knowledge base. Although, some
products had been field tested as part of their development, most of the
As with the
Hichigan project, many of the products were acquired through commercial .
publishers and through recommendations of personnel in education associa-~
tions, and were not systematically checked for their validity.*

. -

Results of Knowle dge ‘Base Acmisxtioh

'r'he results of these acquisition procedures are reflected by the
p"roportz.oh of validated products in the seven knowledge bases. To the
extent that the NIE or NDN catalogs were ‘the source of the products; the .
gropo:tion of -nonvalidated products could be checked (about 100, of the
‘QII-: catalog s products had no validation data--~gee footnote p.15),
and these NMM)N results are shown in Table 4. Howaver, although product
lists were created by all projects, we have been unable to make a defini-
Fizst)
the projegts themselves did not sufficiently document their own val;da-

tive analysis of the zemainder of the products for two reasons.
tion provedures for each product. FPor any .given prodﬁct that had passed
through the local.validation procedure, for inst"ance, we xdo not know the
full mature of the evidence that was reviewed. Second, the knowledge )
bages in the aggregate had.too many d.lfferent products, so gpt any _retro-
spective attempt to call dazglopers at this timeé would be impractical.

. -
v

several of the publishers were no longer in bugirmess.
.» ... ( R : a
”:5" ’ ¢ 38 ’ b
. © L] ] 28 . LI A
- ’ o - :

* In the spring of 1979, MEA's knowledge-base staff was gcalling developers
to check on products’ midﬁity, even though most sites had already se-
lected and adopted a product. The” results of the phone calls showed
that many products had not been empirically tested. In some cages the ¢
developer had moved from the institution where the product had been de-
veloped, ,and the developer's new address was imknown. in aadition,
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N .

' Rumber of Products From Either NDN or NIE Catalogs,

. by Knowledge Base* . '
| Source of Products h -
= S ) Non-NIE or % NIE NN« | No. of non-
Knowledge *§ Total Ng. _ HDN Sgurce Catalog Catalog validated
Bage . | «of Products No. Y No. ' % No. % NIE products
. . - »
4 v .
Florida 7 92 50 54.3 27, 29.3 15 16.3 ' (5).
’ . @ | 2! . T
Pennsylvania > 123 17 13.8( 38 30.1 68  55.3° (7
NRC 59 20 33.9 6  10.2 33 55.9 (0)
Michigan 150 120 80.0 24 16.0 6 - 4.0 (24) °
Georgia - 115 46 - 40.0 21 18.3 a8 a1.7 T (2)
The NETWORK 41 17 aL.s "6 14.6 18 43.9 (0)
HEA f - 615 1 2 ? ? ? ? ? (2) * ¢
’ - -

The figures in this table were compiled by determining whether the pruducts in each .
project's knowledge bage, as of spring 1979, werc listed in either the NDN or NIE
catalogs.

-~
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Negertheless, we can make rough estimates of the degree to which the ""\\\\ )

;nowledéé bagps contained‘npnval;dated products. fThis can be done by sum=
- narzzzn? the ‘acquisition proceaures, as shown in Figure 2. Each chart
depicts the pxpcedu:as !g}lowed by each project, dividing the‘p:ocedures
into th;ee ego:i‘.e pfoducts entering as a result of an‘acceptab1e=
catalog (%olumn 1); products passing through a state or project valida-

L}

tion pracedure { colummn 2}: and products com;ng from outside sources

tcolumn 3L A, vertical arrow 18 shown where products entered the knowl-

- edge basewthrough one of these three procedures.”.The products from out-

side sources should prefé;ably have passed through the state or project

validatlon procedure, and where this occurred (NRC, Pennsylvania, The

' NETWORK, and Michigan), a horizontal arrow }s shown. 4 -

+

’The charts show thau dn three projects (NRC, Pennsylvania, and The NET-

®

ACEX} the acquisxtzon procedures were Sufficient to assure adeguate screen-
.nq._Q;ven two Aassunptions: 1) that the NIE products had been among those ”
valeqted by NIE, and 2)'that the local validation procedures were properly
.ollowed for evety product. In Pennsylvania, however, 7 of the 38 NIE
. . products were those that were nonvalidated } Two projects (Florida and
. Georg;al'had no, validation procedure of the:r own. yet éroducté from outside .
7 . sénrces were Xnown to nave been used.** This seems'to gavelgccurred to a, .
muéh é}eater extent in Georgia than in Plorida, because Geéggxa had to cover
topres, Such as career education and d:strict-level planning, in which few
- R&D groducts were known ;o have existed. Finally, two p:ojects'(Hichigﬁn .
an& NEA) are known tc have acquired many products that neither came from an
- acceptable source l(column 1} nor passed through a validat-on proceduze {col-.

umn 2), g&en though Michjgan did have such a procedure. This is reflected
* -

N by,éh@ doible arrows in column 3. .
. £ P - : -

. I’ » Fl
.o * It maylbe that products from outside sources have neverthéless passed
’ . through some other vqlidation procedure. Although the exteht to which
this occurred 18 not Known, we do not belisve it occurred with signifi-
‘cant frequency to alter our overall copclusions. . -
- *s»Florida, although it had no formal validation procedure, did screen ~
- .products in a4 more infjormal sen8e. For example, products that were . .
~ aathored by'experts or conformed to current theory were admitted to 1 |
the Xnowledge base. .
-: ‘ ) 20 . 5

|

. |

- - - . |
|
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. These cha;is suggest that the sev;an )mo;rledge bases had the propor-
tions of nonvalidated products shown in Table 5. ‘Based on these figures,
the ROU program as a \:vhol.e appears to have allowed the use of mary such
. ev 1+ Pproducts. 1In fact, the definitions of what constituted an "acceptable”
product shifted over the course of the project as the seven projects and
/ the NIE px'ogram managar confronted sone of the difficulties and perceived
the real constraints involvéd in developing a conp:ebensive array ‘of .
R products to serve school needs. At, the inception of the program, the
exphasis had been placed upon RSD products, or upon new curriculmm or
, other 1nncv;tions that were part of a deliberate applied regeatc?h, de~
velopment, packaging, and disgenination process. In the RFP, as ve have
- noted, she definition was shifted somewhat to include products that were

émpirically validated, whether xfxey were based upon research knowledge or

. not. Finally, during the course of the project, the NIE progran officer
and the seven project directors came to 2 decision that the development
of less rigorous screening procedures would be ac'ceptabip _(although if

the project concurrently instituted procedures to empirically evaluate
the effects of the i..bnovation the less rigorous would not be preferred).
This decision wag reached after much Jdebate among the project directors,
and hper:ifn\ically af_tex' the Florida project asked whether\it should neét‘
client, demands for diagnostic-ptescl:tiptive innovations in reading degpi_te
= the question;blg quality of these products usir;g "validatfon” standards
(le!:te: from R. Gagne to T. Israel, October ll, 1§77); This decision
was n'ot., however, mde ux?éil after the project had been in operation fox'
nearly a year and a hnlf, and after much effox-t had been expended on an
attempt to'meet :nox'e rigorous standétds of quality contrbl. * r =
Befoze drawing any final conclusions about quality control, ve must
examine -the px:oj_ects‘ procedures for matching site needs with available
productss One possibilicty, toréinatancg, is that the sites endéd up'
adopting only the veJ‘:idated px'odﬁcts in the knowledge bases, thu‘eby com~
pensating for the knowledge base slippage. However, this turns out not

to have bean tha case. .
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. + Nonvalidated . L. 7 .
. LI Products in d
. Knowledge Base . Project ‘
Ll * ‘
- L - + - + s .
] None * -7 NRC, The NETWORK
[}
. ) . N
- Sone Plorida, Pennsylvani’a ‘
' . . Many Georgia
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p '
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< © ' MATCHING SITE NEEDS WITH AVAILABLE PRODUCTS '

’

" The &,g,of products in the ROU .program depended on two major s.teps. !
The first, dascribed in the prewvious. chapter. was the development of a knovl~ -
edge basé. The second, degcri.bed hére, was the provision of assistance to !
school siteg--to guide thesg sites in matching needs to specific products
and then to assist in adoption (and later implementation). Much of.this
assxstmce was initiated while the RDU projects were still developing their
knowledge bases; 30 that these two major steps often occurred ,simultamwsly.
The work with the sites was a cooplex process that could involve several

activities, such as:

e identifying candidate sites to participate in the
RDU project (in scme cases, sites were named in the
original proposyl}); . .

e astablishing ad*hoc teams or comittees at’'the site

level and, where relevant, providing sites with funds

. — . to conduct the RDU activities (funds were used to .
* + parchase released time for téachers or to purchase

the products themselves): .

’

*r

4 L)
/ # ‘rpcruiting and training individuals to serve as !
linking agents, usualiy located in some intermediary
organization, to assist sites in selecting and imple- 4
menting products fron the knowledge base) .

« ® requiring the sites to folloew a ,goble:n—solving

K process, which included the examination of needs . T
—— ! : before considering alternative courses of action)
o and ,

e assisting sites in making the final selection of a
spacific product to be used.

Becausa of the oomplexity'and importance of each of these activities, sep~-

a.’cate Teports will be written abo’xt several of them as part of the overall

Abt Msociat.el research eftort.. Moreover, the success of the RDU program
. cannot be ju'dqed on the basis of any of these activities alone, as the de-
_ 'sign of the FDU program had suliiple objectives {see Corwin, forthgoaing

s 1980). The main purpose of the follewing discussion is to continue our
/\ tracking of the selection ané use of educational products, with the primary °
focus on the last activity listed above. . ) ,

£ . k3 . . b .

.~



Th‘e select;'ton ptoces; involved several steps, culminating with a
specific adoption; these steps as well as the adoption ;xtccmes are «.
descrlbed in the following subsectlons.“' attention will again be '
on the degree to whick nonvalidated ptod ts were ultinately adopted,
and thus the extent to which the adoption patterns did not conform to .
the original im:en:ions expressed in the RFP. The steps in the selec-. '
tion process included: 1) the iniéial presentatipn of candidate pfod- -

<.

W

e

ucts for adoptions 2) the screening of t.hese candidate products by the

1 sitesr and 3) the final adoption. o

’*

Initial Presentation of Candidate Products for Adoption
3 &
Assuning that a2 site had coopleted 'gsome type of needs assessment, 'i‘

it was then ready to.consider 'vatious products’ that could l;e_adopted. . v

v The original RPP, however, provided no guzda;ce for how the match.’mg P
process--in which site needs were to be related to available products=~

’ .was 0o take place. Morecver, this matching process was a potentially s

difficult one, if the needs of 2 site could not be matched by any avazl— '

able product. Mcost of the projecks ultimately developed a general pto-

cedure wnereby lists of potentially relevant products from the knowledge

base were made available to the sd.te teams for their congideration. How- o

9 ever, "here were significant variations a.mong the ptojects irf following

thas ptocedure. . . \
. Modes of Communication. In most cases (Florida, Georgia, Michigan,

and NEA}, the site teams were encouraged to make direct contact with

knowleldge~bage staff,** indicating the topic or topicé of interest that’
Qnulﬁecﬁ’ from their needs assessments. The Xnowledge-base staff then

identifieg an appropriate array of potentially relevant products and sent .

brief descfiptions of these ptoducts to the sites. In the HEA project,

this Was» done when a2 site would make a telephone call to the knowledge-

_base staft and degcz'iptions of all the products in the .relevant categor—

les, based on a ptlot classification s¢heme, were then sent to the. site.
» ~—

x
. -

L - / R = ’ n
* Modifications could also occur after adoption, but thése implementation .
. activities are beyond the scope of t.he current report. .

! " **In Michigan, sites contacted the knowledge-base staff in the state de- -
partment of education. . . y
o

@ ]
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2" . .
“n cther cases, and d¥xing the initial phases of most projects, the pro-
cedure was moye interactive and iqgolved faqe-to-face communications, with .
the site staff visiting the knowledge-base staff or vice versa. In Georgie,
soze initial orientation to the whole product array in the knowledge, base

was communicated thyough two "educational exchanges,” or conferences at

\ which teachers from sany sites were invited .to review a2 wide array "of mate-
///‘"“‘ rials. Théb?_conferqpces were unlformly judged to be a highly satisfactory
way of orienting site personnel and giving them an idea of the potentiil
-products before ‘the needs assessmepts were coupleted.
In other cases (The NETWORK, NRC, and Penns;ivania), the site teans
did not make direct contact with the knowledge-base staff, but worked in- .

stgfd with the project's linking agents.* 1In these cases, the linker - -
ascertained the topics of interest from the s{te, worked with the knowledge

base staff to select po:Lntial ca:dxdates. and then explained the vaf&oué =
possibilities to the site personnel The linking agent thus served as an
intermediary L“;\tf matching process. . . : v

TH1s major varlation in' comminication links did not appear to create
;, any consistent differenues in thE’ultimate product adoptlon patterns, but
deservas further attention because of the different roles implied for the
l'linkiﬂ; agent. In the first.mode.Bf comynunication, uh§re sites dealt d(- ' . ’
rectly with the knowiedge-base 8taff, the site personnel we‘eygegarded as
the primary users of the knowledgp hase, and gnowledge-bhse documents were f
orien:ezﬂtoward the teminology a&d needs of practitioners. The linking
. agent played only a secondary rolé in the comunications process, geHErally
» being informed of the site's interaction with the knowledge basi afteg it i
had occurred. In at least one project (NEA), linking agents came to play |
increasipg.y peripheral functions.as a result of this'procedure, and on oc- . : ‘
casion the linking agents were no% even informed about the site’s ccmmuni- o
, cation with the knoﬁledge base. In the second mdde of communication, vhere ‘
sites dealt through the linking agents and only indirectly with the knowl~ |
edge-base staff, the linking agents were regarded as the g;imary users of. ¥
the knuowledge base. In this 31tu}tion, kno;ledgé-base documents were oriented

)
']
. .

* A "mixed” mode of communicatiops could also ?ccur on occasion {e.g.,
. in a few sites in Georgia and NRC), in which the knowledge base staff
and .linking agents worked together in dealing with site pessonnel.

+
*
. -
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t;ward thé terminclogy and needs of thevli ing agents, and thus th.e
. " linking agents had a strong Tole in i.nflue:’c}g: a site's final selzction.
Overall, the mode of communication reflected the degree of activity on
the part of the linking agents: whpr& they were not heavily involvegd, the
knowledge-base staff actually filled the un)unq function. ;mis. was the '
-case for several of the“projects. | . -
- Size of the Candidate Array. "Each project also had to develop its
own sense of the appropriate size of .the initial ca;didate array, whether
presented directly to the site or through a linking agent. Tize size, or
number.of products, had t¢ be large encugh sc that sites c;uld havg some
choice in making their *1 selection, but small encugh to be manageable.

. Projects genérally presented about ten products, where available, in this

~ainitial array. This problem was further compounded by the nature ‘;f the
materials used to describe each product. Most :;ites would have preferred
receiving the product itself, but would tt.uen have had difficulty in review-
;ng‘the materials for such a large arrayf As a result, all the projects
developed their own one=- or twoiﬁhge'descriptive summaries of each project,

” \-\ and this was the naterial that was sent to each site.* * - . p

)
" *

Screening of candidate Products N .

' Sites' screeming of candidate producgs generally followed two stages.

During the first stage, a site, in theory, was to review the candidate .
. products for their potential relevance, and to reduce the initial pool of
&andidatgs to a smaller set of two or three final candidates. During the
second stage, the site would request more information about these final, P
candidates, and the kno;lng'e-basg staff would have to De contacted again
for this information. At this point, the knowledg-e base staff typically
loaned the actual product materials to the site, or even sugges ed‘- direct
contact between ’the site and the original developers of the pro:hv!s (e.g., = ~
e Penns;rlvanJ.Ai- The site teams then reviewed in detal_.l these final candi- °
da\n}:es and selected one _for adoption. , >

* The issue of the size and nature of materials in the initial array neceds , :
to be given greater at'.t:ention in the future. Pennsylvania, for example, ’ |
initially presented a larde number of candidate products to sites. when
.8iteg were finding it difficult to select a product from suc¢h a large
— arrayr-+£he knowledge base staff gignificantly reduced the number of
¢andidate products that they presented. *

- . © 27 37 - Y F i
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This secortd stage was conducted most Systematically in two of the RDU
projects (Georgia and Pennsylvania}. Occasionally however, the knowledge=-
base staff had difficulty keeping track of the product mat;;zzls,that had
begn léanéd out. In the other projects, the second stage was often "Blurred
with the first, so that the procgss of narrowing d;wn the initial list of
candidates occuzréd in ;'iess distinctive, two-stage manner. For instance,
where linkilng agents were heavily involved in the matching process, the two
stages might hgve been cofiapsed into a single stage, or several iterations
might even have occurred before a finai adoption was made. ’

wWhatever the process, the final gelegtion often revealed a host of
problems that had to be addressed in a Site-by-site manner. First, in
somie cases the sites may have had a single product in mind all aloﬁg, pos-
sibly preceding the nggds assesswment adtivity. This prior preference.may

have been well-suited to the site's owf sense of its needs before entering

the RDU program, or it may have reflécted a bias that was not justified by
the site's actual needs. The extent to which these situations arose can
only be documented by further information from the sites.*®

Sacond, in other cases the sites may have identified their own candi-
date proéucts to augment the candidates.selected by the knowledge-base
staff. This was especixlly true in those projects (é.g., Michigan, Georgia,
and NEA) where it took two or three years to complete the knowledge base, ,
and where the sites had therefore advanced more guickly than the ROU proj-
ects' preparations. In these cases, the sites' candidates were frequently
incorporated into the incomplete knowledge base. These cases represented
important occasions when nonvalidated products could be incorporated into
the sgysten, because the sites did not necessazily present any ccapelling
evidence that their candidates had been.validated for prior effectiveness.

Third, the review of candidate products often revealed a mismatch be-
tween the categories or terminology used by the knowledge bdses to classify
their products and the categories or terminology used by the sites. The
level of specificity could be different. Thus, sites cpuld dacide in their

] . . .
-

‘ ~

* At the time of this report, survey data from the sites were not yet
available for analyzing this issue.
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needs assessments that they had a "mptivatio problem among the students, .
which was not specific enough to identify accurately” *the potentially rele-

vant products (e.g., Florida); further probes were needed to determine that

the specific problem may have been students fighting in the hallways, and I

on this basis it was easier to Wdetermine whether a relevant product was .
avallable or not. Conversely, some sites came up with specific peeds state-. - - -
ments, but then could not eaé&ly cope with the generality of the product

descriptions (e.g., Pennsylvania). Similarly, some sites made their needs

known in terms of curricx.:lum content even thougli the knbwledge-base products

were initaally classified by teaching processes (e.g., NEA), or vice versa—

(e.q9., Florida). '

o

Fourth, 1t was entirely possible thatgone of the candidate products,
even with accurate communications, served a site's needs. In theory, the
knowledge~base staff was then supposed to conduct a further search, beyond
the knowledge base, for a potentially relevant product==a provision that
was covered by the original RFP (NIE, 1975:15). However, little attention
had been give.n to the fact that this wider search could t.ake‘ a long time--
far exceeding tHe site's schedule for adopting a specific proguct--and this
broader search would have to be conducted with undue haste, again leadang
to the possability of using 'nonvalid;ted products. Whatever the cutcome,
the provaision for ﬂavmg a further iteration at¥ this point wa':; judged un-
realpstic-by some projects. )

All of these problems sghould sug.gest that .the screening process was
not an orderly or simple one. In fact, we believe that this process bore
the brunt of one of the conflicting elements in the basic design of the
RDU program.* On the one hand, sites were to uge exlsting R&D p::oducts.

On fhe other hand, sites were to undergo a problem=-solving process, where- .
by a needs assessment was theisfitial step.“ Only unabashed optimism

would lead to the conclusion that the available validated products were

likely to match, with high frequency, the articulated needs of sites. As

a partial remedy, tr:e/nn' did make ofe provision for dealing with the po-

-

tential conflict: -

*
.
- \
. .
rlp—— -
-

* There is evidence froa related interviews that some NIE staff members

were aware of this potential conflict but could not influence the modi~
fication of the design of the FDU progranm.

**The conflict between these elements may be found in programs other than
education (e.g., see Yin, 1978; and Roessner, 1979). .

29 -
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++22 legitimate project cutcome could be the conclu~ *
#ion that in a specific local situation there is no

RED {product] that represents an acceptable solution &

to the defined problem. Such a conclusion, properly
documented, could add to [NIE's] understanding of A
field requirements for further R&D (NIB, 1975:4-5).

This provision fails, however, to indicate what the site should have done when
this situation was encountered. Most, if not all, of the sites were recruited
into the RDU program on the basis that ;Some asgistance would be—provided in -
dealing with their gchool problems. An impasse of the sort described in the )
RFP, while potentially‘useful to NIE, would not likelg have been an acceptable
cong}usioh from the site’s point of view. Not surprisingly, the seven RDU
p;gigcts therefore did everything they could to find aoue/gcceptable product
for every site, even when the impasse was encountered. At the same time. it
is also true thgﬂ’the projects did little to document, on a systematic basis,
those eituations in fﬁ*ﬁh the impasse occurred, and thus there is only sparse
information regarding further needs for” new types of products. The only in-
formation of this sort derives from_interviews with pro;oct director or ‘knowl-
edge-bage staffs, who typically reported the need for more products in second-

ary.,education in general, and in non-reading and non-math curriculum topics.

Final Adoption Patterns +

N .

AS, a result of this matching process, t}e gites finally did adopt some .
preduct.* For sites that had adopted a product by the spring of 1979,** the .
full list of ,adopted prcducts, by project, is shown in Table 6.: The table -
shows the produﬂtb by educational area (career education, reading, matheoa-
tics, and miscellaneoua) Sixty-four products weré adopted by only a single
site, whereas 36 producta were adopted by, more than one site; of these multi- »
+ the most popular products were: Wisconsin-Design for Reading -

.
[
i
\
. |
\
i
|

ram (lix sites), and Houghton-nifflin Basal Management System (five sites). . 5

® ¢

’ . -

* Some sites dropped out of/cne program before reaching the adoption stage; .
others dropped out after adoption, but 1little documentation exists regard- *
ing the reasons for these dropouts. (The Michigan project did collect in- PN
formation on the reasons for sites dropping out, however.) Pinally, some
aites had not reached the adoption stege by the time this report was drafted.

"HanY sites had not reached the adoption step by this tima. !
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\q Crisp Co. {Ga.) & Orange Co. .
. (Fla.) Career Education®*

! "Innerchange,
L ]

_/7- {
NAME OF PRODUCT T

. » -

N SN

PROJECT

NRC

NETWORK

P
-

CAREER EDUCATION

>
Basic Skills Through Practical Arts
’

-

- s “ ",
Georgla Career Gufdahce

It Works

y ,‘*_", Locally'Developed Caréer

Education HandbooR*:
Y -
, Orange Co. (Pla.) .Career Education
] . ’ .

4+ Free To Be.You and He' .

pa;reers; A Supplemerital . '
P:elading Jrogram . a T T

Project *HEAR (1), . ’
- Livelihoods L .

: ¥,
- My é:eéd and ButtoYflies
) Career Book |, . »

3
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.




—

.Table 6 (continued)

RAME OF PRODUCT

PROJECT

Florida

Penn,

NRC

. Mich.

HEAR

CAREER EDUCATION (continued)

Career Awareness Exploration
Curriculum Kit s

b

Presstyle .

* Career Development Centered
Curriculum (1)

Getting It Together

‘:'rhe Job Ahead

The' Magic Circle~

L7 ] -

®  Employability Skills
AEL Experience-Based Career
Bducation Program (1)
AEL Career bDecislonmaking
Progranm

_ First Joba *

-

vlio'alth: Decisions for Growth

a
r

Career Exploration in the
Earth Sciences (2)

Michigan ACT Career Planning

Progran
-

43 .,
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. v . Table ¥, {continued) . L]
. PROJECT . . .
. - . -
NAME OF PRODUCT Florida Penn. NRC Mich. Georgia NETWORK
CAREER EDUCATION (continued) * .
Working With Trees (2} : 1 .

Introduction to Coamumity 1

Centers . %

- ‘ .

h . . 2

tE

Career Opportunities Boxes
Just Me (2}

Career ‘Development for
Children )

Exploring Careers

Valuing Approach to Career
2ducation

Goofy Goes to Work

Kangaroo Kit %

wareness -6 -

»

e
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. ‘ Table 6 (continued)  °
' - ’ . .

I - ' PROJECT ' . .
} J ’ |
1

i

i . 3
HAME OF PRODUCT . ' Florida Penn. NRC chh; Georgia NETWORK NEA I
I
|
|
|
|

READING ' .

Continuous ‘Progress ‘ 1
nading . ' - ’ R .

Engl ish/Reading Rotation R b . Vo .
Prog’ral (1) ' * Y
Project PAL (1) . - : ' . ]

V4 . El

Secondary Readirng Lab . . - 1 . ' «| .
’ t

- 4  Individual Language Arts (1) 8 ‘ 1 . ’ .

Manlids Program, NY State ) 1 o . ; 4
Coordinated Engitish- =~ ¢ ’ \1
Langquage Arts *

] - [

4= * Baokdived rm {ehit : .
% pracislon Teiching ing oom) o C : * .

~

Peréeption Plus (1) ‘ ’ ) T— 1 .

)y

BDR (1) ' ‘v‘-ﬂ " 2 . . N - %
Sasic Spelling ° l 1 . )

Wisconsin Design for _ . 4 : . -4
faading {2) . -

Project MARC . 2 A R
Open Court o i 4 | ) C C

m-phry Center for 1 1. 4 .
. ' Reading Instructione-= ) i |

CERIC™M &Y B | : | S tag 1y
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g ~ ~+Table 6 (continued) « .
‘ . PROJECT .
~
NAME OF PRODUCT Florida Penn. . NRC Mich. Georgia NETWORK NEA

}.

READING (continued)
" Barnell Loft Skills
'snﬂ*sd\ooltwuse Comprehénsaion
PECUS--Reading- Curriculum* (1)
, Laubach Tutoring Prog(an‘:

Junior Great Bookh®
LY ~

Content Reading Inservice

Package* .

Comaunication Skills Improvement
Center (1) v

~

«85€

Intensive Reading Improvement

Center (TI) &"\ :

Dallas Baasic Skillg* |

.Nampa Communication Skills*

- r

‘Miscellaneous Products
developed by the sitea*

San Diego R2R™*
Pegasus-PACE (1)

Classroom Intervention
Projgct (1)

49°
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Table 6 (continued)

NAME OF PRODUCT

. -

PROJECT

Plorl@p

RRC

=)

Mich.

Georgia

LES

NETWORK

NEA

READING (continu€d)

Systematic Approach to
Reading Improvement—-SARIL

Houghton-aiéflin Bagal
Management System®

Spellacript™ , ,

Parents Assist Beginning
Reading Management
Systen*

SWRL~Ginn Communications
Skills Progran :

L ]
-2 sustained Silent Reading*
Reading Resource Center®

Development of a Language
Arts Scope/Sequence*
*

£ngleman-Backer Reading -
and Morphographic
Spfiéing‘

Columbia River Developmental
Roading Program ,

Bay Area Writing Program* e

Holt Series and Management
System*

CERRIC 51 .
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Table ’g {continued}

“NAME OF PRODUCT

PROJECT,

Florida

Penn.

\

NRC

Mich.

NETHWORX

NEA

READING (continued!

Hawaii English ﬁrogran (1),

Ininidﬁally Programmed .
. Instraction(2)

Project Catch-Up (1)
S
Accountability in Primary
Reading Program

Vocational Reading Power

Reading Systen

LE

cOnceth &nd Language (2)

Improvement of Basic Reading
Skills (1)

1976 Lippincott Reading
Text and Management Systen

MATHEMATICS -
STAMM (1)
PRIMES _
Keaymath

. Proficiency Verificetion -

Program With Learning
Q lenter Resources .

ERIC ,
ER 53

Progras (1) “~N

Andover Individualized .
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Pable 6 (concludedy

*

o - ‘
NAME OF PRODUCT :

. - .

Loa

' pnoss(i'r

Florida Penn., ‘NRC )

. [
A

NEA

m'rar-:ua'rxcs (coptjnued)‘
}{evard Cou.nti,y LaMp ?

J Hath Learni'ng Systenms e : -
YSRA--Mathematica Involvement .

s

muzous' s .

i
.
.

Evaluation Hor'kshop from: the./
% “ Center for the stugdy of - - ar
- & . Evaluattan*' (2) . L, e

s ! .

F ~

. P I
SPECS--5chool Planning} .
Evaluatfgn, & ‘Conmdnications .
. System*, (2) | Yoo : .

Weha

Bl

/ Positi'y'e A‘ttitude Towards
Learning--PATL (1)
» .

/ . .
Individpally Guided Education (2) °

.
.
v

. ce !

.. SRA-“Mastery Test ; . .

p

N

st

LY
. KEY & @ PR ¥

. — .

. - Product not in knowledge base
Product listed in the NDN catalog
Product listed in the NIE catalog

The NEA project did not keep a list of the products that were

" *

adopted by

the ‘Mt.es .




it a;ain impossible . .
oduc:;qzﬁat were validated.
adopted product had been
tigated on a post hoc basis.

{ Witﬂ:yigard.to the the use of validated pr
to determine the precdise proportion of adopted

¥o data 'were .available to determine whether .ea
- validated,.and the list is too long to be inv

However, some summary inferences pay be made by4ollowing efther of two al-

. b

ternative approaches.
. The f£irst approach is based on the proportion of adopted products that
fell outside of the kpowledge base. “In these cases, sites cCompleted their

needs assesszent and identified some product that was not in the project's

x®

° orirginal knowledge base. Although some, projects'tried to resxst this Eype

of adoption, erther by dropping the site from the project or by disallowing .
the smali amount of funds available for assistance in implementation, 21.1

percent of the adoptions ultimately involved a product that was outside of

the anowledbe base, while 78.9 percent involvéd a product that was inside -

the, kmcwledge base (see Table 7). Moreover, only geout half of the adop~ '
taon? anvolvin products within the project's knowledge base were in proj-
ects 4¢RC, The NETWORK, Pennsylvania, angd ?1orida) whose knowledge bases
ware +iged to have had a‘yow or null proportion of nonvalidated products

in the {1rst place {see Table § presented earlier). Thus, if one asgsumes *
*na- a.i1 of the products frog outside the knowledge basos were nontvalidated,
15 df proach Sugges*ﬁ that, overall, 50 to 60 percent of all th the adoptions

- may hafe involzed nonvalidated productd (21.1 percenr- plus half of 78.9 per-

N h“.

. .
The second approach 1s based on identifying the adopted products ac-

cording to their souxce {NIE catalog, NDﬁ catalog, or neither), and combin=-
-.iné these frequencies with two known factors: the number of NIE products
that had not been validated,* and whether the project had its own valida-
tion procedure. These data.are summarized in Table 8, whicn agsumes that

- * products subjected to a local validation procedure may - he conside:ed vali- .
' dated 'except for Michigan, where it was known that most ‘of the products

were not subject to the state clasgsification procedure), and that products

falling ocutside of the knowledge base ‘or not aubjected to local validation

* There was some questidn during thé¢ program whg!he: a product was acceptgble
1f 1t was a research-based produgt but had.not heen walidated. Folloying
liscussions with NIE, some projects.did allow thlis more lénient deftnition

* and accepted producta fronm the NIE‘cataiog into the knowledge bage on this
basi=. .

»’
-
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K ‘o A Table 7 ~ -
® ] > 4
. ' ~ N . . Product Adopt;o'x Patterns,
‘ . .o by Spring 1979 (sik RDU projects®)
R - :
« . &+ ' KNOWLEDGE "No. OF" ADOPTIONS®?
. mse @ ADOPTED - |
i STATUS . . PRODUCTS No . L
e " -
g ‘ . .’i‘f ’ . Yo v { j: v :
. LN Xnowledge Base , 74 15 78.9 y
. 7 . ¥ ‘ , . 3\\4"’
. E Ou;ss.de of Knowledge’, < . Jl
' ! Base ' N .26 : 41 2.1
. : e ) ’ L] ~ L. * _ "
¢ i - ’ - ) T
3 ' il :
} [ 3 ) / * ! .
i TOTAL 100 < 1947+ 100.0
| B .
| ~ o : T
- 2 T
ﬂ. ;. . .
i T, .
* The table s not present adoption pa:te:ns fo: the NEA, bec:ausc" ,
a list of Adopt ed préducts was not :na..ntained for this project. ,
’ T+ Some sxt,es made more than cne adop..ion. In ‘these cases, each,
adoptich was ccmn{:ed separately. . i .
.. N . ¥ “
. Y**This does not include 43 adoptions “for which no information, was
, . available regarding the product adopted.
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- ' Table 8 . .
_ ) ’ . ) ) !
. - Product Adoption .patterns for Each RDU Project, by'SpringB’lB - -
ADOPTIONS ~
. - x -
. Assumed To Hawvg_ Been Yalidated Not Known To Have Been Validated —
. " "'} S —
H Humber Number , Humber Percent
. project Total from Number |- Numper from NIE Outside Number, ,
NIE fcom .Through Catalog * of Without, | * Mon- . -
- Catalog ND Local (Not Knowledge Logal . . X
I (validated) | Catalo validatieri Validated) ,Bases* Validation** | Validated |
Plorida 22 . -5 1 == ) B '~ SR B EEe R K
4 .
Penneylvania | 13 - 9 3 - 1 - 7.7
N u - ¥
& NRC 45+ 4 5 6 g . - 30 - 66.7
- - L]
Michigan 63 - 9 --\ ’ 3 -3 48 , 85.7 .
v Georgia 24 P | 5 - ~— L 4 *137 . 75.0
Network™ 27 6o 18 3. . - - - 0.0 |
. NEA ? ’ ? ‘ 7 —_ ? ? ? 2 2"
— Q‘ - po- = —-.-! 6—l---- :
Total 194- ‘ . 15 47 o 12 4 geen ‘ 78 61.9
’ *Bach of the projects with a local valldation procedure was arbitrarily assumed to hiﬁe properly used ’ .
it, leading to a more congervative eatimate of the uverall proportion of nonvalidatd products. The -

single exception is Mlchigan. uhene it was known that must products did not gu .through the local vali-

dation procedure. V! . -
**Soma. of these may have baen validated th:ough an altornative procedure {e.g., by the cummetcial publisher).
The extent Of this phenomenon js not known. . . . .

ss*Thege products that were outside the Knowledge base wece nevertheless NIE ot NDN products.
products were, therefore, asslgned to the NIE or NDN colunns in this table.

These thtee




. ’ - .
procedure may be considered nonvalidated. This assumption holds even though
a few products may have been validated through some other, updocumented have .
been salidated through some other, ﬁndocumented procedurel. Based on this ‘
- r

assumption, this approach suggests that up to 60 percent of the adoptions
e \.4

. could have involved nonvalidated products. .

7inally, a secondary analysis of data available from schools that had -

-

- been v.sitedeby either BDU project or Abt Associates research staff pepm=-
bers 1561cates tha;lonly 64 percent were known to have adopted a product ‘3
that nad been systemat:cally field tested, The field testing did not have
to meet any emp.rical standards, and was simply an attempt to install the -
product 1n a site or sites and determine whether it was useable.
ihese Enfferent apéroaches yield estimates that :indicate that by the
) sprise £ 1379, wsany ofi.the adoptigns znvo§vea_nonvggldated and even non-
: fie.d-2vsred products. Although these are neééssar;ly 1mprecisé fagﬁ:es,
‘the :iB.ults are bagsed on conservative assumptions. Por instance, the final
astinates exciude the NEA project, where it 1s xnown that the great bulk of .

- . ~
whe aloptucns anvolved nonvalidated products.



. CHAPTER IV

DELIVFRIﬂd EDUCATIONAL PRODUCTS e SCHOOLS: CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE PROSPECTS

The prec‘eding chapters have de.:.'scribed the procéss’es by which valgdated‘
produc}:s were gventually adopted {(or not _adopted)_ by the school sites with.in
the RDU program. We have attempted to show that 2 good portion of nonvali- -
) dated products eventﬁally made their way into the knowledge bases of several
. of the RDG prijects (Georgia, Michigan, and NEA}, and that®this pattern was
conunued at the site level in these and in the NRCYand Flor:da projects,
.wherp many of the adopted products were not even in the original knowlgdge

base. Th.s t'rhansition f_rm validated to nonvalidated prg'ducts occurred in

.. spite of the original RDU mandate as represented in.the original RFP and the
. o
substant.al efforts made by each of the seven projegts to deve'lop 2 respoi
. “give xnévledge base.- . : . . . )
- L

Three seis Of issues deserve furt“x r discussion, in part to explain

. thesz f.ndings and in part to suggest future concerns for researchers and.

. 2ducarional policy makers:

» injadequacy of the pool of educational products;

. need ‘for operational definitions in tne _desi.qn of

programss and

e theg need to understand the normal process of "slippage”
between program intent and program implementation.

The Need for More Educational Products ,
! whateyer else may be suggested by the difficulties of assembling a knowl=" '
| edje~pas:, i1t .5 clear that the pool of acceptable educational products needs
- to be expanded in the futuxge: On certain topics, little R&D had been doneﬂ:}t‘j
f the time the RDU projects were in operation. These tépic& include. career

education (interest in which only burgeonéd in the early 1970s, not allowing
L enough time to produce a wide variety of relevant, validated products for the
ROV prugr-am «n 1976); dis.txict- or school-wide planning (which was added by
the Georgia project); inservice training.* In principlq, thé‘]:ast topic would
. nave been feasible had it been limited to the few currifulum areas in which a
1{tJo number of val:‘.date?l products existed. Ho‘eeve:;, t.he inservj.ge topic was
- < R

) » ' on

. * There is also scme question of how to validate educational products on

L4

. these topics, where mgre reliance must necessarily be placed on affective
. ratings, such as attituds scales. Additional problens confront the vali-
. s tiocn of products that only ihdirectly affect students--e.g., inservice
-—aw—why—**ﬂﬂ—v-pﬁﬂducts. I .

. . . ! ) 43.
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broadly appned to a.lnost every curriculun area that could be of infterest
toa site, and thus stretched beyond the resewoir ‘of available ;xoducts.
On other topics, the need for products was only recognjzed in the course
of the RDU progtﬁm. These included Almost any curriculum aréa at the second-
‘ary school level, e$pecially on core topics such as reading. Simllarly, RDU
officials who wex:e interviewéd indicated that sites frequently s;.\,ght products
on topics outside of the ' 1(: skills~=-e.q., science, 1anguage, and social
studies-=but encountered at difficulty in finding then, I.ast:.’ly, there '
appeared to be a2 heed for assistance on topics related to racial 1nteg¥ation
and the problems of minority groups \(e.g., products for bilingual students}, * .
and the available pool of p;.'oducts again seemed sparse. . -
’ In expanding the pool of educational prcgducts in the future, 1t should

be oted that .important contributions can be made from two sources. Tradi-

,tionally, one source 'has been the result of R&D efforts, in which new prod- =
- v X
uwts are developed by using scientifically based information in & ingtitu- .

£10m or universityesdepartment that is devoted to knowledge production ac-

-~

Livit.es.* R&D efforts are not, however, the only source of new xnowledge .
. that zmay bedr upon the improvement of schools and schooling: there is also

-

graot:;\.e—basedp knowledge, which i1s based upon practitioners' own.experiences.

A variety of local or federal programs have been targeted toward the knowl=-
N =
#dge Jevelopment activities of practitioners. These activities can produce

measurable ;mprovee*e:‘:h—and——tﬁcght—be—cal-led *psb” activities lpractice and

development),.

- »

shatever the source of new knowledge, however, any acceptable education

product ausk be validated by a process which involves forml.certificatién *

of impact and transportability.. Typically, the validation process involves

a guartitative experimental or quasi-experimental evaluation, .providing .

S

~

* Despite the fact that the use of Ril products was a major initial objective
of the R&l program, considerable ambiguity exists concerning the meaning of
"R&D products”. The ideas for many educational products come from ordinary
knowledge or from the experience of practitioners. This is true both for
so called "exemplary practice” and for many products produced by R&D organi-
zations. These may be excellent products, but from & "purist® perspective
they are not research and development Pproducts. Prom this perspective, to
qualify as an R&D product, the produdt design would have to ke based on the

¢ resuit of prior research and Jdevelopment or propositions in systematic theory
preferably both. Similarly if the product design was derived frem e re-
search or theoretical basis, then it might be considered an "RiD product”
even though the final development of the product lacked an, empirical vali-
datipn step‘. - y> ] .

P




o - . .

Lnfo ation about differences in test Scores between groups that did and did
mt eceive the 'treatment. 'I’hese results are then revigwed by a formally
constiituted group such as the OE/NIE Joint Dissemination Review Panel. Thus:
quantitatively based validation procedures should Probably be viewed as
type of minimal sc:een through which a proposed educatlonal product mus;niz\é‘
befote it is deemed worthy of dissemination. - o 7 .
If xnowledge source and validation status are c¢pnsidered two indepen-
dent 1imensions, 3, tWo-by=-two matrix may be created and is shown in Figure 3.
Thi. matrix 1llustrateg the propoéztion,that future products may coae from
RSL or ‘PeD efforts, but that the validation proéedure must be applied to .
products from either type of éffort in order for a producé to be acceptable.
Al >ng with the development of a 12{29: pocl of products, future efforts
are alsc needed to id;ntify the product cﬂ;;u!:eristica-that facilitate im-
plezentacion. Por instance, interviews with project staff members and school .
perssane provided considerable anecdotal evidence regarding what makes an at-
trastive product. Such products had the advantage of:
e  ultiple adoptichs in recent‘yea:s.-uhich freduentlyu

zeant that there was & proximate school which could
be vigited for observational purposes: .

*

e experienced trainers, who were funded through‘?ederal
. programs such as NDN to provide both pre-implementa-
tion and follow-up service to adopting schools; and -

] .dell-paCRAged and easily available materials, usuvally
provided at, or undey, reproduction costs. “-

. . s ’

In contzast, less attractive products were more likely to-have been adopted
wn .ew places, to have had no experienced available trainers or to require
consuitant fees for training, and in some cases to have had materials thaé.
were not as attractively produced. Only further research can, demonstrate
the inportance of these ty?es of cha:acterist§;: in contrast to those having

to o' with the content of the p:oduct. .

. The :Need for Clearer Definitions

A aacond potential lesson from the sitea experiences with products is
that clearer cperaticnal definitions need to be made in the design of a pro-
yram. Thus, we moted in Chapter X thaé‘the RFP did not describe the minimal
validation procedure. If a product did not ‘come from the pool of netionally‘

-

validated products, what was an RDU project to do? Four of the seven projects

‘g g 45 N . J
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relied on a revieu panel procédure.* During tge review p:ocess, if data vere
not available on- a certain product t:an some existing test, time was needed

, for the collection of those data. To our knowledge, the ROU p:ogtan was not
degidgned to allow for thds tine lag; and, if a site uished to adopt & non-
validated product, no separate attempt was made to condict an ‘empirical vali-~
dation of the product’'s {mpact: Other approaches to product certitication—-
including judgments of face validity by experts, or judgn:e_nts ofy actual im-

pact by practitioners using non-test measures--were used-to an unknownvegtent

in the RDU progran. - {
. Other operational Jdetails were also unanticipated by the designers of the

1
RDU prugram. How large does an adequate knowlellge base neeg to be? How often
shoulc st Le‘hpdated? what feedback is possiblg so that site experiences can
be .acorpurated ano the knowledge base? These and other questions night have
been motz vasily resolved had there been, &t the time of the design of the RDU
Proyram, a naizonéi knowledge base with these operatiing expe;iences.‘ Even now,
the =xiotence of a single knowledge base ﬁxght'reGUCe the prab ens of searching
£or and documenélng accessible and acceptable products that may be included in ‘
Local wuuwledge bases. At a national level, sonme economies ¢f scale b:iht be
actseved, and greatec Tesouxces might therefore be made Available for th lo—
vatiug jud sc:eening p:gﬂucts. However, a national'knouledge base alone, in
the sbsdw e of local knowledge bases, might also have some disadvantages. It
Maght 1ot be sufficiently responsive to local site peeds, a concern which was
Axp;essed ny ne rDY pzo;ect staffc w~hen asked about *h‘s\issue. The typical
fea: was that a nat:ional xn0u1edge base which was far removed from the locus
of implementatfon would be unable to respond in a timely or fine qLed manner.
Ip addit.on, local knowledge bases would allow sites to have a igie lntimate
anoﬁvemept in the product selection process, with face-to-face visits fre-
Jquently used to }ev{eu‘candidate products; a national knowledge base might

not provide the same opportunities. These advantages and disadvantages would
{

=

* The product review panels, except in the case of the NRC, existed before
the RDU program. Knowledge-base staff did not submit candidate products
to the panels In order for them to be validated for their RDU projects.
Rathex, for thoge projects whose states had an existing validation proce=-
dure Pennsylvania, The NETWORK, and Michigan), the knowledge~base staff
considered products that had already been validated by the panels ag po-
tential knowledge-base produycts.
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all have to be taken into account in'the planning for any national knowledge

base. .
se . . . ) \

Normal shifts between Interit and Implementation -

.A final set of explanations and implications derives from our obsérj'
vation that the RDU program was designed with a purposeful tension. Om
the one hand, the goal of using exist R&D products can be oonstmed as
a technology-oriented objective. On the other hand. the RDU progr;7ralso ~

called for sites to conduct their own needs assessménts before see¥ing 2

product, and this can be construed -asya’user-oriented objective. In reality,

these two objectives can co-exist best when adequate time~~usually a moderate
pe:xod of years-=is allowed for the knowledge developmant and needs assessment

actxv;txes to inform one anothez. Unmet s_te needs, for =instance., should lead

'
to the commissioning of new product developRent. Because the RDU program

was not a fong-term progranm, the tension betweengthe two objectives had to be
settled in other ways, and our belief is that these compromises explain the

transition from valadated to nonvalidated products. Moreover, such shifts

between intent and implementation can occur throughout the life of 2 federal

- - .

program.

Federal progranms intended to affect local practices may be »aid co have

v

five phases (not necessarilf ocourring in simple linear order).?

s
e federal policy.developnent ) -~ ) W
e federal program deVéfi:ment :
¢ project Qgsign . : : ’
¢ site or service Felivery development R
e practice implementation *f ’
& N

‘Fiqure 4 shows how Fhase phaasg méy_be depicted with regard to the RDU pro=
gram. . This model suggests that implementation at one phase frequently be-
comes a major conponent of the set of plans orﬁantentions at the next phase.
Intent at each phase is usually embod;ed in a set of goals or objectives. ‘
As a result of either conscious or serend1 us choices in the implemen-
“tation of each phase, activities are set in motion that are believed t; ad- .

L
dress the goals that were gpveIOped. However, in most implepentation efforts,
- 'Y ]

" !‘\ I

* There is consideradle literature that provides uﬁeful background informa=-
tion for this topic.” Por example, see Berman, 19787 Farrar et al., 1979;
Hage and Aiken, 19707 Louis, .1980; McLaughlin and Berman, 1975; and March
and Olden, 1976. The term "slippage® was originally ‘used by Philip D. '

, Selznik (ses Corwin, forthcoming).

- [ 4
~ -
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. : % . Pigure 4 \ *
PIVE PHASES IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF o
, - A FEDERAL PROGRAM INTENDED TO AFFECT LOCAL PRAUTICE -
- “
-J . *
- ‘ * POLICY DEVELOPMEYT ) -
- PEASE
N . Intent . ) . Implebentation
- ) ‘ * » .
- Congressional legislation - Design of RDU program, pti-
- Federal regulations narily reflected in REP

1 PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
Ty PHASE

Intent

-'= Design of RBU program by
NIE, primarily reflected

Implementation i

Design of. seven project awards,
based on project proposals

. Intent

- Actual project organi}athon
~ Actual project procedures

in RFP . - Monitoring of awards
- . - ” * A}
. PROJECT DES{GN *
| S PHASE
Intent * Implementation .
- Design of individual projébt, ~ Actual project organization
based on project proposal - Actual project procedures
- NIE monitoring of award o,
. " :
* . - SITE DEVELOPMENT S -
A PHASE - .

Implementation

- Adoption of specific ide'a {R&D
product) for implemep\tation '

Intent

, PHASE

~ Moption of specific ideaw(R&D
product) for implementation

N 4
JPRACTICE IMPLEMENTATION )

‘, Implementation

- Implementation of new practice
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. nany ¢hoices muét.. betmade, both gquickly and in the absencelof complete and
. =~ .

7
sound information, about’ the oom;aquenc’es that the choices day have for

nee'tlng %he obﬁectlmere intended. Thais ‘basx
makiag un,der conditiona of uncertainty has long been ac

henomenon of decision

ledged by students
5f public administration {Lindbloom, 1959 March and Olsen,™976; Pressman

- and wildavsky, 1973; Bailey and Mosher, '1968: Murphy, 1971). The incremen-
tal decisxons made by admzn;strators during program implementation result

. an subtle but, concrete changes in the grogram——changes that, over time,
- often involve Substantial evolutzon away from the original design and intent.
Among tFe many terms used to desctxbe this process, that oﬁ "mutual adaptaton ) .
{Berman and McLayghlin, 1977) has appealed mos(broadly to educational re-
T
ﬁ & searchers and polzgy makers. This term 1S, however, frequently applied with *
' - ..mpxeus;on, and it is .mportant to, def:.ne the process. of incremental \.hange
. ,_ .
. * more concretely. . - . . - ‘
\ According to Corwin EIQGOJ there are four types of adjustment between
the projec;-as- ntended and the "real world." These may be classified ac-
_’ ;— .cording to: ° ‘ )
. - . ,
. o the type of decision (planned or aelzberate, versus ‘
- . unplanned or inadvertant}; and
.- s . L
e the tvpe of motivation for the decision (to overcone, . ,
. mObstacles in .mplementatxon versus the nheed %o correct ‘
for .nadequac..es or ambigquities m program design).
#, A cross tdbulation of these produces four types, which are shown in Figure 5.
) Mutual adjustment ‘refers to the outcones of decxsions that involve de-
N liberate consideration of the changes to be made. This Planned -change will ' -
.nvolye some alterations in the program, and some expectatibn of changes in
the setting in which it is implemented (’Beman and MclL.aughlin, 1977) Using
- the matrix in Figure 5, we fxnd two sub—type& of mutual- adaptatiOn ) .
v ® Revision. This occurs as ‘the program is tested in the field, . ’ :
: , and problems bf mplempnting it ag planned are encountered.
. Decisigng are then-made about how'best to approximate the . . ‘
‘e .. origindl intent under canditions of reality, and how to adjust L
) ‘the local setting to accept the intent. . . .3:
- e Specificatibm. Program designs are usually skeletal, and must ) N
_be fleshed out during implementation. Pdlicies are vontitnuousdy .
c) developed to reflect accumulating information about how the pro- '

- < » gram operates. . ; ’ '
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N The outcomes of u\mdvertan-t or unplan:iec; decision making, on 'the other .
hand, :nay be better thought of as slippage. In the case of slippage,>we may
t.md n.hanges both in the program and the setting, but wz‘e‘falso find instances f
zn whxch only the program changes. Slippage may be good or ‘bad’ {although .

fton the rational adminigtyative perspective, it is clearly preferable to -

. - _oake planful decisions where possible)}, but it 1s also unavoidable as the

! press of responsibilities and ’tne need to find rapid closure for day-to-day

. problems occurs. There are two sub~typeg of inadvertant decision making:
p .

e hAccomodation. Accorodation occurs due to administrative re-
istance or demands from the client or other actors in the en— | .
vironment. When and where there are "exceptions to the rule,”

» or wheregdecisions are made to alter nfies in order to achieve .
a valued goal more quickly, the program has a téndency to be
altered more than the client or enwironment.

LY. <
® Mutations Unpredictable local interpretatzons of the original -
program design are frefuently encogntered in the -implementation
of new programs. These usually oclur becaugg the implementing
individual(s) did not fully understand what the designers wanted, -~

. but also ogour as a conseguence of localized "insights,” which
- involve the generation of new goals or strategies which seem, to .
- the :oplenmentor, to add to the original design, ! ) .

The developnent of the design and policies governing the use of "knowl=-
edge” .n the RsD Utilzzation proqxam gave evidence ©of several types of change -
througn, Mcremeéntal decision making. THe changes that occurred in the polxc:y

“and program development phases may, accord;ng to Corwan’s (l%8U) analysas, i

beé be classif:ed as Mutual adaptation, because they revolved prirmr‘i].y~ /

around well-p.mnhéd changes in c.lesz.gn to reflect the absgence of .nationally .

Jdeveloped product pools that met the desires of NIE to .tgst an ReD Utiliza-

tion stra.teqy. The .outcomes of the process of change that his been docu~ ,

mented in th..xs report, on the oﬂ“her hand, can be considered to be slippage, .

both through accomodation to the absence of appropriate produc.:ts for the

data basaes and client demands, and mutation, as sSeveral ‘of the projects spon-

t':aaeously converted td a greater emphasis upon the dzssemination of improved

problen solving capabilities, as opposed to R&D. ' .
In the RDU{' prognn the "slippage” from validated to nonvalidated prod- .

ucts mainly occurred at two phases of the fzve—phase model. During the

~ ) project design phase, 'the intended activity ‘was the development of a knowl~ :

edge base {or pool) of validated products. Chapger II described how this

.
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function was conducted by each of the seven projects and showed how this
involved acconodat;on in each project to availjble resources. At the site
deveiopzment phase, the pertinent activity was the mat;hzng process, whereby

s*es had to natc@ their needs to ‘ﬁe products available before making a
fina% adoption Thxs acttvxty agazn led to considerable acccoodation and
was described fully in Chapter III.
We believe that»slippage can be attributed to the tension between the

technology-oriented and user-oriented objectives of the ROU program. 1In

e original RFP, the technolcgy-oriented elecents of the progran were
domanant. Portions of the RFPP clearly zndi;ated that merovement§ in the
problem-solving process used by schools were afgc désxraﬁle, but these as-
pects were,not as prodinent as the implimentatzon of RsD products. During
zmﬁlementation, the balance hetdben.the.technology-orxented and useé—
oriented elements of tﬁé program shaifted, such that by the time the ROU
program had bée; in operation for a year-and-a-half, 1% was clear that some
projects were em?has;zing .Mprovecent in a local problem-~solving capacity *
{user=-oriented cbjective) over the use of R&D prodgcts as their major
accomglxshnent? By end of two years, there was apparent qapseﬂsus'amOng
the seven Project dz;ZZtors on the primacy of the user-oriented objectiveq. ¥
To gurmarize, the transformgizon of the original intient into aqhew set

>f intents 13 a pattern which charactérzzes many crganizational any program
+ r

Such ohinses,’ degarve rn be the focus of further resea

a3 LIRS, ges, deger h, espe-
lly in iight of the following observag;on revious research oh federals

locali-mplenentavlon*’ has tepeatediy sugggsted that little beneficihl influ-

ence can ks exerted by federal polic4es at the &ifth phase n our ™

what ~e haye called the practice. zmplenentatiOn phase.*** The outcomes of

local implépentation appear to be more a function of local GOnditions, such
58 the 1 1 agency organization, rules’ of governanée _and personnel. Fof

this reasqpr the exxsting research has shown little, if any, ¢ross-site cor-_
relation between the availability of federal resources and local implementa-,
tidn outcomes (Yin et al., 1977; Berman and MclLaughlin, 1978; Miles, Fullan,

d Taylor, 1979). This weak relationship‘%as continually thwarted federal ’
4
. W~ .

* This conclusion is based upon observaticns of a meeting of the %even,
project directors and sevefpal NIE staff members held in October 1978.

** For example, see Yin et al., 1977; Lambright and Flynn, 1977; Berman and
Mclaughlin, 1978. and Roqpnblui?and uis, 1979. .
. '

***Por a discussion of the disincentives of federal oolicies at this stage,

- see Sisber, 1979. . ! ]

- - - . -
~
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* * agencies whose mission is to create change and thereby improve services at .
* the local level. Federal policies may, however, sxgnifxcantly -nfluence
. z

izplementation activities at the other four phqses in our model, which in .
turn can constrain ér enhance local ado?tfon behavior. For those who syp~
port the federal ageﬁda,.the assumption is that services might then be more

1kely to change, even if moderate adaptation takes place during the fifth
phase. For those wﬁo support the local agenda, xnowledge dbouy'thelslip— -
page anéd mutual adaptatioﬁ process could helg to alter plans at one of the
. éarlxe; four phases. Thus, any new snforhation on changes betiFen intent

to .oplementation can potentially y:eld policy-relevant.recocmendations for

'botP federal and Jocal agehcies. ~ -

.
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. Summary ‘ - Yy L i e ‘
The R&D Utilfzation (RDD) program was designed by HIE:t:o improve school

practices. Such improvements were to occur, in part, as a result of the .

adoption and implementation of specific R&D "oroducts®=-i,e., ideas curricu-

luz changes based on previous research and testing. Thus, the organization

of the RDU program involved the presentation, to e¢ach participating scheol-

of an array of potential products for review and Se'lection the school

stafg, ¢ T
This report has described the adninistrative proce ereby:
e 1nformation about existing products was ac lated into

- a "knowledge ghase;”

. ® the materials in the knowledge base were made available

- i
‘ to school sites; \ :

» the school sites were assisted in Selectin{the product % .
that most suated their needs‘: and ~
e specific products were finally.adopted by each school. ~

3 major issue t.hroughou't this process had to d& witn the desire tevhave |
sch.uls adopt only products that had been previcgusly validated through em~ .
pix .cai testing. Thus, Ehe intent of the RDU program was to assure somie -
Jualiity control “over the new ideas that would be implemended with.lr} e‘my .

-4 N
Jiver 3cheool. b

in reviewing.each of the major steps in the process, this report r‘ms .
identified difficulties that were encountered inp fulfilling the prog'ram's
mandate. The analysis shows that, in spite of the ‘substantial efforts made .
to: asiure qualj.;:y control, many school siteﬂltimtely adopted products
that had not _beén validated for their effectiver;ess ox:rt.ran.‘;porti'lbility

through prior testing, In fact, up to 50 or 60 percent of the: final adop-

tions may have involved nonvalidated produ‘cts. . y,
The above analysis points to .a. rumber of implications for the . ffidivigs

ual who must develop and manage pools of educatipnal products. One generic

lesson 18 that the deslign and :{.mplenentation of épm}.i}:y control procedures .

for dissemination should be regardeé as a two-sta&e pro;ess. The f.irst/ ’

stage centers on deﬂemir;ing which information bit;;\, programs, or other

knowledge should be inclm_iéd in the pool, and the B'q\cond océu.:(s as the. cli_- -

ent decides what information to use. A dissetninatior‘a program can influence

both steps, but different procedures must be designed' for each stage.
. \




#

Second, the experiences of the RDU projects suggest that the implemen~ -
tation of strict: quality control progdures is e'xtrenely difficult where the .
dissemination program seeks to maximize responsiveness to client needs. The
higher the client orientation of the dissemination program, the more impor-
tant it is that backup screening procedures be developed for use when clients
‘require information that cannot be found within the more rigorougly screened-
pool. Without such backup procedures, the project staff may lose all control
over guaiity at various crucia} stages of its relationship with a client
school or districe. . . '

Pinally, while the attention devoted o quality control was appropriate

in the RDU program, given its research focus, we believe that ongping proj- ¢
ezts would be well advised to utilize more flexible criteria for quality con=- \J

trol. Thus, for example, a project might develop a three-tiered rasking sys-
tem for all of its "knowl;sdge.' Where a need could be met through research- . '
based, validated products, these would be given highest priority. SHowever,
pro:iucts that had been field tested {but not validated) and products that
sixply met criter.a of\starong face salidity wu.ld. also be avaxlable through
the retr J.eval systm. There is some evidence from ct,_he" analysis in our
st.dy that qualxty control is wmportant,* there 1s also evidence that many
schools might have ‘becctte discoiuraced and might have abandoned the program
mprcvem:ant effort entirely 1f rthey had een forkd to choose only frem a ~
#limited knowledge ‘p'ool. ’ ‘ N

) The results also suggest several potential concerns for future educa-.

tional policynak‘:ngo First, the existing pool of ;cceptable products may *
not have b;en large encugh, at the outset, to serve the varied needs of the
sites.. In some curriculum areas, ‘such as career educatldn and other topics
outside of the bas'ic skills, there were sipply too few products frem which

to choose. A future need nay therefore be the development of a .larger and .
broader array of R&D product$ to match the types of problenms frequently )
encountered by schools. Second'," clear?‘: cperational quidance may be neededm |
for establishing an appropriate knowledge base. Among the key steps. is the N
impletentatior .of sPeCEiEic validation procedures to certify new products that

" # 'd., \.'
4 e
: . : S o

- . N - s *

* Por example, whether, or not an adopted product has been.field éested
strongly predicts the degree to which it affects the school and its
pupils and staff (Louis, 1980). - -
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may emerge in the course of an educational change program. In;E?e case of

.RDU, such procedures wq;e called for and uased, buf the design the pro=~
gram, d3d not allow for the time lag needed %o accumulate new empirical
evidence before a school could progeed with Adoption. Thizd, the RDU ex-

' perience ralises some general guestions about thg likel; slippage that will
occur, from intent to implementation, through;ut‘all phases Qf a federally-

iesigned program. Future programs should make a better attempt to Antxcz-
L3

-
r

pate th:s slippage process.
» Jverall, these qipcerns in implementing school <hange through federal
intervention are important not only to the RDU prograr but alse to other
federal programs in education. The 1sgues raised should therefore be conm-
parel sith the lessons learned from other fede}al programs, in the hope of
. Lngrod‘ng tpe desxgn‘%f future programs.
- B
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