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SUMMARY * N N '

Background and scope of “the ldrger study.. While there ..
~ are abundan dies of the role of the unlverslty as a
* knowledge b&i and knowledge center, less is known about
the flow of knowl dge and expertise between the 'university and
. the world of pract'ce. .0ften, such processes of .knowledge
transfer have been\](‘a t to chance. 1In other _casds, there .
¢ have beén loose, ominantly informal link§ between knowledge
producers and users. More recently, as ‘colleges ‘and universities -
extend the1r service anghoutreach ‘functibns, more formal

. 1nterorganlzatlonal arrangements have emerged.” The case
- study reported.here is ohe of three such interorganizational -
arrangements (1oAs) that were anpalyzed, each within different _ .
region, of a different age\and having. a unjque institud ional
configuratioh, but all involvirg collabbration between a
colllege of educatlon, 1nterm diary service agéncy and a o
1col ction of schools or schoo districts. <- T .« - 0

,
i/

Oy

. Thé study as a whole drew\sn twQ theoretical frameworks.
First, ihterorganizational theory helped to map: the relatlon—

' ships between partners to the interarganizational arrangement,,p
with a focus on linking mechanismst and boundary- ;pannlng

- ' roles that bridged the college of edudation and communlty

of schools. TheoretlcalLy, closer and multlple links should \
result in greater 1nterorgqnlzatlonal activity, inter- ) N
dependency and reciprocal 1mpact. /Fhe use of interorganizational’
theory, also called for an analysis of knowledge flows between ‘.
units as resource exchanges or transactions dependlng on the
relatlve power?46f each party in the arrangement. Segondly, .

K knowledge transfer ‘theory helped to trace the movement of .
educatlonal ideas,- practices and 'producté betwéeén part1c1pat1ng
units as ,components, of a. communlcatlons process;. in which *= _ ' )

.résource—prqv1d1ng ing®itutions such as a college of education
N dlagnosed needs and provided solutions to problems dlagnosed v
within' esource-using- institutions %uch as schools. ﬁhte \
- that roies cduld be reversed here, with the college of education
“as a recipient of*practlce-derlved khowledge Both theoretical
frameworks were intended to illuminate answers.to the principal
-, research guestion,’ namiely: to what extent and in which ways
db interorgarizational arrangeménts faciligate. changesB
in, instryuctignal practice within local schools?

»

-~ Met dology ~ Our design called for a multiple~case

~ I~

: study using a dommon set of research questions for each - L.

A v of %hquOAg Data were collected during site visits S

' means of retrospectlve 1nterv1éw1ng, observations and «the

. .collection of pértinent documents. "Data tollection followed

: , a sequence of. progressive focusslng, leading to the, emergence . 7
’ set ‘of some 50 causal variables common to all three " . ¢

EE Preliminary findings from all sites were fed back . -
to site, informants for verification., , s - T




An overview of the Eastern Private case:.- The Eastern
Privz}e I0A is'By far the oldest of the three studied. S
’ Strueturally, there is an IOA secretariat consisting of &
difector,. two deputies e@nd a secretary, all working . at one-
half time-or less. There are 29 school district members,
most cohcentrated in four very affluent counties within a .
. 45-migute driVing radius of the university. The secretariat
is_itself embedded in an ‘endowed research unit of the college
of Yeducation and does not have distinctly separate .space fram
- . either the research unif or the faculty department within which -
" .the senior staff are also located. n_ advisory board
- ‘comesed of eight superintendents ani two prinCipals from

a4 TOor Al
member-districts meets witk the IOA director U.LJLJJ.\J}\J.MIQLC.L]

three times .per year. Qpefetional decisions ténd to be made
by the secretariat and are, routinely approved by the board.

1]

-

The IOA was founded before World wWar II as a collaborative .
enterprise to collect and feed back detailed information on
innmovative practices in school districts. *In its heyday it
had as many as 70 members, each contributing to the data
pool on innovatioh and most actively using the resulting

analyses as a basis for ‘internal evaluation and pract1Ce
improvement. Even after the retirement in 1962 of 'its very
energetic and charismatic creator, the IOA managed to continue on
with considerable vigor .alédng the same lines, focussing its
effort on‘attempts t© deVelop measures of "quality" of school

. enVironments which were increas1ngly elaborate and rigorous?T "\

-y
With the retirement ten years later of the founder's
announted successor, the IOA clearly declined ip Vigor and
membership and began to lose its sense of purpose. Thé :
efforts to prov1de elaborate data-based and comparative
reports on innovativeness and quality atrophied, ‘income
i from memberships dues dropped off precipitously and a rump

' board of directors in early 1976 asked the university to con
sider ending its life.once and for all. The university
responded first by bringing the IOA under the wing of an
endowed research institute and soon after by appointing a
new part-time director who had a strong -commitment to supporting
practice improvement at the school and teacher level as well -
as. a background in planned change experimentation and net-
working.. . - ' i .

4

The new leader breathed 1ifé into the IOA, recruiting
ehergetic and creative graduate students who.had had extensive
expeXience as school practitioners, primarily in teaghing' .
and aff development roles. Together with two such asdistants, -
in t spring Qf 1977, she launched a successful drive to woo
back fiemberships, visiting many.of the superintendents in

person dnd providing them with a display of new offerings,
including multi-session seminars on a range of topics for

. staff at various levels; dpnferences_for superintendents with

- : . ii 15 )
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natlonally recognlzed speakers; and, as ah option, the .
servrces of a "Fellow," an experienced graduate student who
could, come out to a district on a weekly basis as a general
purpose consultant and linker to expert knowledge resources.
In all these offerings, emphasis was,placed .on the service
function to schoo} districts with no implication that districts
would be used as research sites or field settings for student
dissertations.™ In return each district was to contribute

a modest -fee of $750, actually halvquirom the previously ‘
established dues schedule. The fee doubled if the Fellow
option was taken. ’

The rejuvenation effort appeafed to be successful in

. Many~\respects. Membershie®s increased substantially, from
-5 dues payers to 29. . The secretariat delivered on busy

schedule of workshops and conferences, all of which were
wgll-attended. There were 50 workshops and 10 conferggces
over a three-year period. »Many of these workshops suc®eeded
in involving teachers for the first time, in contrast to

the historic administrative focus of the IOA. 'Much of the
physical and logistical effort of putting on conferences

and workshops was carried by the Fellows who met as a group,,
about “every two weeks, both to plan activities and to:rreport
on their separate experiences as‘change agents within their
assigned districts. Each Fellow's experience was differ®ent
depending (a) on the backgr®und and inclinations of the °
Eellow,- and (b) the expectations' and placement opportunities
_Rrov1ded by . the district.

One of the most visible outdrowths of, the revived
IOA during its second year was the development of a sub-
network of teachers and curriculum and staff developers with
special. interest in writing. This "Writing Consortium”
was organized and coordinated by one of the Fellows .and
involved four districts actively and four others more
peripherally. They held approx1mately 10 half-day workshops
sessions over three school years, some involving outside .
experts, some involving sharing of craft knowledge among J
teachers, and some consisting of working sessions at which
materials were developed and analyzed The Writing Consortium
was the oﬂiy focussed .activity ‘clearly attributable to the

7
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" I0A which was able to sustain itself with clear products

and 1mpacts over a multi- schqol year period.

During its .four- -year revival phase this IOA experienced
some turbulence resulting from the following. factors: laCB{Qf
a‘clear definition of roles;. lack of a distinct operational

base, frequent and extended leaves-of-absence by its . ”
inspirational leader; a weak uncertaln and changlng funding
base; heavy reliance on part—time and volunteer effort by
both unlver51ty and school-based people; and ambivalence by

'tne university ?egardlng the proper use of its gndowment; the
- importance of 'service vs. research functions; and the focus

of a teacher- -centered vs. "an administrator-centered strategy.
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' Outcomes. There is. nQ questlon that the &
to a renewal of many individual connections and th
ment of many new ones at the 1nd1v1dual level. Whi

I0A had long been known as a Kind of "old boys' network" for

superintendents, thejrevived network deliberately sought

and succeeded in estaklishing linkages at the teacher and
_principal levels as well as among district staff in yarious

roles. On the other hand, the rejuvenated IOA had o ly‘

moderate success in efforts to expand the network ‘bgyond

the original cohe of four affluent suburban counti either

to more remote suburban and rural areas to the ch poorer
urban environments which abound in the immgdidte vicinity
of the university. : (
For the school districts which were most involved, the
I0A .provided a varied and continuing inppt of high guality
expertise availakde to all staff-levels through the many

_ ¢onferences and’ workshops that were held. The 'high attendance

levels- and enthusiastit: testimonials provided for most of

these events suggests that they represented a sidnificantly
increased knaowledge acquisition capacity. I#ter-collegial {
contacts across districts and personal contacts with un1Ver51ty
professors can greatly expand the potential resource network
that districts and individuals can draw upon.

The Fellows program may represent the clearest effort
to improve district problem—solv1ng capacity through providing
process expertlse on-site. There is evldence that this was
the result at some sites. For the most part, however, Fellowg
were not able to gain .acceptance as general capacity- ~builders;
often they had to subordinate or adapt their process goals to
the rathér different agendas and expectations of :their clients.
Sometimes this worked beautifully-such that an examination
of a @ifted program desired by a local principal turned into -
a rollaborative development and demonstration project for
the whole district. ¢ .

. R

Nevertheless, in spite of the outpouring of activity
generated in the revival, the impact of the network om member
districts was not great relative to other forces in the
environment. Most of the resources it prdvided were. also
available from other netwdtk-like arrangements and serv1ce .
agencies which abounded in the region. Thus it was generally
regarded. by superintendents as worthwhile and providing’ had
intellectual inputs of the highest quality but rather
1nconsequent1al among the rich and varied assortment of in-

e

service and linking opportunities available to them. There g

was no district’ for which it could be said to have provided
a service which was either essential or one which was not.
offered by another source. >
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- Likewise, few uniyersity informants other ‘than the

IOA staff itself were ﬂikely to rate the IOA in its present
configuration as an esgential aspect of the university,
certainly not in a.survival sense. No department relied
"to a large degree on ICUA member districts for recruitmght,
pre-service trainifig sites, research sites, or graduate
placement siges, partly because the university (justifiably)
saw itself as cqnnecteq to a national rather than a local
constituency. . = . 7

’ For the individual graduate students who were involved
as Fellows, however, it was quite a different story. 1I0A
involvement gave them diverse opportunities to' grow,in a T
numbeér of different directions;' to understand other educational
'settings; to learn the]rolé'&fﬁifﬁker\tg\;hange agent through
experiencing it;: and t¢ compare experiendes. of.challenge, ~
frustration, and growth with one anotker. In many ‘cases the
initial Fellow ,experiehce led :to other bpportunities_which
included creating spinfoff netwprks such as the Writing
Consortium, taking on [linking roles in other settings,
establishing very solifd ties td one another as a peer network,
and developing extended ties to e@ucatbrs in the region at ‘all -
levels as-well as to nationally-known experts recruited /for - >
various workshops and-jcohferences. \)< . ’\‘ ) -

»

When comparing 'the revived IOA with its historic version,
we see a.clear shift -in goals toward an active service:
orientation and an attlempt to. move down into the ranks of
the district to get mare involvement from principals and
“teachers. The revived IOA also represented a muting of . _
the research role. For the districts and their involved stiffs,
however, this IOA was rarely likely to have the kind of
impact that would result in goal shifts, nor do we see goal
changes reflected in the overall stance of the university.

Institutionalization as an outcome. Major credit must
be given to any interorganizational arrangement -
able to survive intact with continuing visible impact for -

" 40 years. Much of the credit goes to-the €gunder and his
immediate successor, through whose efforts "routinization"
took place. It began with the promotioﬁ of a concept of
educational practice imprqQvement through collaborative °
research, development, and sharing, with the university
playing critical coordinative, control, knowledge input, -
and synthesis-.roles. The IOA became reified through a standard

" fee $tructuref for membership,bi-annual conferences and numerous

task °forces and data collec®ion, write-up, and feed-back
exercises which invoived the coordinated efforts of school
district personnel, gradute students and faculty of the.
universit The historical growth, diffusion, and
stabilization of this IOA is gn important case study for the
studépts of educational practice improvement. However, it
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» was. not the focal interest of this project. We began
to study thlS arrangement after it had atrophied and then been
revived in.a somewhat different form in response to
contemporary ‘educational needs and environments. ¢

< . ¢ [

f'lnétitutionalizationvappeared to be somewhat tenuous
for, the IOA in\its present form.» Funding remained but was
continuously thneatened by intermittent disinterest and
competing priorities both within the districts and within
the university. For the current IOA, there appeared to be
less codification of procedures and less clarlty regarding
the scope and limits of act1v1ty.*—Although ‘within the
university there was a commitment ‘to continuation of field
. services in something like the present form, the level and
“consistency of that commitment were not clear. On the
school district side, the commitment went on from year to
year with no assurance that any particular district was

seriously committed in the 1long term,
Vs
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- relying instead on stafe or local edugational agencies, on. semi-public

> 4 3

‘emerged a subtle and often implicit differentiation of roles, in which

.local school districts requesting specific forms of expertise.

attempted to support ‘the improvement of educational practice in

o

< . " ¢
I. - BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF THE LARGER STUDY

> [

Studies of the roleibﬁ«the.university'as "fnowledge builderW '
and "knowledge center" aboﬁnd These are,. to be sure, the traditionai
roles invested in 1nst1tutlpns of higher educatlon. Somewhat more
recently there has been interest in trac1ng the flow of knowledge and
expertise produced by the un1vers1ty to its. ultlmate targets in the
world of pracfice. ) ' T @

This concern for the linkage between universities and iocal schools
has not abated. Inufact, pressure has grown on’EnizersiEigs_Eghen;arge____f
their service or "outreach" function, and to direct it more operationally
toward educational, practice 1mproyement. " In many cases, the institu-
tional response of colleées of education hHas been that of intensifying
the in-service teaching function an@ of provid}ng a more formalized
process of delivering consultant services to school systems requesting
them. The connectigns made, however, nave been compafatively weak,

péoriy elaborated and not wel® supported from within. There ‘has

the prestigious private and state 1nst1tut1®ns attend to post-graduate
training and non-mission oriented research, and the local state and
cammunity célleges busy themselves with pre—serv1ce training of

practitioners and, with their remaining resources, remain on'call to
© Correspondingly; when the federal government in, recent years has
schools, }t has }argery ignored the potential role of universities, b

agencies such as regignal laboratories or on parallel mechanisms

such as the National Diffusion Network. , » f

Study Objectives i L

A less, explored avenue of inquiry has been the instances in
which universities and+local school systems establish formal inter-
organlzatlonal arrangements to improve éducational practlcds. When
these relatlonshlps are non—casual, continuous and directed at
instrumental outcomes, there should be a measurable impact within
cooperating schools. We would also hope that.such interorgaﬁgzational T
arrangements (fvould affect participating universities, either in their
1nstrusk10na1 programs or in their. capac1ty to provide sound and useful
kpowledge about e%ﬂéatlonal settings. N ¢
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T?ls is an exploratory study of three such arrangemen{s between .
a university or‘college, an 1ntermed1ate agency (such as a
center) and a group of local schools. After a review, of. the several

forms which such collaborative .arrangements , took throughout the conntry,

eacher e

three cases were selected for intensive case study analysis. The cases
varied on several dimensions. The Eastern Private University casa.’

which is “the, object of this case study, involved a large number of sctool

districts and had a 40- year history of universitv-school collaboration.” .
The Midwestern State University case was in its third year (

and represented a fapidly expanded, activist arrangement The Eastern
State University casez of intermediate age, represented the efforts

of a large publlc university to reach out to urban and suburban’ schools

of its state

\
‘

. The three cases alsc spanned a continuum between a
"corporate structure" of 1nterorganlzatlonal arrangements (predomlnance

of vertical ties from the unlver51ty to local schools) and a "federate ~
structure” (prevalence of horizontal ties among participating units ).
Conceptual Schema '

Two broad fields of inquiry oriented the formulation of research
questlons and the{collection of data. ~ First, these arrangements”

.can be studied as an interorganizational network within the frahework,

'of interorganizational theory. This involves the analysis of the _ ¢
-historical evoTUtion of the arrangement, its environment, its > '
interactions - notably the l1ihking functions and boundary-spanning roles
) played oy 1ntermed1ar1es between the unlver51ty and local schools -
rand its structural determlnants. The 4ast category is espec1ally im- *
portant. Jre the ties llnklng the~units multipurpose or single
__burpose? Do they occur at-single or multiplé levels within each
unit? How t1ghtly ‘are the units coupled’ Interorgamizational theory
would predict that closer ties would stablllze and strengthen the .
1nterorganlzatlonal structure anﬂ'thereby fac1lltate'the flow of
knowledge among the participating units. The grgater the number, the
varietly and levels of- communliatlon, the more 1nterdependent the
individual unlts would become and presumably the more consequentlal
would be the outcomgs in each unit. ’

’
'
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More analytically, interorganizational theory assumes that ?he
‘flow of knowledge and other resources depends on the relative power
-of eaéhponrt in terms of the value of its resoughkes to the other
parties.“;Knowledge resource flows can thus be !!bn as a‘series of
- transactions or exchanges, ‘'resulting ih often implicit - inter—
‘lnstltutlonal bargaining -and shifts in relatlve lnfluenqe. To give,
an example from the Midwestern Case, schbol district officials in one
of the Mldwestern sites gave over control of the choice of in-
‘service workshops and tralners in ®exchange for a wider assortment of
training events whi ne local teacher center coulds pyovide through -
_ the university.~ ‘ '
A second conceptual: framework was that of knowledge transfer
theory, which viaews the transfef® of knowledge resources between {

institu ns as a communication process. Crucial to this process

is-the extent to which the system providing tesources is responslve

to and addresses the tore problems of the user system. Knowledge
transfer relationships can be descriptively mapped in four“elementsﬁL
the generation of knowledge in the resource syStem, the transfer, th
utilizatdon of the transferred knowledge inside the user and

the communication'of needs, concerns and reactions from th er systeh\
tack to the resource system, Knowledge can flow in both dif ectlons,

' —me

not only can local schools "consume" university-level expertise, bu
e N e e et e ettty e

teachiﬁg and research at the university can also be reoriented and

X 4 -
empowered ) Z/p\“ . .
, A ‘map of the\gnterorganl ational linkages involving knowledge transfer

between schools and universitjes might look like Figure I-1. The

T figure shows that there are at-least six distinct knowyleédge transfer,
situations ‘that need to be examined. The first is between the . .
,university-based participating unit (AJ and the other members'of the

. arrangement (surrounded by crosses in the’ffgu§e). The second is between U
the university unit and whatever agency is acting- as coprdinator or
gatekeeper for school ‘participants (A-B).' A third is b tween the
~university and schools directly (A-C). A fourth is between the inter-
mediary unit (as a p Lo}e type of khowledge llnker or broker) and the

schools (B-C) and a th is among the various schools themselves. ve

<
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~/\ I1. METHODOLOGY '

- A comparative case history approach\was used in this
study. Each of’the three‘cases (Eastern Private, Eastern
State and Midwestern State) followed a common analytic -
framework to seek out answers to the principal research
questions. Each site was tredted as a "case" and thé brunt |
- . of the data collection effort went into getting in-depth,
contextudlly grounded accounts of how colleges of education
and local schools came to create 1nterorganlzatlonal arrange-
" ments afd how those arrangements ied to the transfer and the )
.utilization of knewledge between dnits that might otherwise
N . not have\occunred as. rapidly or efﬁiciently. The general
research strategy called for.non-participanpt observation,
multrple 1nterV1eW1ng and the collectlon,of archival data
; 1n order tq get a set of rellable1 plaus1ble and convergent
accounts and explanatlons
amEllng ’ ’ -
_ As in the other cases in this studyi we made an attempt
to cover the Eastern Private 1nterorganlzatlon£i arrangement
as a whole and to understand the roles of the variogs actors
through focussing on major collaborative progbcts within ‘it.
Accordingly, we started by charting the h1story and present
conflguratlon of the I0A. ' | - . 4
o Within this unit“of analysis there was a further’ sampllng

of representatlve and sallent events oecurring in the life

which we called
' form in this .case study:
- Fellows program, while a

Data Collection

Data were collected
N through a series of site

cycle of the arrangement.

"serials.

IOA's Writing Consortium.

We selected four such episodes,
" Two serials are reported in final
one descrlbes the operatlon of the
second traces the development of the

-
.

1
over a l2-month period, chiefly
\visits, totalling 18 days on site.

These visits were supplemented -with telephone interviews.
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. For-both the moda\fdata collection device was retro-
speétive interviewing o 1nformants in each of the part1c1pat1ng
organizations.' Key 1nforma6}s, such as the IOA staff, were

interviewed several times. " The breakdown by role was as folhews:

i N
Table Ii-1. Bréakdown of Interv1ews Qy Role ‘ . ~J
' : S R
ROLE T hF L. Eastern Private IOA ,
& : - —
PNV / C o .

College ' _ - 6 - : //‘;,ﬁ;/
Intermediate Unit . . hox . /-

[
o .

‘Local Schools 5 |
- - [ .
TOTAL - : 31 . . . .
\’ . \ - -
\‘ ' . [y )
1] . N ‘
*Nine with graduate students , - oA . _ r

Six with informants who were also college stdff members

‘The interview sample wasf%ﬁ?posive and reflected an effort to
approach alL persons who were reported by others as playlﬁg
Zmportant roles e1ther in the” arrange?ent as a whole or in

ne of the two serials analysed. Interview notes were then

dictated /And transcribed. Field note transcriptions totalleg'

s .. @ -
%

: - : - . 4
~-site observations were also carriedout. A-field:

researcher observed conferences: workshopg ahd routine opera-
tions. Site vis;ts were often timed to coincide with importdnt
activity at the site. In all, seven observations were made.

A wide range of documentatlon‘was collected and analyzed
.For the historical period starting in the 1930's this was rich

and volumlnous, the current arrangement was not as well recorded

‘but there were still avallable newsletters, m1nutes, reparts
and notes kept by participant® 'Other documents were initiated
by the f;eld researchers. These included act1v1ty logs over

a month‘fllled out by key role 1ncumbents, and reports of

memunlcatlon re1at10nsh1ps in whlch key actors registered at

tLo periods in time the frequency, mode ahd.substance-of their
communications with other members of the arrangement In all, *.

72 documents were analyzed and coded.
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Progressive focussing. The baslc technlque of data collectlon

was that of multiple 1nterv1ew1ng with key 1nformants, us;ng
many of the techniques of social 1nvest1gat1ve reporting.
The 1nterv1ews were driven by a core set of research questlons,

in relatlon to whlch ‘a set” of key. issues beyan to emerge.

.These issues focussed much on the energy of informants and

1llUm1nated the pattern of resource exchangés, the relatlye

»

1nfluence of key actors, the' institutional strengEh of the

;relatlonshlp and other medlatlng variables whigh appeared to

. be systematlcally tied to® outcomes. Interv1ews then fQVussed

on thése issues untll the most detalled, plaus1blé and 1ndepen-
déntly cOnflrmed account emerged ’ o "
Adequacy of the Data Base . . - .

- The nature of the Eastern Private network and' its, long
History d1ctated a rather different interviewing strategy than
‘pbtained atﬁkhe other twv/sltes First of all, 'th2re was no

‘"center" other than the ‘offices in the’ college itself. There
was rather thorough coverage of 'the persons of the staff of the
rrangement inciudipg-key graduate students ober a four—year
period. However, because of the large number of d1strlots
‘involved and¥ the n ture of their' 1nvolvement, we d1d hot trace
effects in depth”in part1cularAd1str1cts _Instead we traced
effects and principalparticipants in the most prominent -and
concentraued subject- centered act1v1ty, the ertlng/zonsortlum,
and reco;ded in -some detall‘the experiences of about five -
Fellows who were actively engaged in field work 1n.the school
years 1977 78 and 1978-79. . - . ‘

Because of its great slgnlflcance in the histomy of educa-
tional networ ng in general, we also traced:the hi ric
arrangementaﬂzl
who had key' roles frch 1941 through 1975; we collected’ and

reviewed a large number of documents, ang newsletters whlch

. . . .4 )
rough the experience of about eight 1nformants

reflécted the activity of those years. We had to go far afield
to' find some of these people, three were still. on ,the faculty,
one was visjted in his retirement home in a remote part of

Connecticut and two. others responded to us in long telephone

-
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.interv;ews. The further back in time, the shakier was our
evidentigl base but this was partially.corrected by the
excellen;) quality of the early documents. Unfortunately
these, documents tended to focus more on the .substante than
the process of network building and management pey se. For
almost all observations regarging events after 1965, we were
able- to obtain at loast two distinct perspectives.

2A]1]1 names of p ersons, institutions and 1ocalities.aro

fictitious.
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N III. CASE STUDY OF THE EASTERN PRIVATE INTERORGANIZATIONAL

ARRANGEMENT (IOA)

. "y
1. HISTORY OF THE EASTERN PRIVATE INTERORGANIZATIONAL
*  ARRANGEMENT

1.1. INTRODUCTION ° ' - )

A forty year-old arrangement obv1ously has a lot of .
history to be told. In interviews at the unlver51ty we
quickly encountered individuals who had béen associated with
~ ©°F well aware of IOA activities stretching back 15, 20, and

, 30 years. Two things soon became obvious. First, itgbecame

1ncrea51ngly apparent that the historical IOA mas“one”of the
most fascinating and significant developments in the educa--
tional history of the United States. In the late)19405 and
early 1950s it evolved into a rather powerful mechanism
for the development and diffusion of innovations and systematic
v ;mprovement across the full gamut of‘5chool.district concerns;'
indeed, the model itself became a popular innovation which
spread as a "movement" across the country and became a
dominant mode of university-school interaction through the
1950s and into the*1960s. ‘ :

.

Second,, it became clear to us that the story of the
historic arrangement was a story about a rather differentf:
phenomenon than the'preéently existing arrangement. Almoet"

" all the features,of the historic arrangement which made it
unique and powerfdl had d;sappeared some Jyears before the
arrangement was re%ived respon51b111ty for the arrangement

had shifted to an entirely new set of actors at the unlver-
sity end and resided in an entirely different unit within the

- university .structure. Thus it was more the birth of a new

.entity than the revival of an old one that we were witnessing

in the late 1970s. The story of this new entity is also of

great interest as a model of 1nterorganlzatlonal arrangements )

and it is this stqry that %e set out to tell -in the first, place.
Thus the historical analysis which follows is in two'

parts. The first is a very brief summary of what we found e

"
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about the original arrangement through five epochs: roots, '
founding and start-up, heyday, second generation, and decline.

In the second part we t}éie,the development-of the current ) :
configuration, noting-tﬁe extent to wyich residual aspects

of the original arrangement played a role. in the new onk.



S~

1.2. :HISTORY OF THE ORIGINAL ARRANGEMENT
1.2.1. Roots - , .

We might reasonably start this story in 1920 when the
original founder of the IOA wrote'a Ph.D. thesis 'in which
+he deéeloped a formula for assessing the relative financial
needs -of school districts. Over the ensuing 20 years as a
professor_of educational finance at the uniyersity's college .
of education, the founder developed and tested a theory
that the gquality of education delivered by a school district
was drrectly related to per-pupil expenditures In the
1930s as a leading flgure in what became known as.the "survey-
movement" this professor conducted a number of studies of
educational finance and various measures of perfd?mance in
a number of states and some‘large city school districts.

The founder's experience, particularly in studying"
one large midwestern district in the middle 1930s, persuaded
him tHat slgnlflcant improvements in educational quality
could only come from those wealthy suburban districts which
valued education and had' the tax base’ to support their schoois
at a cdertain relatively high level.: His notion of "quality"”
centered on the idea of innovativeness or what he called
"adaptability." Only schools with _a high level of expendi- -
ture per cfassroom unit could be expected to engage in the )
invention or development of new educational ideas whereas
a much larger number of schools could be expected-to_adapt
or ad0pt ideas from elsewhere at much more modest’levels of
cost. Below a certain level, however, even the adoption
of 1deas and practlces invented elsewhere became 1mposs1ble

Elaborate measurement procedures were developed to
evaluate the adaptablllty of a school district uslng on-site
observatlons,and interviews by specially trained research
assistants. The classification schema involved 23 ﬂajor
categories of functioning covering such areas as the/éurri-
culum,-lnstructlonal methods and materlals, extracurricular
activities, special serv1ces, superv1s1onﬁand school organi-
zation, school influence on the community, school plant, etc.
. .

+
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" revealing his future intentions in the title: "A Guide for

"tion they reported on iks snecific usefin six districts N

A total of 182 "adaptations" covering what for 1937 would
certainly have looked like a pomprehensive,sét of system
elements was used to develop the basic index. The founder

publiaped t&e instrument with a co-author in 1937, perhaps ) .

the Self-Appraisal of School Systems." The following year . |
the two‘published‘a small monograph explaining the concept
and reporting in summgary fashion on itsyE;e in studies

throughout the United States and in Sou Africa. ‘In addi- |

4§

within one state with a clear impliéakion that such knowledge
could be uSed as a-means- of both~under tanding -and- improving - - :”1i
on the adaptability of schools . ) \ i
It is clear that by 1940 the founder had already

achieved considerable stature not only as a sesearcher who i
emphasized quantitative approaches' in large-scale studies

but as a ma]or ‘advisor to educational leaders at federal,
state, and local levels. We learned from interViews that he |
was in addition a person with considerable social skills who

developed strong friendships With superintendents in his &

-area and elsewhere, friendships which operated on informal

(e.g. fishing trips) as well as formal and work-related

bases. He was also eagerly sbught by graduate students as

a' mentdr with whom one could learn a great deal about research
and-school systems; with whom one would be likely‘to find a;

clear road to dissertations and to future job\glaceménts. d

From the refléctidns of a number of informants we got . .

a picturEfo*the founder as a charismatic figure, referred -
to in one publication as "the renaissance man of educational ' ’
administration.” He also appeared to some to be "an irascible

oid bastard"” with an image to outsiders of aloofness and \\\

formality. However, he excelled in relatihg to superinten-
dents, frequeﬁ%ly going eut to rural, areas to sincerely con-
gratulate school administrators .for all thk good things

they were doing. He also had a reputation of being very

”
. -

good to his own students and very kind to the people who
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worked ‘for him: .Being‘invlted to work with’him‘was described
by one informant as "kind of like getting a Natitnal Merit
Scholarship; once you had it you were considered to be made."
The informant could not recall any student or staff person
being dropped once they were hired. He also made sure that
his students got to .the annual meetlngs of the Amerlcan
Assoc1atlon of School Administrators at Atlantic City, and he
- saw to 1t that they got visibility and social 1ntroductlons
to import school admlnlstrators at these meetlngs

It Ys 1mportant to note that the founder was a deditated
researeher who thoughf that the road to reform was through__
‘research _Thus he Jealously guarded ‘the research funds—that_
were ga?/ered through various networking activities and he
saw the research function as belng central, supported = |
in various ways by program elements such as conferences He was also
a person driven by what could be called an elltlst theory

. of reform, a theory largely of his own making (althdugh

parallel notions had been develdped in cultural anthropology

earlier and in rural soc1ology about the same time). Thus
. he was delighted when comparative studies showed his .local

network as a group to be far ahead of most-school districts

across the country 'on all his dimensions. N

The - historic institutional context. A key to thq?h%dér-
standing of this case is, the fact that it 1nvolves a set of

school districts and a college of educatlon located in one?
of the most affluent "o0ld money" areas of tNe United States.
The school districts which later became the pool from which
members of the arrangement were drawn had a reputation for g
being among the strongest in public education, in many cases
Gying with and passing many private schools in college place- - -
ments. It was also from "these schools th the university
drew its original teachers to become pron:sors at the college
t of education *{which wa; primarily a graduate school of edu-

cation) Thus it was originally conceived as afspecial

: 1nst1tutlon at 'which’ teachers{c

. -

ould learn to improve  their

-

N . -
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- craft. through the tutelage of other. ‘teachers who had .
'demonstrated mastery. By the 1930s, however, the reputatlon
of the college as a center 'of research and scholarshlp was
also flrmly established and. undoubtedly oversh;Cowed the ST

h

L4
~

"teacher's college" image. Therefore one mig surmise that
even in 1940 the idea of providing direct service to a local
area was no longer a distinct priority of the college

.2.2. Founding and Start-up ’ B

14

One immediate stimulus for the founding ®f the arrange-
. ' ment was a national conference for’ school superintendents
con;ened in the summer of 1941. As a result of the success
N of the conference a number of superlntendents mostly from the
immediate area of the college of education, got together
with the founder and decided that it must be kept up on, a
regular basis. There was no formal structure’ at that time,
no constitution or by-laws, butsa general agreement among
. the dlstrlcts to share and learn from each other, particularly
concernlng new practices. The college S capacity to conduct
practice~relevant research and to share the.results of that
researgh and the work of other dlstlngulshed faculty members
were addltlonal important attractions. A third aspect was
the "lighthouse" concept; the{idea that these affluent schools
could develop innovations with their greater capacity and
that they could then be disseminated to l€ss affluent dis-
'tricts,\thereby accelerating educational progress.

The founder hired a former graduate assistant who had
worked on the "adaptability" measures to superv1se a procedure
for collecting material from each member Histrict regardlng
advanced practices. A number of graduate students teamed up
with school district volunteers to collect, observe, and
record this material. It is.noteworthy that from the earliest

stages of .this process there was an informal rule that no
volunteers would conduct observatlons in their own dlstrlCtS,
a feature which not only 1ncreased objectivity but also led
to heightened 1nterchange of expﬁ;lence and information among
ember districts at all levels .
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Contributions of the districts Eé the consortium were

oriéinally based ‘'on a ver ¢small'pér4pupil fee. whichiwas *

greatly supplementéd b ithe'contributed staff time of observers.

The fee structure also allowed the founder to begin hiring

a core staff which.could preparefspecial‘publicationS‘for

“the ﬁembenship and for a larger national audience of educators.
The first ﬁajor collection effort resulted in a -book cdlled

Wwhat Schdols Can Do, andéégpce it was a compilation and

description of 101 innovative practices it soon became known
.as the "101 book." The boéok wa$ very popular and widely -
distEibgted throughdu¥ the -country. - ™ .

The activitjes related to tife deveiopment of the "101

book" were also of som€ importance to member districts as the

A\

material gave them each some good "show-and-tell" for the
annual dinner of the metropolitan area boards of.education,
a major annual event in the area. The activities of the
consortlum had an additional appeal to member districts in
that they gf fered "survey" services, i.e.,documentation of
school‘ﬁlstrlct operatlons and flnances, at a fractlon of
the cost that would ‘be involved 1f each district had to
. contract separately. Apparently such "surveys" were routlnely:
expected~by school bbards on a periodic basis as a klnd of
feedback or evidence tooghe_asﬁmunity.that its funds dere

.

being well spent.

1.2.3, Heyday
By the third year of collaboration and after considerable -

e
-

eﬁﬁerience with the documentation of innovations, the founder
and his team organized and formalized the innovation documen-
tation process into an instrument which they called the
"Growing Ed§e7“ meaning an’ index of the extent t& which a
district was oA the cuttlng edge of 1nnovat;on. This 1nstru-
ment was a clear descendant of the adaptablllty measure .
of the.late 1930s and represented the.continuing efforts of -
‘the founder to developoa relikble and comprehensive measure .
of school district quality. B§ the third or fourth year the

, ' Growing Edge became the basis for a gurVey of services of ;

-
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7 al} member districts A special feature of its adm1n1stratlon
‘was that each dlstrlct was ass1gned d riumerigal ’ score on each
d1mens1on and was glven Lts own cod€ number; i
‘dent would know only;his own’ number and would thus be able
,to compare hlsdlstrlct s results with those oﬁ others as a = v
group. Thus a sharing and feedback mechanism was developed'
wh1ch preserved anonymity while at the same time providing
each ‘'with the critical comparatlve data they needed. These

shar,ing sess1oni:on the,Grow1ng\Edge dﬁia.wereﬁrestrlcted‘
exclusivery to

]
¢

each superlnten—

uperintendents and no substitUtes were ever

~ ©

allowed. = { v —

-

. However, the IOA operatedkonta much-broader front through’
'éh'EIéboraté"affanééﬁént'of“céﬁﬁittées"and“suﬁcbﬁhittees"whfch“_‘— L
cons1dered spec1f1c content areas. These’ commuttees as well
as the annual I0A confe§ences allowed for repnesentatlon of

. teachers, spec1alLsts, and admlnlstrators at arﬁ levels 8

" 1In addition the IOA publlshed a monthly newsletter contlnuously
- from the fall of 1942 through.the spring of 1977 ""Both for

o »  tHE newsletter and for ¢ erences and committee work the C o

~ IOA was able -to. call upon the very distinguisheéd serlor
faculty of -the college. - 4—_ ] .
Membershlp rose rather. qnlckly_toaarllftle\ouer_ﬁordls____u,_”_r;____

. @ tricts and remalned more or less stable at that level for *

s

about 20 years. In addltlon, there were very -significant spln— e
off 1n§t1tutlonal forms of which at least four deserve mentlon
The ﬁlrst spln-off involved the’establishment of many college-
” school collaboratlve networks to collect and share research
. %, f1nd1ngs and 1nnovatlons as the founder's concept spread rapidly
across the country ‘in the late 1940s In Some of most )
successful, adoptions of hlsxldea, personéfwho*had worked orf)
" the founder{s staff weréfhired specifically to_set up andﬁ- +
% manage -the drrangements.’ o 0 ) \

== )

-« 8, The second new drganizational form also followed from A ’ B
the success of the original network. Because of its rapldly ;

grow1ng reputation, the IOA rece1ved many requests for

— ’

] N — «

»
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ment of the college. The Research Institute became the pri-

membership from far outside its service area. In these ©
cases "associate" memberships were‘iﬁitially granted at a

reduced fee but later the assoc1ates were drawn tegether -

.

= ey
into their own network wh1ch greW'ln s1ze “to nearly 250

members in\the l950s. 'In the’ founder's conceptuallzatlon ’

of the change process as first 1nvolv1n§ 1nvent1o9~and then
diffusion, thes’:as5901ates played a very important role as

a national dlffus1on neﬁ‘Uﬁk for the "lOl book" and many

/ a .

subsequent analyses and write-ups of reform pract1ces. They

also represented a much broader sample thrbugh‘whi%i~the i v
Grow1ng Edge methoaology ‘coula be vallaatgd and ext nded.

Fy
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"A¥third act1v1ty Wthh resulted partly ﬁrom the success ™~
of the original IOA and partly from the founder's continuing

:efforts to assist’ states in formulas for financial assistance

to’' schools was the school centrallzatlon program whroﬁ in-,
volved a .large number (about 275 and later 350) newly

solidated distrlcts from, the more rural parts of the large-

con='»

state in whi%H the un1verslty resldes. A spe 1al arrangements
was developed for the unlverslty to provide at1st1qal ‘ .

survey services to these districts along with the dissemina- »

. . ! . o L.
Inrormation on 1nnovations’ In addition to 'prov1d1ng ‘

a State dissemination veh;clee(alongside the:looal and -,

national networks), this network had special significance ’ P

because it supplied a rather large and rellable 1ncome to-
the unﬂéerslty which could be uwged by the founder to greatly
expand his staff and 1ncrease his research capac1ty

Flnally, another development of the expans1onary period

°off the late 1940s and early 19505 was the creation of\a

Research.Institute as a new 1nst1tutlonal framework under

*the leadership of: the founder w1th1n the administration depa

mary seat of a consolLdated  program of research w1th the
local, state, and natlonal network aCthltleS as tne

N -

v : :
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The growing clout of the founder within the university
allowed him f1rst to borrow. funds “from the college to provide

for the start-up of the 1nst1tute and later to prov1de\h1s

key lleutenants with professorships, at least one of thch

was tenured. < ' : ¢ "

It is rather difficult to assess the impact of this \\
heyday period thguantltatlve and fully credible- terms so N _
long after the fact, but there w;;e certain obvious outcome\\
which ail§1mpres51ve First of all, the number of school

districts that were directly influenced’ seems to have been

S ..
\

large and the areas of practice where some impact could have

_been %elt weresvery broad. With each~adm1n1stri£lon of “the
Growing Edge, IQA mempers scored higher and higher until

Pl

T\the rnstrument noIEPnger discriminated among them--even
though districts in other parts of the countyswere still-far
Jbehipd. Thus it seems probable that fhe continued feedback
of the tr1enn1al survey caused superintendents of lagging
d1str1cts to take specific steps to~catch up 1n.whatever‘

. areas seemed to be def1c1ent Perhaps more 1mportantly, the
natworklng activity provided an 1nst1tutlonallzed mechanlsn
for cont1nuoé§ reform of school practice across a very w1de
front, increaslng the capacity of d}strlcts to survey thelr own
functlons, f1nd out what other districts were doing, and ST
obtain access tg' resources OF. .every kind’ (anludlni ‘the
talented and well- ~-trained’ graduates of'the fou/aer S, program)

On the un1vers1ty side there were also some clear gaing. ’
+The programs which were‘'collectively an outgrowth of “the

orlglnal IOA were able to.support ‘a dozen of, more graduate .

students conklnuously over a 20-year period i;n addition to

three full-time staff members at faculty.raﬁk. By 196 the
founder reported that approxXimately 260 research studies had
been carried,out within the Research Institute _ Many of these,
were\u%so Ph D. d1ssertatlons and all were related as _pieces

of what was probably the largest sustained and cumulatlve

programmatic research effort ever undertaken 1n the fleld

of edugat{on. In spite of these achievements, however, the

influence of the IOAupon the college of education as a whole
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. measurement capability and segnior staf® were given faculty

H ) A. - . .. ~
s“ "~
was ohly moderate. As new programs (such as a. rather large

“citizen education project" sponsored by the Carnegie
Foundation) ,were taken up by the college, the IOA turned out
to be a fertile ground for acless to schools but these con-
-nectlons were ad. hoc in nature and did not involve the:
extenslon of influence of the IOA and 1ts'processes into
other college departments nor even to all other members of
tﬁéfadministratiOn department itself.

In fact another endowed
résearch institute existed in parallel to the founder's
institute under its own charismatic leader wHo-advocatea
"actioﬁ“résearcﬁT"'a"form“of”c611a56ratibe“prEBIEEIEGTViﬁg“‘f:f“““""”'
in schools invelving joint efforts of university-based
researchers and practitiOners From what we have been able
to dlscover~there was-virtually no 1nterchange betw%Fn these -
two 1nst1tutes ' . )

_Qn the other hand, in the development and administration
of the Growing Edge, the founder was able to enlist the . ..;
In the

guide" used for scoring the instrument there were twelve sub-

sﬁpport of faculty froin several departments. "observer's .

ject area sections called "windows" and for each window a
»
The ' -

1nvolvement of professors was not always very successful e

senior professdr was enlisted as expert consultant.

because tradltlonally n sulting" meant leCturlng ‘to an

audierse rather than wofrking through anflnstrument to define

aategories In a few cases, however, professors were in-
splred by this process as a pew approach to both research and
graduate teaching. o

For the arrangement itself, an obvious\a;i\impressive

p\rlod of

Membershlps fghalned steady and activity levelS~rema1ned
""l

&come was survival and prosperity over a lo

tlme

ou

high for 3t least 20»Xgars.t An elaborated 1nst1tutlonal
structure developed at- the college end with an impressive

appointments. >
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\ 1.2.4. Second Generatlon

. In the spring,of 1960 the founder retlred but SiéXéd’/”’\\." E

* .

actively involved as a writer and consultant until his death ~ - -
two years later. As a tribute to his ¢ontinuing clo%g(&ithln
the university he.was able to name hlS successor, an

sso-
, clate who had_borked for him and with him since the early . {
1%40s. Victor Warren already had professorial rank :and was .

<

, able to_maintain forceful leadership over the Research -
Institute and its three networks for several years;Before
afetiring himself in 1972. This decade represents a clear
~- -~ g dbstinct phase iH theé evolution Of the :ar‘r‘ai‘ngémeﬁ't JTT T
refleqting partly the character.and concerns of Warren and '
partly the social:currents of American ‘society dubing this
period. N ‘ .
‘Althoﬁgh at one time he had been a school principal him-
self, Warren's primary interests had turned more and more to
the research side of the education enterprise ana his tenure
as of the institute strongly reflects this emphasis., '
- In the first year of his succession he established a research
builetin which continued to be published three times per year
until after his retirement: Through the i§sdes‘of this

'bulletln we can olearly ‘trace the evolutlon of research cdn-

cerns over the decade. Warrén's prlmary concern was -the
development Qf a new instrument package to replace the
Growing Edge, and in particular, to treate new “mieasures of
the quality of schooling. 1Intellectually, this concern
stemmed from twd'issu%s.' The first was a recognition that
the Gr&wing Edge -ard- its predecessor, the adaptabilitx .
e instrument, were really less measures of quality than of
innovativehessa The other issue was the fact that the
Growing Edge was no longer dlscrlmlnatlngaamong districts
-in the 1IO0a, presumab&y because of the ceiling effect noted

earlier but perhaps also because of the 1ncrea51ng obsolescence, .

-

of many of the 'items. s
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. .Developing the new measure was clearly the capstone

v pr03ect of Warren s career and he set about it soon after

the founder s death in a very thorough- gQ&ng fashion, .

beginning with an extended series of meetings with a staffk
* “of four graduate students and representatives of member
’ districts to lay*out the conceptualization. The task also e
involved the development of an entirely new observer';(::)
. 0 manualfand strenuous attempts to control for variability of - /
.observers Taking advantage of the vastly a’creased c0mpu-
tation capac1ty of data process1ng equipment, the new measure
was far more ambitious and complexythan its predecessorain '
its number of dimensions and extent of quantificatLon v

When interv1ewed Warren was asked if there wa?ﬁalso a ‘=

¢

trend away from involvement of school people as_the technical
aspect became more‘complex He insisted that, on‘the con-
trary, there had been even more involvement of school people///\\\\\
since the manﬁ%Wer requirements of the data collection process
were so great. It would appear, however, that such involve-
ment was highly circumscribed. : . Q
The development effort for. what became knownsas the : o
~"Indicators ‘of buality" was strenuous and appeared to dominate
. the actiVitief’—? the Research Institute and its three networks
throughout the decade, peaking in the later 1960s when the , \,
instrument package was being normed and validate&. Typically, ) .
six graduate student "Fellows" would be directly involved in .
development work on the Indicators of Quality while six others
would be involved in other activities. 'The IOA, as -the most
local and accessible of the three networks, was used heavlly
v in pilot testing and early development while the more extended*
state and national networks were used for field testingjand Coe

>

development of test norms. .‘ . .‘, . T .
The heart of the Indicators of Quality was the procedure ’i
for classrodm observations In the early pilot work such . ) ‘
observations were conducted in two hour segments but as the . ; -
instrumentation was streamlined it was found that a carefully

»

. structured lS—minute observation cduld achieve equivalent

. ‘h
.- & %m‘: : - ‘L
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results with 95 pgréent reliability.' Because it was also
"foﬁnd that no observer could easily handle mdre than two
hours of observation a day, the manpower requirements of a
complete survey were rather large. A team of ten was sent ’
into each school, mostly composed of .contributing staff of
member districts. At the peak of the development process
‘there was a pool of 160 observers.

One 1nformant who was directing the pilot testlng work
in the later 1960s described the observer training process - :
“as both rigorous and highly rewgéding-to the trainees, the .
bulk of whom were recruited from IOA districts and se¢tved
without pay other tharf their school-district salarids. It
was a three-day process. The first day they typically felt
swamped by the overwhelming complexity, detail, and demands .
of the observation procedures. The second day, trainegs '
were sent-out to the field to try out some of what they '
had learned‘in the first day, and in so doing "they began
to recognize that it probably works." On the third ‘day, .
returning to the training site and sharing their trial
observation results with each other, they could gee that there
wasla'great-deal of agreement among observers of the same
setting and by the end of this day” "they were converted."

Several of our informants reported that the Indicators
of Quallty Observation process was a gteat: in-service tralnlng
process for the observers themselves, whether they were in *
teachihg oOr supervisory p051t10hs. It was clearly an inter-
active learningidevice which il}Jistrated to the observers
whap_qgaiity educational processes were alljabéﬁt in a‘way
which was both comprehensive and Behavioraily speéific: The
realization of this poteﬁtial 1ea in the late sixties and -
early seventies to at least one very serious conflict. Some
former graduate studénts and their colléagues in some :IOA @‘f .
district; began experimenting with use of the instrumenit
primatily as an in-sexvice devige without imposing the s me
restrictive rules of data collection and reporting which were

' required by the manual. To Warren himself, this clearly - e
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constituted misuse and unauthorized tampering which threatened .

to diminish the value of the instrument‘as a school evaluation
device.
y

Servin an observer and being recognized by the

institute as a d observer had very significant extrinsic.
rewards for scho

that a letter

district personnel as well. It meant

ould go to thelr superintendent from Warren ‘

’applaudlng thelr contrlbutlon. It also meant that they would
" later be invited.to do field observations in other parts of
s :

the state and across the rest of the country; in those days,
superintendents were glad to release teachers and administra-

tive staff for such chofres; our informant who managed much

of the field work recalled never .being turned down for such

a request.
The pattern of special district codes and high-ledel *

feedback~seminars instituted by the founder was continued

.-.with the emerging data from the Indicators of qulitx&,,mhere R
* would be annual retreat-type meetings of two to three days

in isolated settlngs which were much enjoyed by the superin-
tendents On the other hand, many were somewhat dlssatlsfled%i"-
with the dlrectlon that the Indicators of Quallty measure b
was taking the IOA, conslderlng it to be too abstract ard

. research-oriented and not adequately service or need- orlented

In spite of Some dissatisfactions, membershlp 1n the I0A
and in.the other two networks remained constant at a rather. .

' hlgh level throughout the,decade\and through Warren's retire- °©

IOA held at around 70 districts
while the statewide nétwork (with a\much smaller fee structure

ment in°1972. Membership in the

and fewer services in return) held at about 350 and the
hational network of "associates" remalned\ataabout 250

. coverlng between 40 and 45 states S o : .

Structurally, it is most approprlate to think of the three
networks durlng’thls period as part! of an integrated unit.
Assoc1ates:of thealhstltute worked in all,three, the Indica-
‘tors of Quality deveiopmegt process engaged all three' wikh
the IOA being the lead network for pilot testing and
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hot—housing:\’EEQE'network had its execytive secretary, one
of whom had professorial rank, a legacy'of the founder's
clout, .but when that individual went on to another position
in 1964, Warren remained as "the only person at the institute

with faculty status. - .
From 1960 through 1970 there were continuously between
ten and twelve Fellows working for thekinstitute and carrying
out the research and service agendas o§¢the institute. While
the Indicators of Quality,demelopment was the major theme
there were other agendas as weii. The institute was a rela-
tively cohesive apd responsive’ unit compared to the typical
university department As a result when funds became avail-
able from the federal government for a varlety of programs
after passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965, the inStitute was able to garner substantial addi- _
tional funds, ofteh quite unrelated to the Indicators of
o Quality effort. One was for a-social science center for the'
non-western world, a Title III’project involving the institufe
and a consortium of five districts drawn from the IOA. This
"project, awarded in 1965, brought in $125,000 the first -
year and $250,000 the second. .
Durlng this perlod the institute was also deluged wrth
requests from various professors for the use of IOA &chools
for research purposes including, for example, the,normfng
of a major reading test in 1965. The institute was also the
:recipient"of a USOE training grant which su?ported from four
to five Fellows from 1966 through 1970. Another such grant
~ continued to support between two and three FeLloWS'tnrough
1972. . )

One respondent who had been a Fellow in 1967-68 aescrioed
the experlence as "one of the best thlngs I've ever done in
mx life. He thought it was 'a superb program which offered
hlm a variety of experlences not only with research but with

Y
traveling to’many different school districts and sharing
[4 . .

., o
i

- .
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" research results, an activity which he estimates he engaged

in about 20 times in that one:year.
R continuing though typically rather muted theme of ;the
second generation w the concern of super1ntendents to get
. more 1n\the way of serv1ce from the 1nst1tute Respondents
who were well-1nformed on the perlod reject’ the notion that
there was any resistance to research as such; in fact it'is
= clear from the level of c00perat10n in the Indicators of
Quality development .-effort that research was-a valued activity.
. Nevertheless, in additfon to the research; members of the IOA
wanted more service, including more adequate sharlng of the
Indlcators of Quallty data. This concern was already present
-at the time of Warren's succession to leadership. A serious
. proposal to raise fees, to $5, 000~--explicitly to strengthen
the service function--was put forward by one superintendent
for con51derat10n at the two-day retreat’meeting of May 1962,
but as fate would have it, the founder died unexpectedly the’
nlght before and the sessfion became a kind of memorial ser- '
v1ce.' Thus the - 1ssue was never resolved, but remained as a '
' " kind of tension. The person who served under Warren as
’ executive secretgry of the I1I0A dur1ng most of the 19605
recalls superintendents at IOA board meetlngs say1ng th1ngs.
like: -"Can't we make more use of the resources of the uni-
ver51ty as-a whoie°" or "Don't focus on the determinants of
school quality, just tell ds what makes a good school work."
‘ He also reealls that these complaints dissipated when the
i Indicators pf.Quallty measure was finally déveloped and used.
Then, he said, "there were two great years, 1967 and 1968."
On ﬁany counts the second generation was as succes&ful
Lt as the.first and sdgnificant‘credit for this,suocess must go
. to the character and perseverence of Warreén himself. . It is ' h
important to note that he was a long—time associate and
- dévoted follower of the founder and had had operational

rssponsibility for managing IOA activities almost since the

3




founding. He had also had var;Zd experience as a school ]
principal and as founder of a second successful school -

s university collaborative .arrangement in a neighboring state.
He was also the princ1pal author of the "lOl Book" and an
important contributor ‘to the development of the Grow1ng ‘Edge.
Thus Warren was g skilled administrator, researcher, and .

- communicator, much/admired by his former students, particu—\
larly for what one called "z’ magic talent for identifying .
the strengths of,people." He was also a shrewd tactician *
' \" of edugational politics at the local and state tevels, a

fact which allowed him td'maintain reasonably high funding
levels for hi§ research program over a period of three or
four years (1963~67) when¢practically no useful results were
coming back to *the districts.

. Warren s dedication to his primary research objective

. did lead toaﬂome strain with some . superintendents and to a. %ﬂ&

. legal wrangle with a former student, hut these problems were
by no means debilitating, though they were hdrbingers -of
things to come in the decline period after his ret gement.
One: former student described him as "an autocrat,/but he got
the job done." Prgbably his most notable f
dealings with colleagues in his own department and with the
administration of the college. ‘ oward _outsiders he maintained
a rather aloof pgsture and became increasingly isolated

ing was in

He was also unsuccessful in persuading colleagues, of the
merits of the research program and the Indicators of Quality
in particular 7

Ag a result, as powerful as it was, the -institute was a
kind of island in the college both soc1ally and intellectually
Articles in the institute's research bulletin tended to cite .
heavily otHer bulletin articles or work of the founder and
his associates, and aside from the bulletin itself disser—
tations, and the documents describing the Indicators of

Quality, there»were no publication landmarks
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1.2.5. _ Decline

@ fLhanging times: Contextual factors related to the decline. ~

When interviewed in the spring of 1980 at his retirement home,
Warren noted that "what we were doing was pretty well worn
out™ by the time hig retirement was approaching. New problems
- were coming up that® he didn t feel he could get into seriously
with the time he had left. Among these he noted theéissues
of desegregation, teacher militancy, and the decline of
quality even among the elite corps of IOA schools.
" A second contextual issue of importance-at the very end
of ,the 1960s was a changefin'student interests and attitudes,
"Warrén described many graduate students of that era as more
? militant and antivestablishment, and much less oriented
tomard quantitative research or disciplined scholarly activity
in general’- It may also be reﬁealing that the institute had
almost no luck in recruiting*either minorities or women.
. There also seems'to have been a declining interest in 3
= research on all sides-—studéhtsjﬁfaculty, and the schools—— h

— v

as the conception of’ change through direct and immediate

-
RS

action became dominant,« Warren strongly resisted _against

the tide, but his program was vulnerable because it had not

taken into account many of the new fashions and could not

adapt easily and qpickly to them. Adding to his problems .
‘was the fact that many of the outcome measures ‘against which

"quality” .was measured failed 0 pan out, most particularky {\\
student achievement scoresc Correlations were generally )
v low w1th criterion measures, leaving the program«open to
criticism and skepticlsm,of colleagues.- . : ’

A fourth important factor was a change in the- role and

situation of the school superintendent during the late 1960s
and early-1970s. It was a period of great- turbulence in which
the first prLority of a superintendent seemed to be tommain—
tain control ‘and the Second” to sooth parental concerns. The
IOA as it was then constituted was not perceived as an entity
which would be usefully\xesponsive to these néw trends (al- o
though it could perhaps have been mobilized to meet them

[
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with.the rlght k1nd of leadershro, resource 1nvestment, and
llnkage to the mgst approprlate expertlse) Even with a
responsive IOA t:\}e would have been problems since the
generation of superlntendents which had grown up with the
founder's leadership waﬁ now comlng to retirement. Their
replacements had shakier sta » a flood of newsissues to .
cope with, and typically a sift x\
‘superﬂntendent, when asked why his district had dropped out
during the-period, said, "Like many other districts, we were
going through superintendents like water." Thus there tenned
to be/little follow-up and no continuity from.one-superinten-
den{ to /another. ﬁitn the resulting failure of institutiodnal
memo ,administrators could easily lose track of why they.

‘were contributing to a particular networking activity and

t tenure in office. One

strike the item from the budget as an easy cost-saving measure.
Yet a fifth and related contextual 1ssue was the begin- .
ning of ‘enrollment decline and a reduced publlc concern for
educatibn which resulted in reduced financial support. Ironi-
cally, a function of the IOA which had continued from the
"\ 1940s through the 1960s was the annual school finance survey.
With Warren's retirement the capacity to conduct this survey
atrophied; thus(a function of generally percelved and. even
increasing utility to the schools was, lost. i
A .sixth contextual factor was the growth of competing
resource systems and éérvices in the region, many of them
spawned by the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act of
.1965, partlcularly the Title III program to support 1ocally
generated supplementary cénters and ‘services. These repre-
sented alternat1ve points of access to resources of all klnds
1nclud1ng help from university ‘experts. As later became
ev1dent, there was- still a clear niche for a somewhat recon-
figured I0A, one which capitalized on the excellence of the
college faculty as a group, but this was not a direction
pursned in the late 1960s.

- * N 2 R
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the college and to others, in the administration to urge

&
-

ObViously, contextual factors in _this period loomed °
large and seemed to foreordain’ either the end or- a major
change in the IOA configuration. Nevertheless, it took some
SpelelC events to precipitate ‘the decline and_to lead to ' M
the virtual disappearance of the IOA. Chief among these

3 3 N @ 3 3 3 3
prec1pitan¢s.was the leadership transition which was accom-

panied by a fading or increasing confusion of purpose on

all s1des, which in turn were followed- by sharp membership
drops and inceme loss, créating a crisis of attrition,
inevitably leading to either institutional death or meta-

mor phosis. _—

Leadership transition. With his.retirement approaching,

Warren began tofturn his attention to the issue of a successor.

By his own report he went several times to the president of . . ¢
that they think seriously about the question of naming a

successor, but in spite of his efforts no search was fmade,

and the presidenht, nearing rétirement himself, referred the

matter back down the i1ine as a matter to be ﬂealt‘with by

the administration departmeng Some perceived these efforts

as an attempt by, Warren td name his own successor as the ’
founder had done. 1In any case it was clear that there was

no tehured professor available who had (a) the clout with

the university and the member districts, (b} the ehergy tb ef

launch the needed revival eff t, and (¢) the dedication to

the basic aims and modus operandi of the Research Institute.

; . )
When Warren's retirement finally came -in’ 1972, Fred Sands, a .~

tenured’ professor,was named to the leadership position as an add-on
. . »

to his normal teaching duties. Sands was someone who had

L4

¢
not. been on friendly terms with Warren for some years

although both shared dedication to school improvement
through networking processes Actually, from a logical 'stand-"
point the new leader was a very reasonable choice . He had
strong school connections, schoolgexperience, and was at,

th time serVing on the school'bo fd of one of the member
A-J . L] -

g
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He was also: dedlcated to the notlon of sharlng‘/,u)
pract1ce concerns aanstrong service- orlentgd unyfﬂrs1ty-'

-districts.
school llnkage On the other hand, he lacked specific exper-
tise in the school flnance area where the IOA had been tradi-
Adding

to his woes was the fact that the one professor who was

tionally strong and highly valued\by the members.

strong in the finance areg took a sabbatical, at about
the time of the leadership transition. The new leader also
had—ne—prier—iaveivement and probably not much interest in
the resgarch agenda that had_been carried on w1th great
cons1stency over a thirty- year period.

Some ;nformants doubted whether Sands had either the
clout or the energ&lto launch a revival but it-is clear that
he did not want to see it die, One of his flISt acts was to
send several professors out on Status needs assessment mlsslons
to the member dlstrlcts forx one-on-one consultations W1th the
superlntpndents This is still remembered as-a very popular
act giving the sense that somethlng new and slgnlflcant was

l

going to happen to the. IGA. He also initiated_a series of |

one-day workshops (seven to ten per year) on a-variety of ,
topics such ds conflict-resolution,-accountability, state

Y - . Ll
regulations and finance, .the clearly popular ‘topics- of the-qg

day. Most of these workshops were well attended. College

‘faculty were recruited for these workshops and*pa;d an

} -

honorarium, but Sands reported to us that, in general, he
had-difficulty getting faculty back into IOA agtiéities .
becduse in the‘laSt,day% of the previous regime it had not
been seen as a vehicle through which they could pursue their
own research 1hterests; ) ' 4

Another act1v1ty'ﬁn1€*/ted by, the new d1rector was ar

educatlon fair," a- speclal meeting to whlch he 1nv1ted teams
from different Title III -projects in‘the arearto come and
demonstrate to a larger group what ‘they had Been doing. - It
‘Wwas an interesting and partly successful. attempt to cap1tallze

on ‘some of the. burgeoning resources in the area and was a

kind of small-scale harbinger_ of the subsequentrnatlonw1de

sf_
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effort to demonstrate

tie III projects hnown as the

_ National Diffusion Netwyork (ﬁDN).' Sands reported ‘that at-
few new memberships wer ted in this way, but apparently

there was no real fol wW-Up, an¥ no Xepeat performance.

The fadlng of‘purpose. Wity th disappearance of the

‘the IOA reward .

walue to school districts was lodt. ‘Furthermore, with the

ﬁé%sappearance of the Indlcators of ngl’

” finance survey a s1gn1f1cant aspgqct

ty there was no T e e
, longer a major research program whlch c uld attract students /

N\

make thd8 arrangement truly vj e.

The new leader had no
& ‘ cléarly formed ideology of“reform and no research agenda
and the residual prcfesslonal staff of the-Research Instltute
’ were\soon looklng elsewhere for employment
. Moreove?T“E* a la t act Warren copyrlghted the Ind1cators of
Quality 1nstruments, or1entatlon manual observers gulde, and
. normning data and establlshed a small consulglng f1rm cons1st1ng
) prlmarlly{of hlmself and h1s last most trusted deputy (the man who
many believed was his favorlte candidate to’ succeed to leader-
2 shrp of the 1nst1tute) Through thlS means he 1ntended to insure-
'%* irs further Lssemlnatlon and use gnder approprlately moni-
"5? ‘tored condltlons. The package -is clearl& well-designed,
ifitzg attragtlvelféyiﬁgxed and exhibits the extended, careful, and’
° i;ggyst a®icrésearch. and development wc§#~that had been 1nvested
& 1p, 5t rom 1963 to 1972.. : Y ’

¢
- &, o "dlb"’

862 '*NevexthELess, we could find little ev1dence of further use,
L3

and to some e&tent further use must. have been dlscouraged by the
o ¢ str1 ﬁbntly worded warnings on the 1nsrde cover of the observer
ent Thms 1nstrument is not avallable for distribution o

o,"“\ G
nﬁra;hed persons. It is to be admlnlstered only by spec--

" But w1thout the 1nst1tute a its cadre -

s . 1ally train &bservers.
s, and w1thout ﬁhe IOA member districts

uted staff tlme there could be no observers

of gradyaj% ude
. ) and.thelr contr

and no tra1n1ng mhere was no longer a facllltatlng mechanlsm

Y \)@9‘ *". ) ° ” . .




and‘there was no longer a bargain that gould he struék which
would give all parties a fair measure of benefits.
The crisis of attr;tlon It w1ll .be retalled that the

-«

1nst1tute was sustained b?“lncome from three arrangements -
one local network (the IOA which is the focus Of “our study B
and also the or1g1nal arrangeme?t established by the founder) ;,
‘one natlonal network of "associates" wh1ch was linked largely
. through mailings and major. conﬁerences, and one very- large.
_ state network whicH was, 1n turn, broken dowh by regions . v
K _within the state. This th1rd element w1th~350 members, mada
the largesgt f1nanc1al contribution to the ;nstltute over a _
number of§§ears through a contihuing contractual’ arrangement
with the State School Boards Association through which school
ﬁunds derlved from various sources were conduited as "dues."
This gotate network, even more than the others, was created —
and sustained -through the pollthal.clout of "the founder as
an expert on' school finance and its.purpos€ was partl§ to
deliver statistical services related to school finance to
member districEs. ) B
* \ Throughout the 1960s, however, diétricts becdme more
Ry and More dubious about their investment in ,the state network -
hey developed resources of their ownand as the state
develOped school service, centers. Warren, in his last years
was able to stave off such" attacks ‘but within a year of his_ »
ret1rement the Assoc1atlon decided to ;grmlnate its agreement ~5
with the collegé, thus eliminating the network and its
v ’substantial revenue in one administrative act.' Although
there is some disagreement on the matter, many observers
retrospectively view this as the death blow for the 1nst1tute
as it provided the major part of the. financial income by = ¢
which a f:fitzmelprofess1onal staff and a cadre of parttlme
‘Fellows could be sustained[ Meanwhile there was also a ~
decline in IOA memberships, from 70 in the mid-1960s to, about
30. at the time of leadership.transition. In splte of the
new leader's efforts the-slide contrnued'throughout_his four
yedr tenure so that by the'spring of 1976 there were no'more -

than seven full dues paying members. -

2
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ﬁghat Fred Sands was going on sabbatical the following yeaxr,

L .
. With membership slide there was financial slide. Adding
to the financial woes caused by reduced membership dues and
the loss of the state network was the conclusion of the USOE
training grant and the abparently considerable cost'of
'prlntlng the Indlcators of Quallty package, a cost’ wh1ch was
passed on to the new director. x

Instltutlonal metamorphosis. The new ‘president, tak1ng .

offlce in 1974, was a scholar with a deternfin®tion to shore
up the service image of the college.

Thus, whlle making the

of the IOA alluded_to above,  he decided that out-
reach activities should now be consolidated by bringdng the re-,
maining two networks under ‘the endowedé

financial "save"

tion Research Instltuteﬁ
Simultaneously abolishing the Research Instltute and trans— cor
ferrlng deiartmental respons1b111ty out of the administration .
department and into the curriculum and instructipn department. -
' The new president of the executite board. of the IOA’ in
19%5, a very bright and rather young superintendent cf one of

the area's most, affluent and prestigious districts, met with

h1s colleagues to d1scuss openM and frankly whether or- not

the IOA at this pornt had outllved its usefulness and should

be ’teEmlnated He was partlcularl concerned with the fact

)

that there was no paid exeécutive secretary and no commitment

to hire or appoint one: It was time, he felt, for the

college to
nor did(he

on the new

.university

put up or shut down.- There was no rangQr. in- this; .
feel he was brlnglng pressgre to bear on Fred or ' =
He s1mply had the fleeling that the

cared very llttle about the schools,_preferred

president.

to go its own way with its own scholarly ‘interests; but-the
board president likened himself {to the good pro ball player
who keeps on doing his bit for a losing team. YAt a very
troubled-time I 2239’1n there," he says® Thus, he feels I
that he kept a thin 1nst1tutlonal thread from breaking, while '
gently nudglng an ambivalent un1ver51ty to take some positive

new action. It was the‘beglnnlng of a new beginning, but .

it was also an end, the end of the complex and far-reaching

< )
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networklng-research enterprlse that was embodled in-the
. Research Instltute, 1n the research program, in the research-

feedback program, and .the many other schoolrcollege ]ant
efforts and bargains’ that had been struck by the founder

_fnd mafﬁfalned so fa1thfu11y by his sucgessor,

In‘thefore901ng pages, we will have to admit, the: story
1s not fully told. It is an interesting story and a great’
story which -we kept stumbling upon as we were trying to

. trace another much flore contemporary story. What iszprovided
here is but™ taste of the whole. We were not;;bie to lay
out the very well founded logic of the founder's grand
strategy of educatidhal reformfthe substantive nature and
merits of the research programs, f1rst of "adaptablllty"
and the Grow1ng ‘Edge, later of the Ind1cators of Quallty
The succeésor concluded our 1nterv1ew somewhat wistfully
with the cbmment: ~"We11, an institution is ‘the shadow of ' a

man," clearly referring with admiration to the founder, his

own chief‘mentor; but in so saying*he probably gives less-
than dye credit to himself as the’sustainer and rebuilder
of a great research program which might'have led to another
great wave of school reform but for a few missed cue§ and a
un1vers1ty unable to comprehend and* to gdpitalize upon its

own special resource, , T,
- ’ - l >

-~

¥ 1.3. HISTORICAL BACKGROUNIY)F THE CURRENT ARRANGEMENT
1.3.1. H;storlcal-Institutlonal Context »

The period from 1972 to 1976 might generally be charac-
. terized as a coollng-off period in education., There\was less
w1nnovat1ve activity and somewhat less turbulence accompanled
by continuing enrollment attrition as the “'baby bust" rolled
upward through the schogl grades. It was a time of fiscal
constraint and school closings and also a time of increasing*
~concern in the suburbs for dcademic standards, school quality, -
and college entrance opportun1t1es It was also a time when
-many of the resources available through the Elementary and

Secondary Educatloﬁ‘Act_of 1965 were transferred to state
e

&




N now typlcally had their own resource centers and teacher

- *

authority under "special revenue sharing" and were, in various
ways, stabilized ahd'lnstltutlonallzed Large urban districts

centers and development offices 1argely pa1d for out of re-.
' . channelled federal- monies, and the suburbs and towns rece1ved
similar’ help through reglonal centers and services.. Publlc‘r . ‘1-|
edubatlon as a result of ESEA and“its aftermath had developed
a somewhat more complex 1nfrastructure/6T staff development,
_ . ‘curriculum development, special skills instruction, and .
s coun%glling. This néw infrastricture was also reflected in
the establiShment of new interorganizational arrangements,
<« often %ith’state participation or&sponsorship and often with )
the involvement .of smaljer colleges and community colleges - .
which provided varlous forms of in~service sUpport and credrt
For the college of education at Eastern Prlvate Univer- o
"% sity it was a time of 1eve11ng off and then reduced supp6rt ‘
“from federal grants and of reduced enrollments ‘generally .
_although some departments, e.qg. educatlonal,admlnlstratlon,' \
actually increased enrollments between 1974 and 1979. For - Ty
‘the collége it was also a period of transltlon with many of -
. the’ senior professors retirimy and new faculty "being recrulted
representlng the trEnds ¢f the late slxtles and: earlY’seventles,
€.9., a greater concern .for urban educatlon«and social* problems ,
generally, a toncern 'for greater "relevance" 1nterpreted
‘rather divergently, and a much greater sthlstlcatlon.and ;P
awareness of tlis changes yy6ught by the 1960s, e.gq. f student &

and teacher mllltancy, m1nor1ty 1ssues, accountabllJ.le&\f o 4
As noted in the previous section there were changes a

» } 5

leadership several leveﬂs in the college dur1ng this period,

edch affecfin v

>

g the future of the IOA and each leav1ng a

residue of 1sapp01ntment concern, and uncertainty. Com- ¢

,¥> paring the ackgrounds of the new presldent’and his chief - - ,
) A r1val for the pos1tlon, the choice of esident 1tself . N

appeared to repnesent a kind of v1ctory or scholarshlp over . //,//
o action, but the new prépldent,.Leonard Carlson, 1mmed1ately ) ' K

. .
# ‘ N ?.

. .
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took a practitioner-oriented initiative by insisting that the -
college must make a contribution to the fiéld 'and that pro-

-

o fessors henceforth would be judged on such contributions in
addition to scholarshlp and teach1ng In a number of all-
day meetlngs he organized his faculty into task -forces on
various issues facing the college including field ties.
Carlson appointed as head of the endowed Action Research

. Instltute, Frank Innes, the cha1rman of the admlnlstratlon -

[P

department and Carlson's rival for ‘the presldency-—a move
N . perhaps to repair relations w1th a defeated colleague ] ' . \ .
. Soon theféafter he passed to th1s 1nst1tute responsibility

-~

for the 1I0A, transferrlng ¥t from the now defunct Research

- Institute in the administration department.
'W“thin the administration department itself there was =

¢ anothen&snccess1on battle which p1tted Fred Sands aga1nst
T a newly app01nted young professor, Dirk Morganb//yorgan, who
won the appointment as department chalrmqn; wa

minded researcher whq had worked on major mational evalua€ion

P L]
a tough-"

. _studiés for a‘prestigious consulting firm. He was dedicated ;
to.reforming the department to make it at the same tlme )
'mo?e r1gorously research or1ented and more ded1cated to the ®
R [hot issues of the day which he saw much more as residing in f
\ the cities than in the Ygreen grassésuhurbs which represented .. . -
the IOA. As Morgan himself put it, he was "forced down the
throats",of the administration faculty by the new pre51dent,
but he, in turp made a p01nt of visiting prlvately w1th each* ’
faculty member to assess the1r coﬁterns .and SOllClt thelr <
cooperatlon in reform efforts : ' . .o -
Within -the department of currloulum and 1nstructlon .
. “ there wds also a reform spl‘lt but of a somewhat dlfferent
varlety In th1s case the young turks: were two newly -’
app01nted assoc1ate professors ded1cated to: much greater- -
: un1vers1ty involvement with practltloners in the plann1ng and’
. exeCutlon of use-oriented and concerns- based research and

’development. One of these, Alice Loveland, was spon to’ he e

%

a
2
i

appointed the new head of the IOA.
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Through a thicket of 1nterpersonal and 1nst1tut10nal
rlvalrles, all;ances, and ﬁeuds one could detect a number -
of consistent themes whlch are expressable as potarities.
- First ther was the new versus the old with the younger

> generatlon showly bit 1nev1tably galnlng dominance and in,

‘the process often’ ignoring ormdlscountlng the hard-war\ _ »
'achlevements f their predecessors (such.as tHe Indicators " N RL
of" Quality). There was the tension of research versus ser-

£3

vice with the former or1entatlon generally dominant im the
-un1vers1ty but'with the. contlnulng need to demonstrate that .
resear&h is relevant to the needs -of educators. - . There was -
‘also, Lthe related tensxon betwéen hard data-based research
which follows accepted experlmental des1gns and measurement
rules and soft, research thch explores, which allows colla-
boratlon and, whicH is directed toward immediate practice )
f%hange. Another tension related to the level of the system
wh?ch should be the target of-concern For many of the
young professors who had, worked with) the federal government _

and its contractors durrpg the late sixties and early sevens
t1eS'theloglcal focus was the policy leVel, the top -

t
¢

where theakey dec1s1ons are made concernlng d1str1cts - »
across the country For the old IOA and the professors . . -
and super1ntendents who grew up ‘'with it, the key level was
the d1str1ct——espec1ally the super1ntendency "For. another
seqment ofvthe younger generatlon——lncludlng Fred Sands-- o
it was the pr1nc1pal For yet anothér group, yodng turks’ h
such a% Alice Loveland, it was the teacher.. F1nally, another
undercurrent heré“was probably tied to feminism: teacher fﬁ
militants and teacher advocates were women by a heavy - .
majority and they were also likely to be feminists; admini- _
. stratlon and policy-oriented types were, likely to be males "
 These themes clearly affected the course of the IOA as .
it moved  in the l960s from an exclusively male-run resegrch-

" generating entity oriented td an all-male constituency of .

RN
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"schdol administrators to being an almost exclusively female-run
service-oriented eftity serving a multitude of levels and
.concerns ‘in these same districts hy the late 1970s. N
1.3.2. . Institutional Precursors

The current arrangement clearly has two institutional
precursors: the administration department's Research
Institute which was the home of the IOA for nearly 30 )
years and}the'Actioh Research nstitute which became its.home
by administrative fiat of theliaw president in 1976. It

should be recalled that the Research Institute-by 1976 was

nearly bankrupt, having lost much of 1ts resource base, and \ ‘ -
it was viewed skeptlcally by the new chalrman, Morgan, as

both a financial liabi}ity and a haven for dated research ’

concepts. What the new IOA owed to the old was a still-

respected name among many of the older superintendents in

the area and a standing as the only arm of the college which

had persistently forged a link with certa1n districts and-

maintained that link over two genérations. The question is:

does - tradltlon, per se, make a difference in 1nst1tutlonal

survival? .

4 At a number of meetings in 1975 and 1976 as membership -
dwindled to a handful, ,perhaps as few as five dues-payihg L .
- districts (nd one is quite sure how many were left .at lowest -
ebb) ,4svarious .persons iricluding the IOA's executive board
of superlntendents were asklng themselves out loud: ,should_
there continue to be an IOA’ No one was W1lllng or eager
to kill it and to the new president 1t was a p0551ble 1nstru—
mentality” for somegnew effort at providing field- serv1ces and
ma1nta1n1ng or strengthening the image .of the college in the
local area. 'Thus when the. Research Instltute ceased t ex1st, " |
the IOA was able to live of even though thlS new "llfe" was ' jAj
_only.- tenuously connected®™o the old. - ' -

The Action Research Institute’ (ARI) was quite a dlfferent ) ‘
kettle of fish. : As old as the IOA, it had surVived and thrlved e ‘3‘

over the years on an endowment of something like $4,000, 000 )
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' e . . ' t




problem-solving with practitioners, and networking. Some +
- ' . .
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from whigh the annual interest of over $200,000 was spent on

research and staff salaries. Like the Research- Institute,

the ARI had its founding .guru who was known as the father

.and for many years chief promoter of "action research"--

collaborative problem-focussed research in which the practi-
tioner and the scholar had equal investment. Surprisingly,
however, although the ARI was 3%ry productive "in terms of
publications up through:1965 it established no netwo;?s*o%:
its own, occasionally relying on the IOA to provide cess
and generally performi#ng its research in the same affluent
suburban settlngs represented in the IOA.~ 1In- the late, l960s
the emphasis at ARI was on action more than on"research

product1v1ty Furthermore the ARI took under/its wing a ®

number of federal progectJ includlng an urbar studies £enter.
There was definitely a concern for the cutting-edge issues
of the day related to minorities, women, and/urban problems.
Placing the IOA in-the,ARI clearly meant a reorientation

in substance and process ‘as well as the chance of a stronger

‘and more secure f1nanc1al base For ARI it meant, on the

other hand, another f1nanc1al drain on its jealously guarded
"hard" monies but, on the other hand possibly stronger and
more lastlng field relatlons for its various purposes.

1.3.3. Philosophlcal and Ideological Roots

v

In some ways the revival effort was more pragmatlc and’
seat-of-the -pants action than ideological, but .there was a
philosophical root in the training ‘and previoust work of

Alice Loveland. Her course on the management°of change was

one of the most popular in the coldege, having an enrollment

" of 100 at the. time she was interviewed. The course covered

a substantial amount of material in the "planned change"
tradltlon, organlzatlon development in schqols, the culture
of the sehool, the process of linking and consultation on

of the featured huthors were Matthew Miles, éeymour Sarason,

+
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John Goodlad, and Ronald Havelock. Loveland herself had a
national reputation as a change process expert, part1cularly

with regard to.teachers and school settlngs, It was a dyna-

. mic, rather loose, practice- centered v1ew of helplng which

had begun to be art1culated in the 1d 1960s, and staff of
the ARI had at one time or andther been prqmlnently 1dent1—

3

fled w1th the movement

‘1. 3. 4 Trans1tlonal Support Persons D s

- 8

- Prior to the dlrFCt involvement of Alice Loveland herself
there were a handful of persons on the faculty and twd or
three superintendents who played a key role in“setting up
the new regime. First mention should be given to the new
President, Leonard Carlson, a scholar and an effectgve spokes-
man who retained a sense that the college must have a_skrong
field service component°and.who also sensed that the I0A 1
could be it. He absorbed the debt of the Research Instltute

. and he also was a key actor in effectlng the transfer of the )

.l

IOA to ARI, w1thout which survival was probably 1mposs1ble '
He also put the faculty on notice that they must attend: to
fleld concerns and in so doing, by 1ntent10n or not, he raised-
Alice Loveland's stock throughout the college On the qther
hand, to most of the actors 1n this story he was ‘a rather .
remote figure who paid lip-service to practice 1ssues and the
IOA but never really attended to what was.eally going on.
Actually, it was probably not his appropriate rolé~&o-do so.
Frank Innes, director of the ARI and formerly chairman
of the administration department, was a very dynamlc flgure,
heav1ly invblved in action projects and for that reason
popular with graduate students: "He always had interesting
projects; he was into 100 things; he gave his §raduate ,
assistants a lot of autonomy." Like the president aggyas
also often inaccessible because of his many activities and
he tended to leave a trail of loose ends. With Fred Sands
going on sabbatical, Innes took over the IOA but he is reported

1
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~mental colleagues * 3,

to have assented to this "only‘if

Thus, in fact, his runnlng of the IOA lastad through one or two

-executive board meetlngs where he

tendents that somethlng fresh and

I can—get Alice Loveland.

1mpressed on the superin-

good was going to happen

and in October of 1976 announced that Loveland would soon take

over as executive secretary under him. Subsequently Innes

was supportlve, dec1ded on budget matters, but was mostly ;
unlnvolved

s’

-Fred $ands also played a very p051t1ve role in the '
transition, a role wh1ch has gone largely unrecognlzed and
unapprec1ated by many of theipther actors. First of all
he  kept the I0A going; seconle, he already had changed the -
orientation toward greater 1nvolvement of levels of admini-
stration *other.than superintendents and he was careful to
select a staff of }ellows in which both women and minori-’
ties were represented.; Roughly speaking he had the same
ideological orienthtion as Alice Loveland, and inHeed'theg
Sand ‘s chlef

falllng seems tao have been that he oeuld not breath new llfe

saw_each other as.allies on most issues.

1nto a dead horse, but he trled with vérlous types of meetlngs,

with no budget and no encouragement from skeptical depart-

‘
On the district ‘side perhaps the key transitional

flgure was Sam Taylor, the IOA, board chairman in 1975~-76.

who liked what Sands was dolng and appreciated hlS efforts ¢

but, when he heard .there was going to be no paid staff and

that> Sands was 901ng on Sahbatlcal though€ the question

should be put to the-col Ege'as forcibly as possibles , R -
"Do you really. want to €ep thi$ ‘thing going?. .
- 4 ’ & \
s i . , '_ v Y .
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1.3.5. BAnalysis of Events Leading to the IOA Revival

. . .
Table 1-1 Event Sequence Leading to the IOA Revival *
s 2 .
Date ) .o / Event : S

Mid-1974 Leonard Carlson becomes president of the education
college within the university.

1974~ 75 New president organizes faculty into task forces/
' _ stresses importance of field ties. t Y

e -

1975 . New president selects Dirk Mo;gan to be new admini-
"styation department head over Fred Sands; Sands
remains head of IOA Research Inbtitute in

' administration department (RIAD).

1975 Frank Innes becones ARI head.

1975 New president Carlson pays RIAD defieit out of
reserve fund. .

1976 Fred Sands plans sabbatical.

197% (February) Superintendent Sam Taylor discusses
with colleagues the desirability of IOA termi-

o b nation. - .
- 1976 Taylor communicates "pu& up or shut down" message
to Sands.

1976 Carlson abollshes RIAD and transfers IOA to ARI

: with' Morgan's blessing. \

¢
1976 ‘Innes becomes Hbmlnal head of IOA; sSeeks Alice -
< Loveland as'executive secretary.

1976 (Septepner) Innes meets with the board, explains
. .that a new start will be made; -board encouraged'

“

197% (September) Alice Loveland accepts leadershlp
of IOA. e

LN

As summarized in Table 1-1 and illustrated n Figure 1-1,
there was a fairly clear series of circumstances leading up
to tne'transfer of the IOA to ARI and the appointment of Pe
Loveland, the two key events whlch signaled the beginning of
the new era. Loss of 1nterest and fotivation by b Eh the ‘ -

university and the districts  led ‘a precipito

‘membership, activities, and resources. Carlson)s bail-out of
the RIAD ﬁebt, together with Margan's lack of
IOA as gn institutional orphan badly needing a new home and

nterest, left

some means of support in addition to "the very meager revenues
from the six to ten loyalist districts.




o < f

The loyallst dlStrlCtS muttered among themselves about

termlnatlon through the 1975-~76 school year, _delivering

! a guarded ultimatum to Sands, and through him to Carlson -
apd the university. Carlson was probably reluctant to 3
closeedown an operation which had the potential of contributing
to ahd. even being the centerpiece of his new initiative to
d%%leP a college -wide field services unit. ARI director
Innes was w1111ng to take on the old thing, but only if he
could use its shell to create something entirely new, some-
thing he himself could probably not deflné/clearly, but
something that was alive, dynamic, and stimulating to school

H

people and graduate students.
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JFigure I-1 Causal

Factor Configuration Leading EQ Revival of %he Eastern Private IOA o
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2. THE FIRST TWO RENEWAL YEARS: 1976-78
’ >
2.1. INSTITUTIONAL .STRUCTURE

.

As Alice Love d took over, the IOA had an 1nst1tut10nal

structure more or less as 1nd1cated in Flgure 2-1. /The
"d1rector was Frank Innes but Innes was also d1rector of
thé umbrella unit, the Actlon Research,  Institute. “In this
role\he reported directly to the presfgent "Reporting to
Innes was the "associate dlreg\b " or executive'secretary"
Alice Loveland but in fact she ran the IOA with almost com—
piete autcnomy except on f{ cal matters which were handled

by a graduate student workihg as an assistant to Indes.
Initially Alice ha}d no staff é's;ept for a pa"rt’J.me secretary

¢
and another professor, Tim Anderson,-~who was identified as

-an "ARI &ssociate." ice quickly recruited two graduate .

students to work with her through the 1976-77 school year

"~ to develop: the program. By the end of the year aboutrten .

additional graduate students had been ,recruited to serve as
Fellows. These twelve students, all but two belng women,
sexved as the de facto Operaﬁlonal staff of the'IOA.

o

4

ginitially gompcsed bf sevenasup&rintendent to which two
principgls were latersadded. The board had a president _yho
served for one year on a rotating basis. Board members were

selected to représent roughly the sub-regions w1th1n the "L

area but selrectidn appeared to be, véry 1nformal process,

mostly steered bﬁ'Allce Loveland ‘At the time of the leader-
ship transfer. the "board" and the "membershlp" must have been
about the same thlng After the successful recrultment drive
there were as many as 29 districts llsted\as members, and
the board had dbout ten members 1nclud1ng the two principals.
The old IOA had been very much a creature of . the depart-
ment of admlnlstratlon but the new IOA was much more 1dent1—

. fied with the department of curriculum and instruction where

Alice Loveland had her teaching appointment and where most

.

-

The school districts wereﬁrepresentedgsy an executive board

14
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of the graduate students were enrolled. '.Onfthe other hand
"Innes, Anderson, and Sands were all members of the admini-

'*etratlon department;: Phy51cally, the IOA did not really .-
have its own offices although'there was a "Fellows room"
the first two years, located in a different building than

/\ ‘ .Loveland's office and the part- time secretary. Again, ‘

r . .informally, Loveland's office in the department of curr;culum
. T ayfd instyuction was the I0A office alko,

Figure 2-1 Institutional Structurewof the IOA
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.t The, IOA seemed to function very informally/f hav1ng no
. by-laws even in the founder's day. This allowed Loveland and 2
her graduate student sta to invent new procedural forms and
. mechanisms of netw0rk1ng and service as they went along It -
f also meant that when “there ‘was wo;F to be done, Such as‘thanlzlng .
. . a conference or getting out a .brochure, 1t was qu1te a scramble
to get things done. Other faculty of the college were under
ne formal obllgatlon to provide service to the IOA, but

Loveland had extensive informal.donnecCtions and when she-asked

» ., ¢ »
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someone to a presentation or:runla\work group session -
they” almost inWariably agreed if they werR available.
e ' Conference presen S got a $1qp honorarium but the many
~ faculty who contributed to th ork groups served gratis.
. * Nominally the executive boar passed on all dec1s1ons.
1nclud1ng the mahy changes\bhat were made during ‘the first
year, but in reality Loveland ran the,board méetings very =
smoothly, soliciting advice,and approval amd always getting
the latter. Leadershipiinitiative almost never cam®-from
the board membership or the member'districts On the'other
'hand Loveland. was very sensitive to board meMber copcerns
and could generally ant1c1pate them. Their ‘approval was also
fmportant to he .as a legltlmlzlng force with the college
Underneath the formal institutional structure there
was an informal but solid structure in whlch.Loveland dele-
gated most of the opergtlonaI'detalls and much of the dedision
making t6 two very energetic senior graduate, students. The
management of the IOA really consisted of the three® of them.’
- wogking together. When other Fellows were brought on' board
they formed akind of outer circle, fprmally led by Loveland ¢
~ but Eften taklng orders or- act1v1ty uggest1 s from the two ‘
) enior graduate students. As.we will see, th1s structure
\— was very effective but led to some tensions and subsequently ® -
, " kome” open conflict. ) ‘
2.2. OBJECTIVES ’

2

Although we cbuld not flnd a clear ,Statement of objectives
'\_PQ

representlng the flrst two years of the rev1val certa1n im-

hd »

¥ -'plicit objectlves weresfairly obvious. The first was to S

reV1ve or rev1tallze the IOA as a network through increéasing-

membershlps, 1ncreasing numbers and varletles of JOlnt
agtivities, and 1ncreas1ng all manner of contacts. Loveland's
ideal was sharlng ratHer than transfer of knowledge that was .-

Ohe-sided, and there were three types of sharing that she was .
© e espec1ally concerned about The first was Sharlng between,

$ ' unlverslty and school people,. wh1ch might i lve the «f«
s hexchange oi ideas concerg;ng need; practic isdom, research, -
n; ' -t D s ° . ) ’ ! /
N «’ A .
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or‘eipertise‘generally; high on her list would be process
knowledge, i.e., knowledge about how to bring about changes
and 1ntroduce 1nnovatlons in ways .that would be beneflclal
for.all concerned A second typé%of sharing would be among
districts 1nclud1ng all levels from superlntendent on down:;
sin large part she saw the college and- 1ts I0A act1v1ty as
a catalyst to allow this district- to~distr1ct interchange '
to take place ‘A tﬁlrd type of shar1ng 1nvolved direct #°
teacher~to—teacher shar1ng and collaboratlve action to

K1
improve their classroom practlce In some ways both Loveland

and her~personally selected Fellows were most emotlonally
committed to-thid& last type, most Were e1ther pract1c1ng

tgachers or former teachers as well as being women, thelr o~

\ -
orientation was practlcal, not academic or theoretlcal, and

they generally had limited g;perlence w1th the upper leYels:
‘of school admlnlstratlon . .
.. While knowledge transfer from the academic world to

practlce was not a hlghly touted or emotldhally valued asﬁect
of the IOA as far as the new leadershlp was concerned it

was by far the most v151ble aspect,and apparently\the most
.valued by the sunerlntendents. Thus there was some d1sdre-
pancy’between objectlves" as asplfatlons of the IOA staff

: and "ob;eotxves as represented 1n thelr most visible beha-.
viors . ThlS\dlscrepancy cbhtlnues to th1s day but has never ~
produced much tenslon'because there 1s an overriding ethic -
that any activity 1nVolv1ng contacts among schbol and college
ﬁeople is good for netonklng and* serves multgple "goals in
unaccountable ways . ‘ \ ot

The objectlves of the -revival per1od comﬂjlnto sharper

reilef when they are contrasteé to. the objectlves and '
. operatlons of the original IOA as conceived and developed

by the founder and carrled on by his successor By the time

of the revival, the notion of collect1ng data systematically

from member d1str1cts was gone and even distinctly devalued

’ N EA
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There was a perceptloncthat (a) such activity 1s a prlor1

<

suspect as potentlally exploitative (b) it serves no real
school- 1mprovement purpose and (c) in any case,- the mere
mentlon of research ob}ectlves is poison to the typ1cal
school person 1n/the currént climate. But of course some ¢°
bab1es go out with that”bath wafer: rlost are the possibi-~
lltles of gett1ng some sort of systematlc needs assessments

égi from member dlstrlcts, of glving dlstrlcts comparative -

(and henée Very grabbing) data on performance oen various
dlmen51ons,,of prov1d1ng 51gn1f1cant numbers of graduate
studen¥s with the51s opportunltles, and of making substan-
tial contrlbutlons to. the written knowledge ‘base regard1ng
'schools and;school 1nnGVat10n°efforts., The revived IOA
for the most par?;gave up these features

* An unheralded but 1mportqnt objectlve of the revival
. was also to proV1de meanlngful and partially supervised
ﬁleld experlences for graduate students, experlences in

trylng to manage the. complex1t1es of a network and in trying

.- s to a551st schools at- dlfferent levels in varlous types of

. 1mprovement eﬁforts. ... o Y .
% . , .
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$2.3. "KEY PERSONS -
) 2.3.1. Alice Loveland gg d '
Just: as the orlglnal I0A may have been‘"the shadow of
a man, " the“rev1ved I0A could well be described as "the
shadow of a woman. By all accounts Allce Loveland was the
key person 1n the rev1val.: It 51mply could not have happened
‘without her, and what happened is very largely reflectlve

e

of (a)- her 1deology and orientation, (b) her energy, and
(c) her .capacity to influence others at all levels. .

Background ideology and orientation.’ Alice Loveland

, had recelved a doctorate’ from the college a few years earlier

»

well- known far his wr1t1ngs and action research in the chanqe

LR

process, part1cularly with rather large foundatlon sponsored
' v
. R F]
’ ' . . . -

[y - N ! 50’65) "
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" and had worked subsequently on the ‘'west coast with a profeSsor:

¢




terized by a colleague in another department as

‘tq something else even more wortfwhile.

E . . IN - -
pro;ects to develop networklng arrangements among schoo >
When she returned to the Eastern Private University tonZ;}

~
"d tenure line  ip the department-of curriculum and 1nstructlon,
.she already had a national reputation partly based on her

work with this professor She was known as something of a

teachen,advocate and an advocate for client-centered . ..
problem—solv1ng as an approach to educational practice im-

provement. Tﬁe approach was somewhat simplistically charac-

"very school-
spec1f1c teachers would do wonderful things if administra-
tors would only get gut of their way." Another®suggested '

that she was

"a teacher advocate primarily." To those who

knew her better, however,'

she ‘was a lot more than that.

One observer noted that she was ‘excellent at "comb1n1ng prac-
tice and theory " \Her_course on the change process, already
noted‘aseone’of the most popular in the col{ége, was loaded
with inttellectual content and research-based studies of the
change process With an emphasis on;networking and on the
culture of the school. Her own intellectual approach was
actually rather. eclectic and she noted in an intérview; that
she n longer.used a lot of the material she had been ideén-
tified with in her work on the west coast. She was an—avidr
réader and user of new. material on the change process, and
1n fact had’ good personal relatlons with ,Mmany if not most of

the leadifig researchers in this field. - . -

Personal characterlstlcsﬁ LoVeland had -a very friendly

sparkling. manner and a d1sarm1ng outgorngness which most

She hhd the-uflsyal capacity
Added

to this she was a very good group - -facilitator, making sure

people’ found very attractive.

to be a°strong act1v1st without ever belng abrasive.

people got a chance to be heard and making people feel that
they were engaged in someth1ng worthwhile whlch was’ leadlng
Her facilitating—,

'aQility‘was‘very well complemented by an indepth ﬁﬁowledge

e
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of educational environments, their norms, roles and role

. €xpectations, and needs. Thus, for example, while the.IOA
under her leadership diﬂ not engage in any extensive needs
asses;ment process she had an excellent sense of what people
wanted and what would turn them.on. This sensitivity most
unusually extended from teachers to étaff developers to
principals to supéiintendenﬁs and even to college faculty

and administrators. One senior superintendent described her

e

as "a breath of fresh air" and "thg sort of person no one "
will say 'no' to." Another saidqshe had "real energy and a
knowledge of both worlds." She was unhiversally liked and

accepted, but to hey students and the Fellows whom she
'selectéd she clearly was more. She provided them-with a
great deal of encouragement and suppog&'and she trusted
them wholly. 1In return they gave her tremendous loyalty
and many long .hours of hard work to the point that they
really éécame extensions of her own-great Eapa;ity.

Capacity to influence others (clout). Although she
was only a jphior associate. professor, Loveland pfdbably <
had more informal influence than anyone else in her .department,
partly because of the above characteristics of friendliness,
ené;gy, and openness; but- this influence also probably '
stemmed from her reputation as the most .practice-dedicated
and field-connected member of the faculty. Thé fact that’
the new president, Carlsom, placed thg_emphasis he did on
field contaéts undoubtedly added to her clout. She was
) &lso known as a doer as reflected in tHe remark attributed -
to ARI dlrector Innes--"If I can get Alice Loveland, I'll
do it"--in reference to taking the I0A into the ARI.

.An indication of her influence with graduate students
is well summed up in the comment of one whq became a Fellow
~and later a key Fellow: "When Alice. Loveland said she was

3901ng to be involved in this thing (the IOA); I said to myself,

'It S got to be good. < . '

¢
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. Loveland also used her extensive national network of
contacts to bring in speakers‘for relatively modest fees
and *she was able to call .on practically anyone within the
college for service as work group presenters and conference
speakers It was.,also reported that Pres1dent Carlson
"bragged" about her, and that the chairman ‘of the admini-
®stration department despite ideological differences, was
eager to have her come over and join his faculty.

Problematic aspects. There,were also a few issues

related to Foveland that were somewhat problematic and may
* have worked .to reguce the impact of the IOA. First of all
she was more a catalyst, a. starter, than an implementer, and
relied on others to follow through and do the detail work.
With her dynamism and her many ideas and ma&& contacts she
had a tehdeneY to start up mdre projects than could reason-
ably be followed“through by her sgaff' thus she~ran:them‘
ragged and there were always many loose ends. As one of
her strongest supporters put it, she was a reat concep-
tualizer but management and organization wereg not her thing"
Another possible weakneSs was in the area of negotiating
and bargaining with the powers that be. If s mething seemed
like a good idea she was likely to take it.on without con-
.sidering the full costs involved and without negotiating

the best deal or quid pro quo from those who wbild benefit.

As an informant put it, "she was not political’--especially
in dealing with the college. The re;ﬁ&t was chronic overload
and chronic shoe-stringing, but the same qualities may also

have led so many pegople to trust herjas someone who was not

going to manipulate them. ' v

A third area of possible weakness ‘was in research-based
scholarship. Loveland was well-credentialed and had some ,
widely respected writings, but her heart was more in the action
‘than the research side. This was pré?ably*a major factor
in the lack 'of gesearch or documentation stemming from the
“revived IOA. There was much discussion of the need to docu-
ment -the experience‘but when the chips were down the priori-

e

ties were elseyhere. Actually Loveland reports that there
/0 -
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was some pressure on her to write and publish more comlng

‘from her department she. indicated that she was more or B

,0‘
s
less forced to take a long leave in order to write.a book
which was seen as prerequisite tp promotlon to full pro-
~ fessor. A Such leaves put a terrible’®train on the val
efgprt : T
‘As an open and 1n51ghtful person, Loveland was reasons_ \
ably ‘aware of her own shortcomings, and like her 1960s %
predecessor, Victgr Warrfn, she had the ability .to surround
herself with other people of great talent, many of whom
complemented her own efforts, filling gaps where she was
weak. .
2.3.2. Penny Ryder, Senior Fellow

o This was especially the case with Penny Ryder, director
of staff deGelopment in one of the larger districts in the
area, rqgurning for her doctorate in mid:career in the
spring of 1976. By all accounts she was a forthright,

RS outspoken, self- -assured person, perhaps not sufferlng
fools too ¢gladly--"a perfectlonlst" by one report. She was 5
well- organlzed>and loglcal as well as tremendously energetic.
Her assoclation with Loveland had,hegun in 1974 when
Loveland and a fellow young turk in the department of
curriculum and-instruction had been involved as consultants
« . to a middle school project in‘Ryder's distrlct, a_project
which .had not come to a successful end. Nevertheless,
Loveland had placed graduate students as trainees in ﬁyder's'
staff development office over the intervening two years.
.- When Ryder returned to schoél she immediately enrolled in '
‘Loveland's change course gand became a staunch /
/supporter When the call came to Loveland in the early fall
of 1976, she turned 1mmed1ately to Ryder and another ‘graduate

student 1n the class, Emma Curran, for help in launchlng the

,hew, venture
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Figure 2-2. Map of Region Served by the IOA with Placement
of Five of the More Active School Districts

#

=

North and Northeastern Area

. ,
* - L
. .
&
—— . £

¢ . . \
Shady Grove \\., Middle Crest

\\\ School District _ School District

Upper Crest

\ Most frequent . SR . .
work® group, School District :._/.,,//7 . X
)K: board meeting, o~ .

& conference: e /
site o X‘\}X)e’./
Bayside Schooi}’/

. » . m—————
Districtr"m—mw o——

————

,
= {
s Green Cove
s Whitman School District .
School
District/ )
1 4 ‘& 3
. * Southeastérn 2
. ‘ Area
Western N
. » - /‘\
< ———
Lf d ©
e 2% . . v




Q .

Ryder\was a keyﬂperson in severdl ways. First of all,

‘she contributed a great deal ‘to the planning and execution .

f the membership recruitment drive that occupied the spring

f 1977. This started‘witgha meeting she arranded between
Loveland and her superintendent, Patrick Rayburn (see below).
That,Meeting resulted not only in his active involvement
and endorsement but also in his granting her full salary .
for the year to pursue the IOA revival effort. Ryder also
arranged many other face-to-face meetings with superintendents .
1n“tHe affluent suburbs whlch had been the backbone of the '
old IOA. . ‘ ,

- 2.3.3. Emma Curran,. Senior Fellow '@

Another member of the: change class, Emma Curran was
an enthusiastic booster of change process concepts, and when
invited to collaborate with Ryder and Lovelan8, threw herself
into the task with boundless energy and dedication. Of those
1nvolved in the early stages she may have had the most psy-
chic ownershlp of the effort, a fact that would later cause
some trouble for herself and others. She was also strategi-
cally 1mportant since she came from the western portion of
. the area- served by thé-IEE (see Flgure 2-2, p. 55) whereas" ‘
' 'Ryder came from the northeastern portion. Curran was des-
. cribed as the ﬁérson who managed things" over the two yearsr'
. . of start up. .She also handled most of the cler1cal shores-
by herself volunteerlng a great. deal of t1me in addition, to
.the rather modest stlpend she received from the ARI. ° y

‘.7 2.3.4. Frank Innes, ARI Director ) .

.. %— . Prev1ously d1scussed as an 1nst1gator of the rev1val,
' he played a very qulet background role once Loveland began
to work. He was descrlbed by one colleague as b%lng very o
& / leose, pOlltlcal A graduate student who did not work for
S‘hlm directly described hlm as "chaot1c,,h1t or—mlss, hard to
see’ and hard to pln down." A key superlntendent describes
how he"appeared at IOA board meetlngs "It always seemed

like he was deallng with us as some group he d1dn t have

time for:" To .Loveland, however, he was always supportlve

and when she came to him with a request for $21,Q00 from

- ~ «
- Ia) <
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the endowment funds. which he controlled, he gaVve it. One

of his graduate students served the IOA as'a kind of fiscal ;
monitor and technically Innes had control of the IOA through
hisxcontrol of the purse but he seeme to have played no
substantive or guidance role otherwise. Two of Innes' students
we£e placed as Fellows in the 1977-78 school year. They were

the only males in the Feliows group~and appeared to be rather ]
ieolated from the others. They also apparently'felg;a . -
~ primary loyalty or identification to Innes rather than

'ﬁoveland. oo

2.3.5. Leonard Carlson, The President of the Colledej
(within the Univerdity)

Carlson played a veryéimportant role through his verbal
support of the IOA concept and Loveland although he was
rather remote frOm what was really going on. He rarely
consulted w1th.apd was rarely sought out spr cppsultation by =
Loveland but when she asked him to appear and eak at a
important relannehing conference, he did. Hisaperforman .
bn-that occasion was, by all acgopnts, impressive and hglIped
to carry the day for the retival. 1In splte of their riyalry 2
for "the pre51denéy, Carlson and Innes were described as
.—being "close;" like Innes,,Carlson was always "doing 100 K ~
things." ' Some faculty felt that he.had a tendeﬁcy to make .
< decisions first and consult afterwards and one suﬁerintendent . //é
thought that he seemed to undervalue -school administrators.

2.3.6. ‘Patrick Rayburn, Superintendent, WMiddle Crest School
N\ District | . i

/ . © .
" At the time of the revival Rayburn was one of the more

respected younger superintendents in the area. Unlike many
of the others he was not a graduate of the college and had
no personal past-associations with'the I0A. On the other
-hand he Hhad @ strong interest in networklng as’' a strategy
for educational 1mprovement He also headed the largest
district in the northeastern area and thus commanded more
resources than yostyother superdntendents. He had a strong \

, . g - N »
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staff which included.Renny Ryder among others. After a
‘prlvate meetlng with Loveland and Ryder arranged by Ryder

. he,brought his district 1nto the IOA and, became a strong
advocate with other spperlntendents in the northeast. He '~

+ later served as IOA board president. -

2.37. Abe Métowsky, Superlntenéent, Green Cove School
« . - Distfict - N

¢ \Mitowsky was a very long trme supporter of the 10A °
throug several stages of its evolution.. He alsosknew Alice

Loveland through a per!onal connection and clearly had a

great of admlratlon for her. He was strategically

important X at least two ways: flrst,as the'Gld hand and .

the dean of sWperintendents in his area,he served as a kind

of bridge between the old and the new; secondly he represented
one of the wealthlest school districts in the state,’ one ’
known forva long history of innovativeness from the earliest.
days of the IOA and a district situated in the southeast ‘J/
sectlon)Jr the region served by the IOA (see Flgure 2-2).

Thus he organized meetings in his sub~region _and trled to

get ‘othery 1nvolved bﬁ\\ilth only marginal success From
wobservations of board meetings in 1979 and 1980 he appeared

“Ji‘p be the informal leader of the group- LR

’ s 2.4. ' RESOURCES DURING START-UP AND FIRST OPERATIONAL YEAR
. ' At the very begjaping of the revival in"the/ fall of 1976
" there must have been}jgry little in the way of financial -

resources to run the network. With only -seven dues—paylng
members at $1500 each, thete would have been an annual lncome
of $10, 500 \just Barely enough to put-on a conference and

get out a quarterly newsletter There was no pald assistant
to Sands, one of the factors whlch oushed Superlntendent

T
. Sam ,Taylor to suggest a closedown, especially witth Sands ~
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going on sabbatical. Thus, one of thé Jood faith actions
. the college. had to-take was to put up. some new resources.
Innes initially put-up Loveland, meaning hé would get her
eleased from teaching duties part time. He also put up
'Sgltion waivers,éeach ‘worth $1250 for the F€llows who worked
with Loveland the first year. As noted above, Middle Crest
$chool D1str1ct donated the time of Penny Ryder.
©oe " Looklng toward the, second year, Ryder and Curran -pressed
Loveland to ask Innes for a muqh larger amount to support -
her, salary plus tuition’ walvers for several Fellows. They
asked Innes for $21,000 for the 1977-78 scﬂGol year. At
.~ the same t1me,Loveland and her two .assistants set ahout a
igorqus membership drive, one goal of which was to put the
" IO0A on a much better financial footing. As one means to
make membership‘morevattractlve, Loveland decided that she‘~
. would cut the regular membership fee in"half, making it §750,

‘ ]
w with the added wrinkle that member districts could buy the

time of one Fe%ﬁow for two half-days per morith for an addi-"
. tional $750. i

Eal i,

ith membership soaring to over 25 by the
" beginning, of- thé next school year and with 11 d1str1cts’

tak1ng on the Fellow option the|cash ‘contribution from the
districts was more -than $27,000. ’ “h
The -most noteworthy resources both then and later were , }

. human. Loveland s capacity t identify talented and enerz “

get1c people and then to -turn them on to the new venture . -
created a tremendous energy resource wh1ch multnplled as

~ Fellows reached out. to the districts. Fellows did all the

basic work_1n setting up conferences, putting outiflyers,

putting together—material§7;eneeuraging attendance. Even

clerical rk was mostly done by Fellows; the college sup-

posedly ontr1buted part of the time of a secretary, but,

)

accord1n to one Fellow who did a lot of: this work,. the peop e

the colldge géve them were e1ther "the regs" or were people

who .aowed 'mary loyalty to someone elsd and-thus could not ,
o .
| NS . .
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be counted on to provide suppert_at crucial moments. Thus,.
thefe was a great reliancq on student labor which Loveland
later thought mlght have been a mistake- because such rellance
tended to h1de the real costs of operatlon.\{—saa’//e

It also turned out that the university owned.a mansion
in a lovely location a bit outside the city but quite con-
venient to many of the,districts. This*became the standard
IOA meeting place-(see FiguréLZ-Z) until it was sold by the
university three years later. The university charged a.
fairly stiff fee for the use of the mansion by the IOA,'hut.
acéess.to this*facility was definitely rated a plus by the
conference and work group attendees, particylarly in contrast
to the college site itself, which was a bit harder to get to
= arid where no parhing was provided, a serious dgterent for

" some. '

T It should also be noted that the college faculty as a
'whole wa§_perceived by most superintendehtséas the major
~resource which the college could provide, and Loveland saw
to it that the faculty waS'used well and often. Moreomer

~

there~were three facult; members who could be relred on: . k}ﬁ
regularly for support, adv1ce, arid encouragement. One of
these was Sands, the former head. Another was Herb Peters,
. a very senior colleague of Loveland s in the’ department of
- curriculum and 1nstructlon, a man~of some clout and long-time
familiarity with the collegé, -the IOA, the ARI, and ‘the
//"’r" various actors on the coIlege side. He 'sometimes played ‘the
role of elder statesman to Loveland. A third supportér was'
long- time agpdnistration department member and former Fellow
Tim ,Agderson. . : o .0
Perhaps something also should be said about the percep-
tion by the superlntendents of the resource unh se at their
disposal. As noted earlier networking and,mlscell neous
school support. and improvem%nt resources had expapded £nd
grown con51derably more ?omplex over the precedlng decade,

due in h/ft to an 1nflux of federal dollars, in part to,
.4 °
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growing intra-district % capac1ty,aand in part te +the grow1ng
strength and sophistication of 1ntermed1ate servite senters
and other local colleges and universities. Thus, while the
visibility and'clout of the c011ege had remalned Righ, it
now had plenty of competltlon. Part of Loveland's task,
therefore,_was to find a-market niche for the revived enter-
prise. THat niche whs not _networking; thére was an abun-
dance of local, regional, and, natlonal networks--espec1ally
‘for superlntendents-—and many of theSe had Jong since eclipsed
the~I0OA in salience and value as a. means of 1nter -district
sharing. Nor-was it proglolng 1n—serv1Ce portunltles, in
fact, there wete many such in the area for teachers and
others axd most unlike thejéb%}ege, offered some sort of
‘credit or Cert1f1ca$ion as an added- incentive. “
N >
. . .,
2.5. EVENTS AND ACTIVITIES OE THE FIRST REVIVAL YEKg/
) The first two revival years can be d1v1ded more or less
into two sub-phases:. planning and organlzﬁgg, and start- up
7Dur1ng the planﬂyng-organlzlng year, Loveland worked prl-
marlly with her two initwial graduate student Fellows to
recrult new members, recruit Fellows for the following year,
acquire resources, and conduct two major launching confer-
-ences in .the spring of 1977. 1In the start-up year, the
* eleven new Fellows' worked out their individual service agendas;
shared their experiences with one another and supported
T Lbveland in arranging and conducting a considerable number
J:Bf work'groups and conferences at which college faculty were

featured. Table 2-1 gives a listing of some of the 'key »

Levents in approx;mate chronologlcal sequence. ¢

2 5.1. Key Events Analysis

. From the introduction of Loveland onward for the next’
ten months the pace of activity seems to h@ye grown markedly,
reachlng a- kind of ‘crescendo ‘with the .spring conference at
the tollege. It began in the fall with what seems have

been a very productive thinking zérough of needs and/possi-

bilities among Loveland and her fwo Fellows with sothe input
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‘Table -1 A’ Sampling of _Key E ‘yentéoof Révival Planning and ‘ [
. Start-Up . b
) ) ’ - , . - T ] ‘ * i
Date ) ¢ . Event * ’ ..
1976 Sept. " . 7 Alice Loveland accepts IOA leadership.- 6"
) 1976 Oct. . ‘Loveland recruits Penny Ryder and Emma
i . Curran\es first Fellows.
1976 Nov. Loveland asks Innes for 221,000 from endowed w
\\' i ARI funds and gets it. . -
1976 Dec. Loveland meets with Ryder and Mlddle Crest - ,
. Superintendent Rayburn. Rayburn endorses
° effort, signs on, and contributes Ryder S ' . s
: time. o { . - ‘ |
1976 Dec.-Jan. LoveXand formulates "option" package and )
cuts dues in half. ,
1977 Feb. Loveland and Ryder tour nor ast sd€tor -
/ . of IOA territory, explaini new “package 3
L 8 and signing on key districts4 -
' 1977 Early Superintendent Abe Matowsky sets up south- >
Spring east sector meeting of superintendents to ¢
i recruit for revived IOA; less successful. o
< 1977 Spring Loveland and Curran attend superijntendents' . .
- meeting in key western county, successfully
s recru1t from that area. . i
1977 May - Conference at college, led off by Carlson, a N N
skilled presenter; gpod attendance; : oo
judged very successf 11 by all. . : .
"1‘-.5 1977 June Last-issue pf IOA newsletter (until resumed ) .
g in 1981). -~ o e
1977 June . Superlntendeqts' conference at conference ’
~site with networking expert-featured. z
Some problems with speaker but momentum -
continues, - ! :
1977 May-June ‘Eleven new Fellows recruited. ’
. 1977 June First meetlng of new Fellows. ) .
1977 Sept. Board reconstltuted
1977 Sept. Second* Fellows,' meeting;. beglnnlng ‘of
regular weeklyymeetings of Fellows. e T
"1977 Sept.-Oct. Féllows receive f1rst¢placements. : - .
1977 Oct. | ' First of 25 work group sessions for
& teachers and other staff held throughout .
'.1977-78 school year. 3
b © 1977 Nov. s - Superintendents' conferehce featpring world- T .
N reknowned educational scholar-reform advocate 3
: (rated very successful and memorable by K\‘ & *
e superintendents). ° R ” .
1978 Spring Writing consortium org@nlzed by Fellow =.. .
Rhonda Robards. .
1978 Late s sLoveland forced to give up duties temporarlly
< Spring. - ..on account of illness. Leave éxtends through
‘ , "1978-79 school year. ' .
; M o ' ®
,
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(—and let down when there was no Fellpws meeting between Junes N

_from two key board members.' This led to tResformulation
. »: .

‘two interrelatg

“hew generation “of Fellows,”a process that seens to have been

e By the sprlng of 1978 'the new order had establlshed 1tself

_contributions in certd&n d1str1cts while dthers. had learned
[4

of the'™options," the ‘new fee structure, and a coherent .

recruitment strategy. “The_spring-of 1977.was doninated by
dtzqrials, the recruitment drive and.vhe . .

organlzation of the two kick-off ¢onferences in May_ and June. o'

Both these ser1als had notably successfgl outcomes; they

conveyed’the message to one and all: ‘fThrs is tru}y a ‘new’ .y <

beginning.",_ T : . . ) T . ‘

-

The late Sprlng was also the t1me of recrultment of a

- “~

a bit helter-skelter, 1nvolv1ng diverse 1nputs ftém Innes, 4$~ .“- ’
recruits from Loveland's change course; other Loveland .‘
contacts,.and advice from Ryder and Curran. Each Feﬂlowaaad ' ‘
a slightly dlfferent story of how he or ‘'she was recruited, and' . A w

none was very clear about what the term "Fellow" meant,

even after "accepting the d°s1gnatlon. Vevertheless most . )/
®were very enthusiastic anq somé ‘felt a little bit puzzled *

and September, ‘evidently a perlod ‘of activity shut down. . - =

Part&y as a result of the summer shut- down the early . - .// 2

fall perlod seems to have been qulte frant1c w1th theerllows

1m@ed1ately_1mmersed-1n strange new hool district. ass1gn— &
ments which, for the most part, lacked definiticm, while at*

the® same time'helping to organize a series of~seminars and

» ' . - R
conferences which occurred with more than once-a-week’ fre-.

quenéy during the menths of October Vovember, and .December.

After December ]15th there was ‘anothey long h1atus until a

/
new series of work ‘groups began on Mdrch 21, 1978.,

in many respects. several of the Fellows had made meaningful

greatly through the f1ts and starts of the entry process,

several of the college faculty had been involved in work

groups and conferences, apd severalpdlstrlcts had responded ) P

to the new activities. by £illing the attendance rolls with ’

9b s s * )
A}
‘ .
.
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T teachers and other sthool persennel. One Fellow had shaped

her role and activities to form a content-centered sub-network
? ; of distridts wh1ch became known as "the Wr1t1ng Consortlum,
,;*é‘\ e+ @ modus operandl wh1ch proved to be one of the most success-
e T ful in the revived IOA.&.

' The end of the start—up phase was clearly marked by the

“1
2

[ . _ . leave of . absence ta;en by L@veland in the sprlng of. 1978 .
¢ L Thls “leave forced a temporary leadershlp change and also
' served as a kind of‘test of the viability of the new arrange-

.o T u. ment.. <The story of that tran51tlon ‘is told in Section 3.

<@
s

g“- ’ st The.act1v1€1es of the early revival period subsequent

N

3 . ’,
[ . ] ‘ to the membershlp drlve break down into five categories as.
e s {orlows~ con:erences, work groups, the Fellows program and

LT SUb“SeE§ of act1v1t1es, wr1t1ng tasks, and. management act1v1ty

ﬁ o : board ‘. . ; "’ ’-u T ' . as 3 B
T R 5; 2. The,Conferences LU ' - )

-2 °:,4 . f Tradltlonally, th IéA had put on two major conferences

TN 5.",1 per year, one in the f l onie in “the spring. Anyone who

. T fj "has. organlzed goconferenCe can attest to the- fact. that they

R are~qomplex, arduous affalrs 1nvolv;8g .many sub- -tasks, much

AT ﬁa' plannlng, and sk;llful management These include recruitment -

’*spe01ally an, aﬂnouncement brochure——mall‘out and other d1s—
€3

trlbutlon, acqulrlng the gpproprlate conference site, atrang-:

,.and- executing nge sort of evaluation effort. The conferenCes
Qf the rev1ved Id% 1nvolvedwm ,onllectlve coordlnated J%forts
of Loveland and the: Fellows pl&@ ~he COnPélbuted time of

presenters.:.Typlcaliy a. conference would\have a starfperson

‘wzééﬁrem\thevgglhé;e\asoawﬁ1ntroduoer onw}ead off and some .

'~.r,n
R4 B .

.§ I \'3?'y a?ewxnent (and pald) outsadet. : . '3 ;.‘ T A

iy o v f “Thé conferepc ' werewakso the most maslble of the’ IOA .
o gt e o

ictﬁvitles and camg to repﬁesent whi't’ the.IOA ‘was™ in’ the
,fe~mrmds of many. gFor the Fellows‘also, they vere séen as

>
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’J‘lng for meals, coffee, and other amen1t1es, and organlzlng L

N - oF. whldh the most v151ble element was meetings of, the executlve

et T of . speakers, program plann1ng, preparation of \rlnt materlals—-‘



. have sto

“to get on stage, to meet andlmu<%uth well- known and powdr-

lof three or four paralYel seminars ‘on different top1cs, °

" Although, exact statistics are not ayadlable, atpendance at’
. - o . “l g -, A y

e ‘.

-y N

. . * - . . o ) e
- . .~ -

events ‘gengrating great excitement--one teiling us, "I would
pépd the world to be there'“--and belng opportunltles‘ S

ful, people from the -districts, from the college, and from ' ) :
- .
the world outside. o C . a

s ‘e - .

- In the initial revival years £the conferencés Aassumed
extraord1nary 1mportance as dpportunities to create for the ®
college a new image of activism and commitment:. Thus the. | .
presence of Pres1deﬁ% Carlson at the first’ conference in Ma§
of 1977  wds most, important as was'the overall success of that |, oL
meeting. The follow1ng meetlng in June was 1nterfded to -

focus on the process of networking and a very well knoWn ‘ e

expert on the subject was recruited for the event. As it .

.turned out the speaker of the day had a terr1ble coldzand was . -

descrlbed by one observer ‘as cantankerous and bor1ng He
was apparently taken to task by a number of super1ntendents,‘

but, Loveland recalls that the speaker was "Very abrasive

“and very good." ., In other words, the meetjng was dynamic, .
st1mulat1ng in" a vaﬂlety of ways for the super1ntendents and )
everyone else. The thlra revival conféTEnce 1n°November of

1977 was another smash hit, featurlng a yery well known. . .

S

educational researcher and reform advocate whose , talk st1mu-

lated at .Jeéast one superlntendent to set up a new school ' IR
based on the principles espoused by the speaker. . R
¢

Conferences were-opEn to all staff 1&veld of member o

districts and to sele ‘d outsiders whom .Loveland Pnted to = B '

get involved. The typlcal structuré was a@mornlng session ©

Q\~major speakers, followed by dlscus51ons, ‘then an afternoon

about half chaired by college faculty,‘@1th the rest organized - R

and run by Fellows and their. various district contacts. Lt
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conferences seems to have averaged about 100 persons with
%fternoon sem}gg;swhav1ng from 15 to 30 attéhdees each ‘Q.,
'2.5.3." “The Work Groups .

» . . The notion pf a "work group," as ¢onceived by Loveland\\‘>
was a serial activity typically 1nvolv1ng teachers through 7

three successlve half-day sess1oﬂ§ on a .given top1c. The

lead of £ sess1on would 1nvolve a speaker recruLted from the

ucollege, but an acknowledged expert in the field 1n questlon.

The objecb’would be to st1mulate discussion, then the sharlng

"of current practlce, leading to considerations of pract1ce

1mprovement and” actlon back home. The first serles of theae
work'groups was reported to be genera very successful
and well- attended- altnough some top1cs and some speakers

werg clearly more popular than others. -

)

.- Work group topics were qulte varied and attempted to

achieve a balance of ‘the interests and, concerns of teachers

the other. In th all of
ethies ih educatlon" and "psychology and school problems'

-~

on the one hand anefprlnclp;}s dnd other admlnlstrators on
e 977 the top1cs were "values and

[ N

addressed to a general audleﬁce and attended heav1ly by
teachers, and 'staff’ development program.evaluatlod," e

and current problems 1n the secondary school a1med more

"at admlnlstrators. In the spring of 1978 the values toplc

. was rep®ated andonrk groups were, ‘addéd on "optlons for .the

PR

gifted" and "the evaluatlon of achlevement and performahce."

’ Attendance depended. heavaly on act1ve encouragement -
from the ‘district administration, and attendance varled con-
s1derably by d1str1ct Thus' there was a dlstlnctlon among
members those superlntendents who were.more 1nvolVed .

N
e k]

t“eﬂselves Lenged to bring algﬂg more of their staffs and

b3

~3

got cons1derably more qut of the I10A, as a result ,The, L -

presence\of a Fellow in a dlstrlct was .also llke}y to make _
some dlfference dependlng on wa well the Fellow was 1ntegrated
and accepted in- the district and’ whether the Fellow saw. hls/

her role as 1nclud1ng recrultmient® to work groups. Work" \L

. group aCth1tleS coyld als have,Spln off geffects on thﬁiwdrk

Vs

~
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of a Fellow in a districf. This was the sase for the
"options for the gifted" work group whlch helped one Fellow

to deyelop a gifted program N her ass1gned d1str1ct a
program which was later implemented dlstrlct-wlde and even-

tu lly served as a model for statewide 1nnovaﬂlon Fellows
att ing work groups would often collect their’ notes -and -
use them. 1n the1r own field work as a klnd of kit bag of
potentlally uSeful items. !

Although most of the work group sessions were 1ndry1dually
successful as- apprec1ated events which in some cases had
*far-reachlng programmatlc 1mDaCts (e g. the g1fted program),

they did not represent any clearly worked out strategy for

change. They were prlmallly stimulators for *individual

participants to stockpile 1n.thezrzmemory for pessible use.

at some indeterminate futurg date when'they might~be appli-
cable. Furthermore they were not tied to any course credit
structure; hence the weight of impact had to be carr1ed bj\
the intrinsic mer1ts of the material content .

2.5. 4 . The Felldws Program

The Fellows program represented several things simul-
taneously to the revived IOA. First of.all, as noted pre-
‘viOusly, the ﬁellows were the égrSOn4power‘backb0ne of the .
effort, doing -the great majority of the detall work needed
to run confeLences, workshops, and everythlng else. Secondly,
'they werelncreas1ng1ya network whlch reaahed out to various
resources and to school dlstrlcts, not ]USt member dlstrlcts
but dlstrlcts from which the‘ liows ‘came or where they hadi~
 friends and- colleagues who mlzzt help out on th1s or that
toplc .Thirdly, the Fellows pfbgram was a tra1n1ng program
'for graduate students; -the tra1n1ng prov1ded was, varied, )
1ntérest1ng, and for most, exc1t1ng and reward ng: it gave
them exposure to (a)- the networking process assa whole,

gand,concerns at dlfferent levels

(b)oeducatlonal processes
of the school system from €he classroom upwards, (c) many
conlgnt and concern aregs dlﬁferent from théir: tra1n1ng and
background and (d) the process of being a change agent or

knowledge llnker 1nclud1ng the dlfﬁlcultles of entry, role
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definition, and coping with marginality ahd overload,
For some it was also an opportunityéﬁo form new professional
liaisons and gain advancement and placement opportunities.
'JRQ; a few it also replesented an opportunity to complete
degree work tbrough research conducted in school settlngs,
although this was d1st1nctly not a valued activity ‘for the
v majority.
J Fellows were always assigned to work in districts other..
" than thejr ‘own, if they were employed in school districts * T ]
. as many were. ~3eyond this, the assygnments appeared to most
'Felfows to be rather arbitrary: There was little if ‘any
negotiation of site or type of role. ; Tyoically, a superin-
tendent would asslgn a Fellow to work with a pr1nc1oal K
Often when tbe Fellow got ‘to the school he or she would f1nd either
misconcep rons .Qr conlaslons régarding what the role- would » '
be or,a predeflnltlon by the pr1nc1pal to f1t some pr;vate
agenda Each Fellow Yhad to find his or her way into a suit-
“able, workable role in the district to make good .use. of the
two half- ~days per month that were subposed to be 'speht on s1te .
'Once a month or more often they would meet at the college
with Loveland presldlng and share thelr experlences of \ .
.worklng into a rale. , ‘ i \\\\\_1AQZ, -
I Most Fellows did not haue a clear'idea of what they‘were l
supposed to be as Fellows doing intd¢ their sites jbut there
was much discussion of what the "mbiél“ was supposed, to be N
and Fellow Emma Curran became a- kind.of champion of "the ‘
- * model.” Roughly,- it was'based on the notipn of process *~
helping with teachers in which a group of teachers would,
\ come‘toaeth ,-articulate their needs; with the help of the .
consultant Fellow, and gradually work toward solution 1deas : -~
and actions’ through their owﬁ 1nit1at1ve Someghing like
three or ﬁour Fellows tried to proceed along this track but
only dhe really succeéded due to the_ varylng district and
- school agendas.and‘the inexperience of most of the Fellows
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",tially,ran the secretariat for the IOA, continuing their

-

in: dealing with the entry process. Thus, in the' end; there
was no one model and there were’'no two Fellows who'develobed

a modus operandi very much alike. Nevertheless, most wer

successful in their different ways and some mamaged to develop
activlt}es that had lasting impact'which the Fellowsvhad not
initially planned and c6uld not have foreseen. Thé gifted
Drogram was one: @dse in point, the Writing Consortlum was
another.’

There were eleven Fellows in the l977 -78 school year w1th
some wo¥king, w1th one distyict, some w1th two (and henee ‘f )
rece1v1ng doublg the standard stipend of 51250) The two g- -
orlglna1 FellOWs, Ryder and Curran, stayed on as Fellows but

without spe01f19 district ass1gnments Rather, they egsen—'

.special status with Loyeland as the, policy'triumvirate, g ,

" This inside status caused some resentment~among SOme,of the

other Felyégs who ocften felt that ings had been prearranged
by the three prior to-their inve ent. Nevertheless, thp
others w1lllngly pltcheé\%n on ecretarlat tasks and twolwho

were most heav1ly invalyed began to move into the roles that ‘ \
Ryder and Curran had occupled o o
For the d1strlcts and for the superlntendents the Fellows N

progran vas Welcomed as a’ s1gn of caring and commltment on.

the part of the college but it’ was also probably rather con- -

fusing. . .Few were able to articulate what it really was; few

su rntendents really knew what~§9 do with "their" Fellows .
o¥her than to pass the respons1b111ty down the line to- spmeone )
else who knew even-less. If the role had been more clearly

aftlculated by Loveland as that of llnklng agent or change’

. agent it 1s qulte poss1ble that 1t 'would have reduced ambi-

‘was for many their f1rst venture in-this dlrectlon.

gulty but it might also have made the notion more threatening
and ultlmately less acceptable to mahy Furthermore, the ~
Fellows, for the most part, could not, be offered as experts

in anythlng,,even “in the chafige process itself, slnce thls -

* ' . ) ’ . /
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‘2.5.5. Research and Written Production

———

. - At least for the start-up period.the priorities of

Loveland and her staff were very clearly on action “in face-
to-face-situations rather than on research or documentatlon. Y .
The n slette? which had run continuousl{ on a monthly
baslse§§§ 35 years ceased publlcatlon with the June 1977
‘issue. The format of ‘the last issues waétpubllcatlon of one
7~——paper per issue either~by 17 proféssor or by a recent graduate
' summasxizing thesis rasearch. The back pages of the™Matrch
issue announced the May conference of the IOA which would ) -
be so 1mportant a part of the rev1vaf and also oddly announce -"-
another conference scheduled for the same day: Loveland was - ]
billed as assoc1ate d1rector of the ARI w1thout 1nd1catlon >
of her key role as IOA rejuvenator. .The June issue giveés
po_report on the proceedings_or any hint of future plans
for the IOA.- Enstead there is an advertisement for the fol—
low1ng year' s subscrlptlon t6.the ARI Research Bulletln. -

]
The l977 78 school year whlch was .So dynamic -in terms .

" of the. rev1val effort 1eft hardly a trace of written or A
printed docu%entatlon SuppOrt for documentatlon was given

by Ipnes in the form of a graduate student spec1allzlng in

» ethnﬁgraphlc studies who&served thr8ugho§§ the.year’ as

. Sbserver .and" recorder of Fellows' meetin and other-events
‘of the revival. -Although this person took extensive notes -
on“the process of the 1977—78 year, no report of anyékind !
on her efforts was ever issued. She was interviewed for-

th1s study bu¢ her notes were not available.

thesﬁ?research as part of her Fellow.aetivity, conducted
an evaluation of an early childhood program in'a particular

d1strlct nevertheless, ‘from the p01n; of view of the rest

of the Fellows such act1v1ty was 1nappropriate and did not
'.really constitute ,service as 'a Fellow., LR
- of Educatlon issutd a solicitation for stud;es of school

!ﬂ"‘networks of all types several Fellews were eager ‘to get

In the winter and sprlni_of 1978 the National Institute .

One Fellow the Qirst year insisted on developing her % -
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- involved .in a proposal under this grants program and~there

was tonsiderable discussion'of it in Fellows' meetings in

the spring of 1978 however, when Lo%eland was forced to

- go into the hospltal begihning her year long absence’, Innes.:

was unwilling te procéed further with it, desplte the fact

that one of the Fellows was ready and w1lllng to proceed with
the wrltang task The 1nc1dent wouldrsuggest that, as far

as Thnes was concerned, research oytcomes were not’ a big. i?/

priority nor were resources a major is%ue for the IOA at

sthat tife. The potentlal rolé of NIE as a. facilitator of

documentatlon~of such efforts is also: 1llu;§cated by the
or

incident. ~The'quest for external support research or

lquasi research activyities to attach to the IOA was a continuing

NS

serial over the next three years apd involved three . !

separate®* proposal effof/s the third of wh1ch 1nalQSO prOved
finally successful . ‘

. 2.5.6. Manageméht Activities . ... - o

- Serious management and planning discussion took
place mostly‘among Loveland and her. two senior Fellows,
Ryder and Curran. Loveland consulted- much more rarely with ,
Innes, .her boss and nomlnal d1rector of the IOA/'and then
it was typlcally to séek h1s approval, for what she had already
tdeveloped as a concept. She also consulted at key moments
prluately with key superintendents: Rayburn ln the northeast,
to start recruitment there; Matowsky to increase lnvolvepent
in the southeast; and a third superintendent.to‘help recruit
in the west. Formal meetings with'the'seven;member'executive
board were held at the beginning of gach school térm in
September ahd March. The board also met 1ﬁ5c0njunctlon with
the fall and spring conferences which occurred toWard the end
?f each academyc term. Innes and Loveland were both generally
in attendance and the sessaons were, orchestrated very sqoothlv by
Lovelahd .She was always preoared.w1th a c1ear agenda, reports

oh what had heen 901n- “on wh1ch were generally rosy, and

kY - -
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proposals of what.should be g;;:c§9>the forticoming period.
She inviteefsuggestions for t S and speakers and'always .
appeared to be open and flexible,sut nevertheless she ran

the show; approval was always forthcoming an?:there was
rarely even the hint of dissent or conflict.

.2.6. [INTERPERSONAL AN,D/ INTERORGANIZATIONAL DYNAMICS OF ..
1976 78
There is little question that the dom1nat1ng force of
this time,was Alice Loveland. er ,energy and- enthugiasm ‘ !
1nfected a dozen graduate students who became her helpers
and her field staff., It als infe ted a.handful of. key

superintendents in the area-- ome old-timers in the IOA, some

new —anrq they hap

14 \—AA\—I

Y

eil

4 supporte uer efforts Only in the .
— .

. eSistance to the revaval desplte :

ecruitment eff ts 6f superintendent( Abe Matowskyu’

the college, leadershlp was either su;§ortive or benlgnly

€glectful and Loveland had no troubl ‘uS1ng Q_r personal

contacts among the faeulty to line uéework group and con—é

ference presenters of -the highest quality.- ' .
Within the Fellows' group the dynamics we%e a bit more

complicated. . With two exceptions the Fellows mere yomen

" and were doctoral students withip® the departmenk of’ curri-

culum gnd instruction. They were all selected’ by Loveland
from various sources but mostly her ¢lass in the management

of change. The few males were from adm1n1stratlon and came °

1nto the Fellows program through Innes. They appear not to
have been too well integrated with the women. smhe§£ was

also a strong sentiment for help1ng teachers and, working at.*

the teacher clasiroom level rather than at other levels\oﬁ
gthe adm1n1strat10n but this thrust’ seems to have been en-

”
L}

\

dorsed by the super1ntendents tHe ‘IOA was no: longer’ eon-
ceived to be an,old boys club as it had been in the founder's
heyday . ' o ' R SR

&y
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" ‘ Aﬁong the women there was yet anotheﬂ§d1st1nctlon," >
betweeén the two senior Fellows whq particpated more act1vely <

. _in managemént and appeared to haVe bgtter access to Loveland

, - and the outer rlng of students who engaged most “fully in ¢

' : field work."Most of the junior Fellows privately noted )

o the. dlstlnctlon and resented it somewhat but it -did not : -
flare "into open CanllCt ' S

- e .
:

~
Several of the Fellows descrlbed the atmosphere of the
group as one of great e&clteme§t ant1c1patlon of gredt : f'

’ poss1b111t1es wh1ch .were only vagLeiy defihed, and\a n; C
‘*,tlnulng bustle off actlv1t1es. ‘There was” a great deal of

I

,~amb1gu1ty about procedures, about réles and dutles, and about
'object’ves, but this amblgulty was of llLtle concern tolthose

. who signed on and it probably was not percelved/as such by.

. either the board or the drftrlcts. _ﬁz e, e : ,
. > Although there was much talX about-intér—district net-

worklng most district contacts e@ed to come through atten~- ° ,;___;
" . . dance at IOA—sponsored events at which IOA and college staff”. ' ~
) were front-and-center. : o

-~

LY
A 2.7. BARRIERS” ‘ / . U B i, . .

- It may not be ‘'very meanin ?ful.tq discuss_?barriers" for .

‘a perlod which in- so many res ects”was‘successful and barrier- ~

- free, However, there were some defects in the,reV1val effort oo
" ‘-—~"‘tnat caused discomfort for some, led to‘problems at a later o

¢ .

tlme, and perhaps ‘made the renewal 'something léss than what

it might ‘have been. «Those .that stand out are. 1n three cate— v S
gories; more or less in order of rmportance- (1) resource ) ' . -
f.»deflcfencles,,(Z) 1nadequate structurlng, and (3) d1s31m1-
N larlty of key groups (lack of homophi 14 '2
) 2.7.1.. Resdurce Inadequacy ' . : E"r: . lﬂ
"At the tlme of the Loveland takebver the I0A | jwas prac- _
R \tlcally bankrupt and it requlred the comblned success of the _
' "-membersh}p drive and the 1nfus1on of . $2%, 000 from the ARI ;_?
for the revival to .hdppen. Nevertheless, these funds were . o

inadequatex By cutting membership’ dues 1n half as an added o )

_t-D x
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inducertent to new memberships while at the same ti e greatly - ;\\_a
iexpanding the range of offerings, Loveland was greatly under-

pricing her-product With only 60 percent of .her own galary

-¥

.~ covered and no salary, funds for anyone else except a scant )
‘f' . .amount for, a -quarter of a. secretary, she was counting heav1ly )
. ‘on her, own en@rgy reserves and the goodwrll and enthusiasm of the
g _rFellows. The contributioen of Ryder's time from her district was
a big, help the first year but after that the Fellows relied on
a $l 250 tuition remig<ion, sometlmes doubled for double duty, ° o
and many admlttedly relfed on working husbands.
. . As’'a labor of love the I0A could nanage through
‘the exciting initial phases\ofnrenewal under dynamic leader-
sn;p,,but the shoestrlng and\potentladly exploitive nature
WOF th1s base could prove problematlc in the longer run. As
{ it: was, some act1v1t1es were sasrlflced at least in part
becduse of the resource Crunchfs Among these were the news- . ;~¢

s . iy

- letter, and more serious efforts at documentatlon. Passlﬁg

2

on the costs of any research effort ‘to school districts was - . ~
strlctly taboo and expL01tat1Ve from the point.of Y}ew-of S -

. Loveland and the Fellows.
2 "7.2. Inadequate Structuring

] - 1

’ The(foptlon" formula, the plan fox the work groups, the

'

contlnuataon of the conferenc1ng proces P and the recreatlon . : .

1. of a Fellows program all repregent elemepts of structure for .

the reV1val effort but there was *no overall plan, no spec1f1ed

.
N et

set.ol objectlves, Zf clearly 1nd1cateq rules and proceduresJ .« e
finitions for anyone involved.. Thls Lack

.~'£‘ and- no clegar role d
' of strudturlng def1n1tely had its plusiélde- it allowed new .
- u_tuln to be ;rled out and dropped 1f they dldn t work and it i &
o ‘ all wed Loveland to generate a tremendous act1v1ty thrust L
, . w1thb”t Ha v1ng to be fully answerable for the full Tange of '_
‘ s+ ¢ons qucnccs‘@ ) . . : T
' he dowh sldé of thls 1ack of structurlng, whlch " f

-

like the resdurce 1nadequacy would come to roost later, . L
“was, th lack of’ def1n1t15h of llmlts—*knowang where to stop,
deCIdlng what “should or shoqu not - be done,'and artlculatlng

whaﬂ the prlorltles were .7 Thus there was ovencommltment.ln.
- . . . . .

.
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"s of the districts, the college, or the .admini- v T

{
xS

some areas {e.q. the promise of substantial service to dfstricts)

while other things lapsed (e g. the newsletter) w!%hout
due consideration of what should come flrst how muqh was
needed to pull off a certain thlng,,and what, in the long

" run, would be the most benef1c1al to all concerned. The,.
notion of bargains and trade-offs and negotlated deals, with

" clients gégﬁgt rather alien both to Loveland and most of the -
Fellows. There was also llttle perspective on the longer S
term or disciplined and documented reflection or what was a
happening so that the experience could be eyalyated either.

L. AV :
. fowmatively - Orp summatively. ¢ N R AR

s . The lack o% structuring was partlcularly ev1dent 1n the fleIa
activities of ‘the Fellows. They had little advance traihing for
or ‘clarification of what thei® roles would be), -of what booby;
traps were likely to be placed in'the path of "an outside change
agent with no credentials and llmlted credlblllty. The result
was learning through trlal-and error w1th COns1derable confusion,
_some- pa;nrnand-much wasted effbrt—ﬁor,FelloWs—aad-the&r—sllents.
Discussions among the Fellows of thelr'experlences as they
went along were enllghtening and helpful as a training egper-
ience but some ogg%rvers 1t that more advanced planning
and role clarification would have saved a lot of needless; '

L. N A T ~ )
additional strain. . . .

. 2.7.3: Inter-group lefesences (Lack of Homophlly) :

The fact that all the pexrsons: actlve in the revived IOA -

were women was also probably both a strength and a weakness. s
It was a strength ih that 1t gave them a great sense of »
comraderle, but it also dlstanced them from certaln resohrces

and certain issues. Thé rev1ved IOA was never able “to attaln“ .
a hlgn level of involvement from the admlnlstratlve le{els
stration department within the college,ln part becausé the,

IOA 1eader and: most Fel ows were women and almost‘%ll these

Aothers were men In addltlon to belng women they were per- .

» . -

ceiyed by many to be feminists and’ to“be strongly 1dent1f1ed :_‘b;

with teachers and jeacher-level concerns B It was an ironic >*

s *e e,

", turnabout cons1der1ng the- fact tha} the origtnal 104 from |
1

1941 through 1970 was almost exclusively ma

- ' . "

: althOugh..
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. the r§search and data feedback pPrograms attempted to deal ‘
with all aspects of schooling) particularly classroom prac- = , =
tice. One male observer felt that the Fellows sometimes hdd .

' - . a tendency to be anti- princ1pala not adequately appreciative

' of the problems of schooling as seen from that level. 1It

is also true that the one activity that had persistent/di
' culty -was the principals group

. : ' L0veland herself was an excellent ' bridger between different

‘. \ gra’ps, presenting herself as understanding and apprec1ative "

| _,of superintendent and principal concerns while retaining the
image of a committed advocate of .the classroom teacher. \

One respondent suggested that- she was appreciated by super- ®

-intendents as _someone. who could get the teacher militahts

- off their backs. In any case as long as she was .around the(r

N homephily problem stdyed underground ) Y
o : . , ' £ '
' 2.8. FACILITATING FACTORS B T ) . .
K . 2.8.1% " Energy LT ° . ‘o

oo " In some ways'the'facilitating factors mirror the barriers *
k .. but- they stand out more clearly because the first two revival
‘years were so clearly successful. The chief factor_was
Lovelana herself, patticularly her energy,°ideol@gy, and
influence as discussed earlier. Yet it was really a collec-
- o tive enerqy inspired both by her and by the opportunity that )
T ¢ ‘made the,diiierence The Fellows were dedicated to the . .
cause of educationaﬂ improvement through a networking and ‘a
..sharing processﬁ&part1cularlv amowg teachers“ They wene’also.“.“'
. uedicated to .one. -another’ and to AliCe Loveland as lnleldualS N ’
w A.as.well ‘as to the possibility of making a diffhrencegand f;' '%. ;ﬁ
.o _beina 1nvolved in 30methi“g really big ST W%" , WL e 3

-
e e = I v \, N
’ F)

. * A 3
s o le 2—& 2 ’Openness ; Q_J, .it' ._ .. - -‘b ot .

e S -

Lt ,’ Several people 'were open ‘to try something new,and dia T o
AN Y not reqdire any advance gharantees»of sucCeSs, or~éVen a’ gg" ;
s SpeCLflC blueprint~ In panticular ﬁhe board was open” hoping ﬂ4 '

- J7¢ ,-thab someone would come aiong/a d*dé somethhngnenergetic,that

o) Pa LI 4

)

IR &puld”se%ve some' of thet‘.ﬂge&% iﬁLsomg,positiée way. Kéy',
] '*”. p@rsons at-the col}ege wen@ ﬁﬁsowoﬁﬁn’ﬁﬁ giv}n LOVeland a - ——
. ’d' tfree, hahﬁ }?hose whoghad,ieally been higply invested in the
Co \0\- » - - . 4 "." i
- ’:&,-yf." *b% ":’?a - .m ‘ _ ] % e -
. , ot }16 - Ju . ,
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s old model of;the .Ioa had gone from the scene. Of the other
primary, flgures, Sands had tried his luck .and was off on K )
sabbatical; Innes was into too many other thlngs to be_*- ¢ Lo Ciel g
Heav1ly 1nvested and the presldent was too remote . to concern :
hlmself ‘with the"detalls of¥how the thlng shaped up o e
Loveland herself was open to 1deas from varlous qua;tepé and & ° . -
saf the operatlon“ln a rather, loose, open’ way whlch allowed Je

o7y L] o

o others to temporlze She was lnstlnctlvely eclectlcn lettlng . v *ka
.- N

. many flowegs bloom, prov1d1ng something for everyone. RN i

2.8.3. Empathy * p . - . @ .

" An 1mportant theme of: the revrval wa; concern for schools .

E

and school dlstrlcts, attentlpn to thélr ‘needs rather than BRI
L

‘the needs of the college. Loveland’ was good at conveylng ..

this cOncern,where prev1ous I0a dlrectors°had sometim L .
appeared to peé alpof, dlslnterested *oxr too heavrly csncerned ‘

w1th research objectlves which only marglnélly serVed scgool

o ¢ . . "
d1str1ct interests. - - ¢ | s : . e . e

2+8.4, Llnkage s .. ‘ -, =‘:‘"

, 8
ce % ma3or fac1lltat1ng factor for the rev1val -s Loveland s. ., s

,-

eéﬁe s1ve personal network,awhlch reached out 1ntd Ehe dls—;

.7, tricts in the area, reached acxoss the’collegéi and reached) v O
Ry out,acrOSs\the country. @Ag thQ{Fellows came-on Qoard they v .- : -
g brought w1th hem, addltronal contact ngtwotks Mhlohvpeneh e “a :

' $%VEls of meTber dlstr1¢ts and other detrlcfs

oA .
Ce were the llﬁkﬁges among the . E Y

ehs“impprta
N . o ) [
LU old'boys ﬁetwork _of thg‘ol .
of 'neet to keep a tradmtlon g lng and of the‘pomfgrt derlved N; % o
££6ms work;ng wgth other d1str'&ts an slmllar c1fcumstmﬂbas A’ '
oted in iﬁg ews that othér~" ;?f

. *

,{GA. There was §Qmé sense | Ce 5 3

s ge

but several superrntendents

‘e ot o, .
networks were now more salle t for %hem. ' - P ﬂ "i:~" I
\ ;

¢ 6., 2.8.5., Homo hil ’ e
e . Simi;;rltles of conter

a factorgln fa01llt ting \th

: “ ’ ', -3 N .Q_<' o -’:L‘
across digdricts’ was.definitely SRR
- r ~ .
‘revival. Certain issuesaeguch. :° ~ .

' ¢

—~\\as ‘writing skills' and’ g1f¥ -talented Programs tend to have ™. *v . - e

. . special sallence to these|s/till affluent college- preparatory : )
d1str1cts,and needs in thede areds are relatlvely poorly ;‘ . —

served by stdte and federal .programs and tﬂ%lr service netwonk ~);
‘ - A \ . jl(' Y- .
o outcropplngs. — €§ : . .
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Among the Fellows, as\mentloned above, similar interests,

eXperlences and same sex led’ to a. strong sense of solidarity

which was'a real energlzer 1n the first two years.

28 : 6. Pmmmuqr,‘ ‘ .' ’ -
T Finally, we mlght mentlon proximity as a factor of
. facilitation. All the' d1str1cts were~within 45 m1ndtes

driving distance of one anotner apd.theCOnference site repre-
sented a central &nd convenlently aFcess1ble rendezVous p01nt.
More 1mportantly, the placement ol Fellows Ain’ d1str1cts and
thelr routlne of two half-day. v151ts per month added to the*
fact that most were already school- or‘dlstrlct based oocu-
,patlonally meant that there were multlple contact points.

This’ strengthened both the formal and 1nformal llnkages and
increased the llkellhood of gaining not only valid inplt on

needs but also valld and rapid feedback on the performance -

of the 10A 1n its Vvarious activities. ° ’ . - .,
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. to carry most of the dperational burden of runnihg the' I0A.

, . -
< . f
3. CONTINUATION, 1978-19%1 . i ..
; 3.1. CHRONOLOGY OF MAIN EVENTS- - | - .
‘ Perhaps the most impressive fact of the period from N
Loveland's initial departure to the spring of 1981 was that the .
revived IOA suryived in more of less the condition in ‘ '
which she first left .it. Neverthwless, it experlenced
cong?derable turbufence and has not achieved the kinds of
1Pst1tutlonal acceDtance -- either on the dis- s
trict side or on the cOllege side--which would assdure its
long- term continuance. Table 3-1 prov1des a-iZStlng of somé
of the more salient events {hrough the‘spring of 1981 when
our last data collectlon efforts were terminated. It'wae ‘ o ®
expected that Lovelana weuld assume control oncde more in %the
fall of 1981. -+ . _‘" . .
The table does ngt show the fact that ,a full schedule ’ LY

of act1v1t1es continued through these years although not..
-quite at the high level of 1977-78. 'Membershlps dropped

only sllghtly from a hlgh of ‘29 to 26. There continued tg‘be
two major conferences a year. The numher of wosk group

sessions dropped frpm.a-high‘of 15 in the fall of 1977 to f .
ten in tHe spring of 1978, five in the fall of 1978 witH, ' T
Loveland gone, eight.again in the spring of 1979, six in the

number. ,0f meetings of) the Writiqg Consortium each year arid

fall, seven in the s;ring of 1980. ‘In addition there were a

two or more meetings’per year of a principals' gfoup which
. had trouble ffnding focus and continuity. The Fellows °

generally met once a month in addition to attendance at °

various work group'meetiﬁgs and canferences; they continued
ra

» A pers;stent theme 1llustrated by the table is the con-
_tinued epartures and returys of Loveland whose presence was
felt‘yé:ther she was home or away. Even when away she was )
in phone contact frequently and made return trips where her
advice was eagerly sought ana ﬁhere$she was called upon to

settle disputes and resolve crises. ’ - ’
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Table 3-1 A Sampllng of Key Events: Spring 1978 . Y
té S 1l g o
‘prlng 981 2 o .
Date o o . Event
1978 April- : Lovefand's illness folloyed by ygar's
' leave. ¢ .
.1978 April-May\ Meetlngs of Wr1t1ng Consortium organized g
by Rhonda Robards. : )
' 1978 September Two principals added to board.
:1§78 Septeniber. " Don Archer, adjunct ass1stant professor,
- - ~ - added to the IOA ‘staff. ~\
-1978’§eptember 7 Loveland farewell.meeting with Fellows;

Archer and Anderson present.

)
1978 September 14 First Fellows' meeting with Anderson as
' acting IOA d1rector, ten FelXlows ‘attend.

A

‘1978 September 19  First meetlng of Professor Herb Peters'

Internshlp Sem1nar- some Fellows partl-
» \ Clpate . . r~ .
1978 November Meeting of old Fellows at Curran's home
1978 December 11 rEellows meet W1th Loveland on return VlSlt
1979 May 2 Sprlng conﬁerence; Loveland in attendance.
1979 May’4 .. Fellows' Tneeting: "attempts %o define
. Fellow role; Loveland at ‘blackboard.
1§19 April-May Collaborative R&D proposal written and
.' : . Bubgitted to NIE. . . -
1979 September Loveland returns, résumes leadershlp
N with: Archer, Newell as deputies; seven
Fellows , fivewith' fleld ‘Placements. ‘\i
1980 Abril Proposal for a wrltrng progect 1nvolv1ng
) - the I0A fails to be -funded. . )
1980 May . . Innes\res1gns leadershlp.of A I; replaced
0 . bw George Bern.
1980 May ot Un1vers1ty sells mansion which had’ served
' ’ as prime I0A meet1ng site.
1980 May ) ] Loveland announces, plans for second year-
. ’ : long absence.
1980 May . Spring conference on teacher bdkn -out.
1980 June : ~ Loveland departs; Archer assumes actlng
. ' leadershlp of IOA;”elevated to assistant
- professor from adjunct. .
N g
. & . *

-




Table 3-1 contlnued‘ o o . ’ !
e P , R . \( v R 4‘
. | . \& . L J
Date , - . N y.pygnt 2 S L
1980 Summer Collaborati'v'e R&D Project funded by NIET
1980 September ' IOX renamlng ag&_reconflguratlon proposal
' . . by Bern and Carlson’ blocked by Loveland.
lﬁBO September * I0A Fellow aupport arrangement made Wlth
’ * urban teacherg union teachef center;
- Fellow option for members dropped; no-
¢ : field placements; three sehior Fellows
° _plus four new. . N ‘
1981 January Resumption of newsletter w;th Robards
' - organizing, editing. ’.- }
1981 March * Second issue of newsletter ‘with Robardﬁ
. ' onganlzlng, editing.
’ \J
1981 March Wr1t1ng conference, very succegsful.
. . —$ -
. 1981 March-May ' Organlzatlon of Computer Consortium {o
- be launched in fall 1981. -
1981 April C - Last minute Gapcellatlon of Sprlng con— '
’ - - . ferenceh/ . 3 .
1981 April _ ' College decides, to drop non-tenure-tracked -
Y . 3 4 junlor faculty 1nclud1ng Archer as e
é e~ economy move. b ~ :
’ i e L eh .
1981 May Reassessment meet1ng with -special-ifiVitees
' ' N substituted for spring conference, Loveland
' present.
a . o L : oS :
; .. L)
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3.2. INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE AND PROCEDURES

?here were no structural changes dur1ng this period and

the pattern of procedural informality remained. The execu ety
"tive board was expanded to ten membfrs including. two pr1nc1— ’
pals, a man and a woman (the f;rst on the board). Presi- , - ) -
dency of the board rotated annually and was balanced .reglon—_,//L \ ) -
'ally so that. a president from the northeast would be replaced © *
by one fgom the west and P’ In 1980 Loveland and senior
Felﬂbw assistant Jane Newell ﬁrafted a set of pré/edures to govern ‘
. board member selection and fﬁnctlons but 1t was not formally adopted
When Loveland took leawe in 1978 she was replaCed {
by Tim Anderson, agprofesso& in the admlnlstratlon departmenta
' who had'had considerable past assoc1atlon with the IOA and o .
‘\/ was at one timg in the 196bs a Eellow himself. He took over '
with an assistant, Adjuncp ssistant ProfesSor Don Archer,-f - N
who had to deal with mostu

" Loveland's return in 1

f the operatioﬁ@} details. On
b . b
: Archer became her dssistant with

4

Newell, now a senior Ferlow, serV1ng in an assisting
,{ole to Archer Upon LOVeland S second departure, Archer
assumed leadershlp\whlfe Newell took operational responsibility o
_ for the newly funded NK grant on collaborative P&D N
Rhonda Robards, a ellow in the 1977-78'year, had organized
and developed a ertlng Consortlum of seven member districts. —
whlch contlnued through this period and‘became one of the a_‘ :
more vi 1ble sub-structhres of the IOA. 1In the 1980-81 year-
. . she alsS took over operational responsibility for rev1vr/g )
. the newsletter. g\ ' ' . .t
~  Much of what went On*couldlprobably more acggrately be
describéd in terms of the inforhal .structure. Informally?,,/*f

-
Loveland continued to lead, being involved in allﬂmajor

dec1slons and some minor ofes. Under her the same pyramidal

arrangement of two or threemsEnior Fellows and a handful of’ h " !
. Other Feilows managed operations. Archer's role was' rather ' T . ‘
complic¢ated and difficult; nominally he was chief assistant‘
+ first to Anderson, then Loyelandh‘then nomﬁhally‘in charge ; " ) -

-
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'when hoveland was away the second time, but his role was ¢

never secureh; the sehior Felldws who worked wL@h hlm generally
had an insi

track to Loveland and were xore experlenced in
relating to the' N icts. On the college side he was new .
and had “the lowest facu ty rank; as ohe old-hand superinten-
dent put .it, Archer was "ow man%on the totém pole." He
"nefertheless carrred on Wi much of the necessary admini-
strative and logistical contact works that had to be done to
keep,éonferences and work group schedules‘on'track and was
la s1gn1f1cant personpower resource although he, too, also

had a 50 percent teachlng load completely apart from the IO0A.

3.3, OBJEQT IVES

There Wwere really no major changes in objectlves during

this oerlod alfthough there were different attempts to define
what the objectives were and there were also pressures for
change from some quarters.- The w1nter 1979 issue of the
colle e, newsletter contained an %rtlcle on the IOA "
and 1ts StllI e&lsflng but weak s1ster organiza-

tioh of afflllated school d1str1cts nationwide. The article,

_-entitled "School Networks Foster Communication and Innovation,"

ran four colymns and featured brief quotes from Anderson,
Archer and Innes as ARI director and thus technically head -
of both.efforts. Each of the three took a crack at defining
*IOA ‘objectives. Anderson: "Rather than start from the
interests of”people here at &the college), we are attemptlng
to serve' the interests and needs of the field. The college
is act1ng as a catalyst and research center, bringing its
total resources to _bear on school dlstrlq?,problems

Ar

”

r: "We assume that in these dlfflcul; flnanc1al times,
it -is very d1ffldult for schools to have broad access to

educa 1onal resources. VetWOrklng offers a barter system,

@
a knowledge based serv1ce exchange of programs and’ ideas that

can be implemented at.reasonable tost. Innes:" (The IOA and

T its afflllates are)networks-for ‘creative communication with .

".and .among educators in ﬂge f1eld—-teachers, pr1nc1pals,

"

superlntendents, and school board members.

-
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‘\\ .+ Al}l these definitions stress the inter-district shar1ng

aspect of the IOA which we did not really find so sallent in
\\75Dr analys1s of actual activities over_the period’. The modal
‘y\pattern gemalned the didactic session at whjich a college
.laculty“member or some other expert held forth before a, group
J‘ of practitioners. Such activities may well have ‘acted as _—
"catalysts" for practice 1mprovement but only 1n the Ease of
the Writinyg Consortlum did one begln to.see szgniflcant inter-
district sharisg and cqQoperation wh1ch was not dependent on
college resources as the focal point.

Likewise the need rarlven aspect vas there nore in splrrﬁotha“ .
in operatlonal fact: Loveland and her Fellows were truly' dedicated
to a practlce helplng m1ss1on but activities were determined
by a combination of thelr ow 1nterests, Gollege resource ™
availability, K and their own[sense of what was nédeded, gentlx

-filtered through the board's suggestions Loveland herselft
ma¥x have put it. best whén she said she preferred to play ¥t
¢ "kind of loose_and go after various ooportunltle;

With the transéei of leadership of the Action Research

Institute from Innes #o Bern in the spring of 1980 the force

* field changed ;somewhat. When igterv&ewed at that time, Bern
’ suggested tha there were three. types of objectivesithat :

could reasonahly be pursued by something like the IOA: .
exchange, know

_ made r} clear

e transfer, and knowledge productlon He

hat he thought far too much attentlon had been
pald to the rst and far too llttle to the last over the
,most\}eeént period of IOA history. He also 1nd1cated that
while he had qualms$ about the old Indlcators of Quallty -
effort it was dlrectlonally on target in stress1ng the know-
ledge productlon aspect and the 1nvolvement of schools‘as
{junior) partners in a ]01nt research- effort which would :
yield valid. knowledge which is worthy of-transfer and is use-

ful to researcher and practitioner alike. Although he put
Although he put the natter forcefully, Bern was not the first

Y
) to artlculate a concerh for 1ncrgased knowledge productlon. In

fact there had been two separate research proposal efforts dlrected

towdrd NIE which reified this concern. The first was the

~
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‘networking propOSal that was abprted by Innes after Loveland
- became ill in l97é.‘ The second was the proposal for -a | \ ‘
collaborative "R&D project which.went to NIE in 19l9'and Vas
- ‘funded a year later. In addition there were continuing dis-
‘ cu331ons among the Fellows, Archer, and Loveland about th
need to dotument, conceptualize," and der1ve lasting wisdom
from the exoerlence of- the revival. Thus the knowledge
bui'lding objectlve was always there even though it was of

J
lower prlorlty for many——perhaps one reason it was usually

\ e -
mtaQHamd . S : . ' .
. - . o . ’ . C oy . v ’ . N
¢3-4. KEY PERSONS, 1978-81 . - ] C e - >
34.1. Alic& Loveland ] . *

;- As already noted, Loveland\remafned the dominant figure

in. the IOA even when. she was not ardupd. The loyalty and _ '

.  dedication that she 1nsp1red 1n the first generatlon\ef .
Fellows in the fall of 1977 lasted and three of those’ Fellows
' -
were cC nt1nu1ng to play key support roles through 1981 -

' Loveldnd's long absences were also felt W1th some paig but
;! in a way they tested ‘the v1ab‘}1ty of the arrangement which
she had created. Hen\one chief failing was her inability to
, find a Suitable suEEtltute pexrson who, could wield equlvalent

L

absences. Thus, at least dur1ng her first absence, she was .

clout and command the same’ degree of ‘loyalty during her

the reoiplent of ‘frequent telephone,calls from Q1stnessed

! €ollowers. In spite of her clout and good connections among

¢ the faculty and the appreciation whithethe president’expressed

\ of her efforts, she*was not consulted and was rather dlsmayed .
by the’ choice of 'Bern to.succeed Innes and it segmed likely
that there would be some ¢ont1nu1ng friction between the.two
in years to come. Nevertheless she could move qulckly to, -
deferd her turf effectlvely as was shown in the consolldathn ¢

dlspute ‘ v L v,

Y

AL

ot

PR}




-

/f enterprlse he could not be fully accepted into _the inner

3.4.2. Don Archer‘ 3 -t - _@

Archer was_amghlé::graduate of the- ‘cbllege a fgw years
earlier and had come back~as—aﬁ—ad3unct to teach as a sab-’
lbatlcal replacement for one of Alice Loveland' s colleagues

+ His as51gnment to the IORVon a 50 percent basis seems to have been

-

arranged by Innes after Loveland started her f1rst leave. / -
It was not an assignment that Archer sought out although " .
“once ass1gned he took to his new tasks with energy and _com-
petence. In the f1rst very rocky fall .of 1978 Archer worked
effectlvely w1th the new crop of Fellows but, like them,
felt a bit 1solated from, Loveland s.1977 followers. However,
with an unassumlng and 1ngrat1at1ng manner, good organlzatlonal
ablllty, and conscientious dedlcatlon to the myriad IOA tasks,
he gradually built up their respect. Thus, by the tlﬂé?\f\
the second Loveland absence he would orobably have been the
u?ty to stand

in for her. . . . ¢

choice of the Fellows among the available facy

_Archer's main'problems were not of his own making.

‘First of all, as a male in an almost exclusively female

. c1rcle Secondly, as a junior faculty member of tenupus
stada}ng w1th0ut slgnlflcant Rublication credent1a1s and few ~
lsolld ~faculty contacts he had little clout; furthermore,
dedicated service to the college through h1s I0Aa efforts was
not likely to earn him- any,~part1cularly as long as the IOA
gavérhesearch a low prlorlty

A

i Archer expressed a de51re to correct many of the short-
comings of_the IOA, increasing the focus of efforts, bulldlng

on “the Spnsortlum model of sustained a%t1v1ty around a single
tdplc, fev1vrng the newsletter, and gettlng more. documenta- -~
tion and research t1ed in. He was a enthuslastlc supporter

o@ the collaboratrVe R&D proposal bqu

. part1c1pate in writing it although he was ‘.written Ain for

was not invited to

_, Ssome ‘small fraction of time.



Arcner S main achlevem%nt was maintenance; he képt the'
operations going atimmrly the levels they had been before
He was also well—llked\by_sup intendénts and seen as
effective in Gealinds with them,

.
(RS

3.4.3. Penny Ryder

. The orlglnal strong Loveland backup person and practl-'
tioner or.rea}polltlk Ryder played a much reduced role after
the fall of 1978, reabsorblng herself in her district and

* the following year, taking on an eiementary prlnc1palsh1p N
‘She was helpful in keeping dter own school dlstrlct lMlddle
Crest, 1nVleed in a number of IOA act1v1t1es (1t was,-ln
fact, the most involveg district) and playing-‘supervisor- :
older sister to anOther Fellow assigned .to-the districttfor
the 1978-79 school year.

3.4.4. Emma Curran , f

Thlrd member of. the orlglnal plannlng organizing triumg-

® ]
ﬂv1rate and’ custodian- of ths the Loveland_creed, Curran was_ex-

d

tremely vexed by the interim leadership of Anderson ‘in the

fall of 1978. ﬂ%e was thus spurred to organlze a separate
"old Fellows" meeting ate her house in November. To Archer

and the new Fellows who wére not invited it was seen as a

devisive_act which required sSome smoothin over by Loveland
when she returned briefly in December. Cunran does not
appear to have played a . key role- after thi

"3.4.5. Jane Newell

[ 3

time. \

-

'

Jane was one of the flrst group ‘of rellows in the fall .
of 1977 agg,was percerved as perhaps the most successful If
carrying _out the change agent role in her assigned district.
She was extremely dedicated to Alice Loveland and came to be
by far the closeBst to her She had an appeallng, hon-
abrasive oersonallty a b1t like Loveland ané\she glowed with
enthusiasm for whaﬁ'they were d01ng Jane also took the

lead role in wr1t1ng the collaborative R&D preposal and

moved comfortably into the logistical support role, nomlnally

. . \

-

/ /.
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undex Archer but really parallel to hlm 1n the 1979~ 80~ ‘
schoox .Jyear. When the Collaboratlve R&D Project was f1nally
. funded in the summer of 1980, Newell took charge of Ats

managéhent ‘She had excellent relatlo S -with other Fel-

Iows and sesmed likely in:the fall of 198L to move imto
~ the role and functions ‘served by Archer. o ,
3.4.6. Rhonda' RoBards B t S

-

Another member of. the Fellow group of 1977‘Robards'had L

exceptlonal talents as an,organizer of activities. *M®t an ..
origlnal Loveland student, she read aV1dly and dlllgently

in. the networklng literature and derlved procedural strategies
'whlch were probably the post sophlstlcated of the group

She had several admirable qualities as far\as the IOA was
concerned, being a true .workaholic, a clear ‘thinker who didn't
geg ruffled‘ a very pragmatlc non-idecdlogue, and someone

.who got along very well with -others. . She worked a full

time teaching load as a hlgh school French teacher in a

‘*non;member district and managed to’ ralse a family of small

children along with an understandlng husband o 1

t oy

After attemptlng to follow the Curran ~Loveland model
of change agent problem—solv1ng process helper to a small,
circle‘of“teachers, Robards found greater comfort viability,
and- fulflilment in establishing a sub- network wh1ch.was
content- focussed and quickly became known as the ertlng

Consortium. .The ertlng Consortium (WC) in, some ways repre—"
sented the most ‘successful’ act1V1ty of the rev}ved I0A ana_

. I3

-

served as a model for another effort in the area‘of
computers which would be developed thréuéh 1981-82. ,

~ °In the 1980-81 yearq in addition ‘to managlng the WC,
Robards put together the reV1ved I0A . newsletter and saw it

through two issues from copy and composltion through prlntlng
and distribution. : e . )

~
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J.4.7. Tim Anderson e - ’ ' s 'l'
~

Anderson was a professor of admlnlst atlon in his mid-

a

fiftles. He ‘was a rather. mlld~mannered professorlal type, «
;:'_ . not ap ideologue but with’ a good memory for what;the 10A
once was.- When Loveland lgkt for the first tlme he\tOOK -, NR
T over the role of. executive secretary and cha;red the monthly
'-"'-:“ FellOws meetlngs.; He described this’ as a satlsfactory
13 ﬁ. experlence, one of'%rylng to bring a semblance of order into ',
o ‘, the Fellows group, worklng With thém to document and analyze§
» . the1r ezperlences in a more systematlc way’than they had Lo
1

.~ ‘prevdiously. “What happened essentlally was .that he did not .

have the confidence of the old Fellows and thejrpald stant -7
attention to h1m¢ One descrlbed hlmcas _someone ‘Who thought « *

. ‘he was "a mother hen and we should-all be behlnd hlm ¢luck-
B " -~ ing. The analogy 'seemed to the case wr1ter to be a‘P;t ¥

1ron1c since this descrlptlon mlght well f1t the or1glnal ..
. Loveland brood. .Perhaps ‘it was _judt -the wrong hea. In any -

~case they felt he<was Ainsensitive and ngh-understandlng of
S the changes that Loveland had ‘made. They saw references to
-the old IOA network as’ 1rreleVent. ~The new Fellows of 1978 .

. o &, & L : \‘
\ . and Archer were 1ncllned to v;ew Anderson s efforts'more . : o
s sympathetlcally " When* Bovg}and returned he, bowed back out” to.

<\ gracefully and.remalned on good terms w1th her. . .
;\f=~‘».? 3.4.8. Herh Peters ‘ - . . - . ;

. ’ < e -

-y The sen}or member of the currlculum and instruction. i
' " department Peters . played a respected elder statesman role
o Lovefand~and others.; He was very- sympathetrg to what shg
o 1yas dOLng whlﬁe regreting that there was not more. of a
. ) reseanoh thrust. He ran an internship seminar for about half

A d

. v ’} a dozenvstggents in’ the department and this course ‘became a '-' .
oo vehlcle through wh1ch some, Fellows ﬁere able to artlculaue‘

. L S N -
- L thelr experlences in a more, thorough way .

» ' . .~ N - .
r ® - I
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3.4.9.° George Bern - . ‘ \ ‘

App01nted to thevdlrectorshlp of ARI in the sprlng of
1980, Bern céme on a$ a rather ominous flgure'to the I0OA -
staféf. Tough—mlnded,_young, v1gorous,,and research-orlented,
he promised td be an activist and put his™ stamp on the pro-
ceedings.’ Unlike his predecessor, he promlsed to open up the
books so everyone would know where they Stood flnanclally
He expected or hoped that w1th1n three years all service- -
oriented networklng act1v1t1es would be sel —sugportang
These expectations put a great strain on Archer durﬁng the
1980-81 year/when he .was ehe respons1ble agen; for the IOA ’
feporting d1rectly to Bern. - Bern felt he had some sort of
mandate from the pres1dent to consolidate all fleld service
act1v1t1es under the 1nst1tute and he also wanted to return
all endowment monles to the research purposes “for .which he

"felt they were 1ntended ' He also expressed’ some Interest-in
the, old Indlcators of Quality effort and orgaaned a special

cOmmlttee to look into it ane agarn He was skeptical of

“the validity of the Indlcators ‘of Qudlity but he was 1ntr1gued N
~

by the process. - -

. Between Bern and Loveland there appeared'to be grounds .

for many potential conflicts. They clearly had different
priorities yet‘they were tied together in ‘the ARI. Bern was
pominally the boss but~Loveland probabhly had as much or greater
clout. As our data cqllectipn efforts ended in the spring of
1981 it‘was still unclear how all this might be ‘played out.

« -

3.5. RESOURCE CHANGES .
Throughout, the revival period, the IOA was chronically

underfunded and thishproblem appeared to get worse as the‘yearg
rolled op. -In the 1979-80 year there were .27 members, down

only two from 1978. Each paid in $750 for a total of $20,250. *

Addltlonally there were now only five districts taking the
Fellow ‘option - at $5D0 each. Another seven were members of

the Writing Consortium at gZOO each. Thus-the total income

from member districts was $24,150. Expenditures-above and

beyond the logistics of meetings‘were_§5,900 for Newell,

N

ly; .
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$1,250 each for five Fellgws, 60 percent of Ldveland's salary,
50 percent of Archer's salary and 25 percent of a secretary for
a total of perhaps $50 000, not counting the contdibuted time of
other professors, the administrative time of Innes, and
countless hours of dedicated overfime commitment by Fellows
"such as Robards. o v —— .

At least three efforts were made between 1978 and l980
to acquire additionail funds through ‘grant support for research
and development “The first was ahorted the second unsuccessful,
and the third finally swecessful in 1980. The resource
arrangement for 1980-81. shifted somewhat again “as the Fellow
option was eliminated as an inc'ome, source while dues remained §
the same. .However, additional funds to help support an
arrangement of eight Fellows came from the new NIE grant and from
a special arrangement with a federally funded teacher center
‘serving the urban area in which the college was situated.
] This patchwork~arrang%ment allowed the college to. cut its
contribution that year but the cut may have been illusory since_
Loveland' s salary did not have to be included while she was ~
away on_¢ sabbatical. ‘The fundiﬂg pattern would appear to be
even, more precarious when oné considers ;the fact that school
’ district.commitments werg on a‘year:to—year basis, the external
funds were temporary. by ‘their verymnature, and the intent '
of Bern was to reduce service support to zero.within two years.

v
*

3.6. ACTIVITIES , .
Table 3-2. gives a fairly good picture of the-ranté-and
intens1ty of activities, surrounding the IOA,during a typical
high actiVity period. The tabulations are based on self—
administered log forms- from Archer and Newell whowere sharing
operational duties under Loveland fdr the 1979-80 school year.
Archer's log covered about two months of actiVity and Newell's
log recorded five consecutive days With the spring conference
in-the offing, acts related to the conference were naturally
dominant. . Newell was more occupjed with the planning and
devefgpment of proposals for future funding while Archer worked

much more heavily on managementand logistics, a burden which he

L7y ' B
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Table 3-2 JOA-Related Activity Log Summary for IOA Coogﬁinators
. °°. 2 ‘: N
‘ MarchsMay 1980 ' April 1980 |
\ 38 da1§(2 mths) 5~days (1 wk) .
Spring conference 45 entries 30% ; 14 entries /45% - ((
Work groups . 27 18 - 5. 16
Writing Consortium 12 . . 8 2 6 ‘
New project ] . . ,'
. proposals/ : ‘
negotiating 7 . y 5 8 26 . |
Fellows'meetings . |
and’ activities, . 9 i 6 ' 1 .3
Management: .
I0A planning (% (6)
Relating to -
. ~ upper manage- ", - . ) .,
"« ment/college (9) ." (6)
Role of various R ’ * . ’
IOA staff- . ) /
discussions (7) . (5)
Executive board '
meetings (6) _(4) - (1} (3) .
. Scheduling . ’ -
cohnference center (10) ’ (7) - @ _ .,
Resource ' v - i
explorations (2) ' - (1)
Miscellaneous |, <T . s
(clerical/ . '
correspondence (4) (3) -
Membership/super- :
intendent = - ! .
n . ‘'contacts ‘e (2) (1) ,
: ‘e Other (1) ‘ (1) N )
c. - - A °
Management Subtotal 50 33 - 1 o3
TOTAL RECORDED ACTS 150 = . 100% 31 . 100% . :
(log entries) ¢
6 R
I0A Case Study : . -t
.(not including log - ; ; Y
taking) 5" .
4.1 acts per day 6.2 acts per day ” o
\ . ,
‘ -
, A
- ' < i
!




would have preferred to share more witn other IOA staff to '

- allow hlmself more substantlvedanvolvement‘

"

3 6 1. Conferences

-~ ?ne I0A malntalned a schedule of two conferences per year
'thrdﬁgho\; the years 1978-81. Usually these followed the
establlshed fokmat described earlier aof a one-day meeting of

: aboqt 100 persons with a prominent speaker followed by a . 4
. . . . .
. speaker from the collegg and discussion in the morning and

sessions on more specific topics, some loosely related to the
moxning themes, in the afternoon. The\afternoon meetings were reall{
nmini-workshops staffed by college faculty, yraduate student Fellows
and/ /people from schooY districts at various levels usually /
yégortlng pn the experlence of their school w1th a partlcular ‘
program which .they had developed 1n the area of gifted, writing,
etc. . -7 . R . o
Conferences continued to, bs, a major aspect of the TOA, -~ /
s the most publicized and most visible events 1nvolv1ng thé \~ )
most build-up and preparation. They were the events '&t whlch
the oﬁportun}ties of connecting across levels and among the
largest numbéer of miember districts was possible. "It was
generally perceived that a big-name speaker was required for -
a conference who would be paid a fairly good fee but that other
speakers, introducers, and workshop leaders could be supplied
from the ranks of the IOA, member district staff and the college.
Conference Speakers from the college were given a. $100
honorarlum. .Both the."theme" concept and the format were treated
rather loosely and varied from conference to conference.
Conference proceedings were4s0metimes recorded for limited . “
circulation as part,of&the semi-annual summary of activities
butrthere was no formal ewluation and there were no’speclflc
structured follow upé-on conference materlal
Occas1onally there would also be spec1al conferences » ,
related to tne IOA but open to a wider audience. The most .

notable such. effort of recent vintage was the writing conference

presented in;the spring of 1981. President Carlson led off

o)
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turned out by the second year, these plans were not practical

! ; S

P~ ' -
the two-day meeting and was followed by three naticnally-
known speakers and an expert on writing from the college

With nearly 150 persons in attendance, this conference was

\judged a great succe§§\and a capstone event for the three-
+ year’old Writing Consortium organized by Rhonda Robards.

The spring conference (scheduled for some six weeks later

"was cancelled at the last minute, due in part to difficulties

fexperienced by Archer and Newell in_finding an appropriate

bigrname speaker. Conferring -with Loveland on the problem /

the?’agreed'to cancel and hold a taking-stock session with a

smaller invited group to see where the IOA should be .going

the following yea;/"EBVETand was' in ‘attendance at that meeting.
Although the cancellatiog represented a break in a 40-year '

-tradition, IOA staff retroSpectively thought that the .review-

planning'meeting was very useful, aIlowing a frank exchange

of views with key superintendents and others on what their

real needs were likely to be from this time forward\' The ’
inCident also illustrates the rather flexible posturge Loveland

and her staff could take toward I0A operations

hJ

3.6.2;//W6rk Groups.

As noted in Section 2, the wdrk group was a Love
innovation to bring about greater participation by teachers
and intermediate level staff from participating districts.
Work groups were 1ntended to be mini- serial events in* which a
series of three consecutive half-day workshops would be ,
scheduledwaround the same topic. The pattern was to begin
with an expert speaker, follow up With distriect people
offering practice models, ‘and close with a session at which

action implications, adaptations apd other practice-

Specific follow up could be considered and planned for. 'As it

¢

as long term modus operandi, probably for two reasons. First,

of ‘all, With limited resources and a full plate of.activities
the . I0A could not continue to handle™¥
such a work group pattern. Seefndly,-as

complex logistics of

oted by one informant,

most districts found it ragher difficult t\_release the
- ol
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same teacher for three- successrve half days =As a result,

by the 1978-79 school year, there -weré fewer dork-groups

and’ each tended to focus on one topic which ‘was covered in

_ In the spring of 1979, after a somewhat turbulent fall’u
term and w1t?,L%:eland still absent, the IOA managed to put

on a series of eight work group sessions on elght different

a single sesgion.

toplcs using elgﬁf-leferent resource persons. Evaluation
data were collected on, each of these” events whlch suggest 3
a rather robust operation. Average attenQance per session
was 25, up from 18 in the fall. - The total nﬁmber participating
was 146 of which nearly 50 attended more than one session.’
" By position, 44 percent were teachers in both fall and spring
while 16 percent were principals or assistant principals, 15
percent were superv1sqrs or staff develogers, 3 percent %ere super-
intendents or assistant superlntendents Thus a rather good rarge was

-

represented with a predominance of teachers. i
Responses to a'number of evalqation items werelhighly favor-
able,with top rating given to- "leader(s) appeared to be well in-
, formed and adequately a@dressed the topic" and "the session was
informative." The lowest-rated item was "permitted sufficient time
explore the topic“but,even this was rated slightly above "agree"
on a five-point rating scale. Nevertheless, the ratings echo
the comment from one principal who was interviewed that
sass1ons ﬁhx@h covered a tOplC in more depth over the course
of a.whole day would be more valuable. : s 3 -
The work groups tHadt we obsérved during the 1979-80 school
year nevertheless retained the haif-day format, often with P
two aifferent work\groups scheduled for .the morning and
‘afternoon.of‘the same day but usually without specific thegatid'.
connections between them. Work groups.éqntinued to‘follo&r: S
pattern of centering on one expert resource person, typically ‘“
a college faculty memberij who preﬁided\information in rather
traditional didactic ferm followed by discussion, led by and
Cenggred on the spegker In spite of such tr3ditional v
<)rurmats, Lhe  work groups contlnued to be well received and
+

- - { . ‘
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. district-wide concerns such aslaccountabil'ty legislation.

well-attended because oF>the clearly high quality, of the

v ~

N . . , .
resource persons. Also contributing to the continued success \k{
werilthe relaxed beauty of the conference site and the

S, : . N
welcfOoming attitudes of jthe IOA staff. B e N

3.6.3. Superintendents'-Conferences/Seminars

Twice per year, special sessions very similar to the
half-day work groups were arranged exclusively for, _super-
intendents. Some effort~maﬂ_made to provide strong speakers -
for these meetings and “they were also essentlally didactic

in nature. An effort was made to target topics to critical

3.6.4. Principals' Meetlngs

In past work on the west coast, Lovel bad been known .
for her involvement in Collaboratlve problem-solving groups
with school principals. Thus, it was logical to develop a
continuing principals' group as part of the overall revival
scheme. ‘Inéeed,\there were meetings especially designed
for principals which were held about twice a‘year but in’
general thes oatherings were not perceived to be as
successful as other efforts. At various<tiﬁes, Loveland - «
enlisted the help of former IOA di:éktor Sands and her 1978-79-
stand-in, Anderson, to help hercwi the task of organizing
the orincipals. - ” ' 4

Unfortunately, although some individfial sessions were .
deemed very .pccessful,,the sense of a oantinuing .problem-

solving group never really gelled. An‘underground reason for

this may have been the lack of hlghly motivated Support from

the Fellows, who tended to 1dent1fy much mote readily ’
with teachers .and teacher concerns"’Indeed in the entry
problems reportéd by Fellows as they sought to establish their
roles within particular school Jlstglct settlngs,\the principal
was typlcally the villain. onl{the other hand there

was some tendency for former Fellows to seek out prlncipalshlps

.ag a form of upward career mobility.
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3.&%5. The FellbWs Program

Frdm its“origdinal loose’ conceptuallzatlon by Loveland
in the Sprlng of 1977 to its status in the sprln*f 1981,_
.the Fellows program went through several transformations.
'‘As described in Section 2, the notion was .generally to develop

rchange agent experfise thfough a kind of mutual adaptatiagn
within the particular s

Wi t iftuation Whiﬁh\ﬁglEtEd in each district
or school setting. There was no one modgl of how to do this;

‘there were few commonalities among distric

r

chool expectations,
s thensellves”
in background, change skills, and interests. The'paftern

and"there was a great diversity among the Fel

persisted in the 1978-79 yég;_;T_ﬁ Anderson gently trying .to
_ force a conceptual-analytical codgrlng to the process. He .
was strongly resisted by old Fellows while hew Fel}ows were
left largely in the middle to puzzle over what'it was all.,
about. But there was also only a ﬁandful of new-Fellows Ln»e
any case. . . - . - . ¥

A new pattern which emerged was for some Fellows to move
up ‘'into greater c?ntrol of the operations of the IOA as a w
assuyning the positions which were being, relinquished by
Ryder and Curran. Another ﬁ%ttern was”the evolution of more
elaborated 1nter dlStrlCt activities out of the original single
district forays ths is'essentially how the ertlng
Consortium emerged It is also how another Fellow developed
her role in relatig‘ to a gifted program which began as a
small effort witgzﬁ one’ schéol, mgvea to the district level,
and subsequently became a model which was'disseminated %egionally

’

and formed the basis: of further work group and conference .
presentations within the IOA. - .

« Another pattern which develéped was for Fellows to wdfk
on-froposals for externalfundlng of special pro;ec{ij We can *
. sec from the table on page 92 (Tabl 3-2) that Newell m6veé“- .
mQre and more into such a role, and was in fact the chief
—writer on the ultlmately/_accessful Collaborative R&D
Project. Thus the IOA became a kind of base or jumang off
point for a varlety of initiatives which were not, strlctly

speakin I0A projects but rather ARI projects i
P g; ? 3 : proj n\\‘\.
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‘which there, was loosely defined and partgal FOA 1nvolvement,

One of thé more 1mportant of these develo;ments, which' came ‘
to fruition in the summer of l980 was a% arrangement with. a
federally supported teacher centef ba sed 1n the offlces of the
Urbania -Teachers' Union. ‘For ®he - l980 81 school year, two

Fellows were partially supported out of this teacher center

‘although Urbanla was not a member?of the+IOA and _these

.Fellows did, not work w1th IOA ‘districts per se. The looseness

and dmblgulty of such arrangements did not appear to be in the

‘least troubling to the IOA staff, especially Ldeland, and they _

were tolerated by .the- executlve board. . v T
 hrough varlous rather compllcated arrangements there
thus’ remalned a core group of seven Fellows in the 1980-81

year of whom three were_ senior and four new, but none of the

\ C-
" Fellaws was, any longer assigned to a particular school district

and* districts no onger contributed to’a Fellow option., /
1

-3.6.6. Documentation, Research,‘and Publication - N

Ey far the weakest aspect  .of the revi&alJWas and
continued to be the level of scholarly ‘contyibution and
publishable documentatlon which emergedl Howto do reSearch *
on the process was a” cont1nu1ng and nagglng topic which never
recelved adjguate resolution., 1Andenson s éfforts in this regard
were probably undermined BY a feellng amorig old Fellows that,

as one of them put Lt, "Alice will be back 'soon.". Two or) .

'three Fellows did manage to get research pro;ects and

'dlssertatlons out of thelr field exper;ences‘but‘fhese were |

rather marginal to the Fellows group and their dctivities were

‘not greatly appreciated hy the*others. furthermore the very

spec1f1c tOplCS of these research stpdles had llttle to do with

the revival effort as duch or networklng +t£he change procesg
involving inter- organizational arrangemen:§T~.T?E~qne elaborate

_ documentation effert initiated by Innes with the placing of an

ethnographic graduate student as %an obse;ver of Fellow -
activiti%s’apparently came to nothing. The "lack of much
re¥earch endeavor‘probably further isolated the IOA and the’

Fellows from the mainstream of the college  and made the new

N N - LN
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\RT u'“ectu-,Bern“moré‘dibious about financial contributions

from what was, seen by him, and\others as an endowment. tg suppok}
educatlonal research N Foe - .

The one area where progress was made was in the relssuance

-

,of qhi news\etter in the w1nter«and spring of 1981. The productlon

of the three fYew issues was very largely due ta the efforts

ot the 1ndetat}gnge an%Eggsourceful Robards. ' .

*

3.7. INTERORGANIZATIONAL DYNAMICS. .

3.7.1. consensws* ~ . _ .. o \® . '\

. There wasxsons;derable=consensus at all levels and between.
the college and “thé member d1str1cts that the new ini®latives
begun under novel&nu were p051t1ve and should be continued.
Prlmarlly what gas endorsed was the increased act1v1ty level
which gave the college a sense. that something good was being

dellvered and the séhools a serise that they were getting more

than théir money's worth. This wasﬁmore than* just keeplng a //<Ti

tradition alive. Both Sf’ws endorsed the ‘idea of greater L.

teachér involvement and, 1nvolvement of all levels of the N
school system. There- was also a recognition that what was to: v
be done would 1nvolve networ ng, the exten51ve use of tle college

faculty, but would not pht a major strain on either college

B

‘\\or school district nesources. In ,other words, the new

Py

-~

°

act1V1t1es would Ke mutually rewardlng but wpuld not represent
7
really s1gn1f1cant sh1fts§1ﬂ‘prlor1t1es of respurce allocatlons

X3

on eigher part. .
- Within the college there yas also a consensus Whlch ‘
1ncluded Loveland and m8st of her assoc1ates that the IOA shduld
be a knowledge producer of some sort and ontrlbutor to th :
knowledge bulldlng and documentatlon actl ity of the college >
as @ whole®. The d1fferenc?here came in the areas of (a) the
epriority given to researchbversus serv1ce (b) the extent to
which service arnd research” goals were compatlble within an/////
applied, and collaboratlve.oguentatlon, and (c) the nature‘of -
the research:to be ﬁ%rformed particularly whether the IOA , \
itself could be a proper focus of study.’ JBecause of tgese"
undercurrents and for a number of other reasons therg weje

-

" -
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”Mery’few tangible knowledge—products emerging from. the
revival efrort in the form f pabllcatlons, theses, handbooks
r whate r 1n sp1te of ’ a consensus that such th1ngs were
desirable. In fact, after a‘year s leave te\work on another

progect Loveland felt it necesSary to take anothér leave

. R, .
professor - In part what-she was saylng was that deep

1nvoﬂ.hnent in the IOA was 1ncompat1ble w1th concentrated

of a year as a sabbatical ‘to write a book, i.e., to create-///<//
a knowledge product so as* to secure her promotion to full .

———
. —~

scbolarly effort. S , - .
"3.7.2. \\Confllct . . ’ :“x ‘
Loveland couldfdenerally.be described as a harmonizer
and partly ‘for this reason when she was around there were“feW'
open conflicts and '‘those that arose'were EEsolved‘qulckly
VS through her interventions. When she was gone,‘howeyer, there
were some whith came quickly to the surface. - These are
summarized in Table ' 3-3. The most serious conflict ocourred
in tﬁe fall of 1978 and involved the old Fellows and 'f»
Anderson, the interim leader. . i
At the heart of this- confllct was an ownersh1p~1ssue ‘
after a year of frantlc effort the Fellows ‘from the prevﬂbus ‘
-year felt that the IQA*was the1rs, or at.least theirs as “the
custodlans of Loveland4s flag. Anderson, on the oth\r~hand,
} "had an identification'with a prior version of the XUA about
'g which they knew little; his IOA'was clearly a dlfferent -
anlmal more research or1ented more superlntendeht or1ented
and male. ‘Actually, byahls own %Eport Anderson was merely
trying to bring’a semblance of order 1nto the very diverse and °
dlfque notions of the change process in which the Pelln"s "e*e
engaged The Pellows themselves- would agree that clarification
was des1rable but “the majority rejected the notion that = &
Andergon should take the lead or eVen be involved 'in such

NP / v
"T"%. dn effort.’ . . .7 .
! . ) . .t ’ ;
The result was extreme;unhapplness on the part 'of the
R oég %ellows who ‘met in secret meetings and made long and fre-
e

glént calls to Loveland for support: Inadvertently through

. - N
. ‘I » -
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rab® 3-3 Conflicts Related to the IOA. - ’ : -
e} N —— . '-./' )
v T \' . ad \ \

PARTIES INVOLVED Issus HOW RESOLVED * EFFECTS ' -

. + " _
within_the I0A . . T ! ™~ -
Sta . . e
0ld Felldws vs. Acceptance of new Expectation that . : Weak Fellow
interim leader- leadgtship during Loveland would returh; connections to
ship(fall,1978) Loveland's first continuing interim _ rest of univ.
N absence , . contacts with Loveland: Excessive de-

L R B D return’ of Loveland. - ) pendence on Loygs
" Fellows Definition of the Remained unxesolved Evolution of Dwindling of the
role of Rellow confused for long consortia models:field placement
. . period. Bach dis- aspect by 1980.
. p . M covered own mode. -0 L
10A "old hands” t 24 ‘Increa;{ng involve~ ‘Districts either IOA staff over-
and Loveland and total system Vﬁmegt of ‘teacherg plgasegeoz un- extended. .
forlowers ©  va. teacher: MtempiiTict staffs  perturhed. . privelpalel
* P v s
,plaserSm focus all levels to some going well.
- ~ degree. Fellows stumble’
i . over admin. in
4L . ’ v ® field efforts.
. o Resources never -
? . y R s *  adequately
) . - ! mobilized for
' o £ U ™ives 1o
Between IOA ' o, . - Cos -
ollege . : -4 ,
IOA stafti.vs. X Service ys, - Service wins but IOA staff I1solated from
other faculty research fun on conflict remains morale,solid- college,
and leadership of " latent. arity high.- Vilnerable jto
Action Research , . . : . ~ - abademic cri-
Institute o tique.
_ \ . Yﬁ\ ~ Low status ef
* - , ) N ., T, IOA in college.
v - * k) ’ :
College Prdsident/ Consolidatign of Loveland uses her ;Integrity of Opportunity for

ARI director vs,
Loveland'

college field -
ef forts under
revamped IOA

~

Ll

S

\

»

clout and implied
member superinten-
dent clout to get
president to re-
verse position. -
Conflict remains
latent.

?

existing ‘I0A expansion and

preserved. greéater involve-
Possible loss ‘ment lost or # @
o existing ‘ put off.
members Increased ten-
averted. sion between

/ I0A leadership

and ARI leader-
;8h ip. .

Between IOA -~
5chool . .
‘Di'stricts ,

Regruitment of °
new members in
southeast region:
and development of
Writing Ccon- .
sortium activity
in this region.

ve e

Failed to gain more
+ than two or three
members here.

»

Wasted effcrts
,Lost potential
resources.
Confused tuf
. dispute with
teacher centsz
! attached to
another private
university.

More capacit}
to relate to
other regions,

-

Among Member Districts

tone -apparent which related
- to revived IOA
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such behaV1o£ﬁ%:e old Fellows made some of the new Fellows
feel’ like outcasts, the new Fellows dif not have the same
;dentification with Loveland nor did t)\y share the -same
The )
situdtion was ameliorated by Loveland: who' flew in for a meeting

~

¢ -.disdain -of Anderson and his clarificat>~f efforts.

in December (see again-the event listing of Table 3-2) to l’

. listen to all~61des and reView the rssues and to reassure and
.. bring people together, Ultimately the COhﬁ}lCt was resolved
. through her return, ' ]
N ~ The second listed ‘"conflict" in Table 3-3 was really more
‘ a confusion than a conflict but it was a preoccupying themes‘\\
It could
estion, "What is a Fellow sup osed to be

and do?“ The conflictful aspect arose Because somé Fellows had

of Fellows meetings ov r at least a two-year period
be summarized in the g

rather definite 1deas about what a Fellow was and was not
supposed to do, while others did::ot and still others: took
» a very open and pragmatic approach which'could be expréssed

as "do .whatever you can to be useful in the

find yourself in."

For a few Fellows, the

ituation you

ellowship represented\

- \*an opportunity 6 do field-based research as part of their-

' ‘progress towa the doctoral dissertation. This was clearly -
' frowned upon by several others who felt that a Fellow should *
be -dedicated to service and ‘be sensitive t6 practitioner
Actually,

there was a kind o emergent self-definition for each Fellow role,

needs in a way that precluded this type of research

as -each Fellow was placedwin a different setting which had its

own special problems; challenges, and opportunities. Thus, the

collective ‘experienge could have been viewed as a kind of
experimental incubator for helping roles in school. settings,

¢

e
p

and the frustration at not beang-abl to document the experience-

ip a sharable way is understandable. C . .
- As a learning expenience for the Fellows 1t.was a bit '
like bejng ‘thrown into the water as a way of learning how

'to swim. For some that was a challenge which they.could .

respond to by -swimming, for &éthers there- was'a mad scramble «
- RN o . .

H




’ N . .
to the nearest bank, i.e., falling 'back on familiar roles,

deﬂendency on authorlty f1gures, reliance on already
establ;shed expertise; for still.others it probably felt

a bit like drowning. From interviews with superlntendents, .
it'apéears that they never really understood what the Fellow )
option was all ~about and*took.lt on as a klnd of goodw1ll ”
gesture "to boveland. As a result field placements were

rather casually made and forgotten, having little 1mpact at
the district level apd hence no institutional support at a
later t1me. The end result was a§r0phy of the Tellbws program

as or1c1nally concelved by.Loveland and the loss of -the

A
A e

N

nti ; menber d1er1cts to support rellows
¢ . .J oo -

L .
‘h third muted confllct concerned the focus of attentlon .

of the reylved I0A. Loveland and all her female Fellows

[y

were or1ented toward the teacher?level or staff development

within the district’ 1n <'upport o teachers. ~ Sands and

Anderson and probably Innes as members of the admlnlstratlon-
department and the students whom they managed to place in the

Fellows program were more oriented to administrative roles-—-

NPR:
La

the principal and thg superintendent. This also reflected
. O
the’ prlme focus of the hlstorlc IOA. Loveland was able to resolve

)

this, conflict partlally through her ablllty to Telate to
alrrerent levels and n%; understdnding of s¢hools and d1str1cts

as soc1al systems and she endeavored to maintain act1v1t1es
SR

o7hich served allfﬁevels. As a result the staﬁf was spread ,f{,“
extremely th1nly and could not really attend very well to the'e

s

principals’ level 1n partlcular although eﬁforts 1n that

d1rectlén pers1sted Probably the most serlous negatlve

A ¢ P

-

\\consequence of th1s undergrOUnd\conéllct was thiilamltatlon e
of involvement' of membérs«of ;he admlnlstratlon department/

“a llmltatlon whlch also-had’ hlstorlc roots (see4ﬁgaln the Sands
» « )fﬂf LA
perlod dlscusslonﬁ., Both Sands.and Andersoh rema;ned f&lendly-'

bystanders andgsoyetlme helpers oﬁ'the revived-IOA’ bgt they \-
29
‘ﬁere never effectively engagedﬁas full partners or team’ S A

\

.
&
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- Between the IOA and the c®llege there was a somewhat
Particularf?‘when Loveland was -
absent the second time in 1980-81, the IOA was rather

1solated from the college through the lack of & spokesperson

ambivalent relationship.

w1t‘ real clout in the system. 1In Loveland's absénce higher
authorities began to plan different scenarios for the IOA ‘ .
1nclud1ng a more restricted budget and plans for reconflgurlng
*the I0A as the umbrella for all field ®perations including
miscellaneous-field research prOJects. The umbrella model was
anathema' to Lovelano who 1ntervened quickly with the president
on one of her return visits to block the move. Nevertheless
it seemed likely that the administration would chtinue to

r

promote plans which-would reconf//;re the IOA, particularly

as. long as the IOA continued to be a drain on the resources _...... -.

of the Actlon Research Institute.

N

Between the IOA and the districts there were 'no major

Visible conflicts after Loveland t ook over. However, there

was a contlnulng problem in bulldlnglnvolvement in the southeast

section, where at one time the historic IOA had been very popular.

One factor here may have been distance; members from this

area had to travel a bit farther on average than members toming

from the two other regions. As a result there was talk at

various times of holding regional meetlngs and - ofiholdlng_

meetings at places other than the university- owned’ mansion
which was used up to 1980. Another factor may have been the
much earlier dlspute over use of the Indicators of Quallty
which certered on this reglqnuasuperlntendents in this'area
were reputed to be more suspicious of research efforts than
in other areas. Finally, and perhaps most significantly ,there
were other resources of a comparable nature in the southeast,

in partlcular a private university with a strong rennfatlnn

.

which was developing its owp teacher center to serve the
area. During the 1979-80 school year, Archer made several
attempts to enlist interest in a writin consortium in the

southeast by formingan alliance with this teacher center, whose

new dlrector had "been an IOA Fellow the prev1ous year, but .

his efforts Came to no result, less from conflict than from .

R 04 o
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bafflement,at the complexities of two overlapping networks
and a propgsed subnetwork involving twd universities and two
centers 5;n ny case it was really a minor problem resultlng
in a lost oppovtunity of minor concern to the IOA as a whole
Among- the districts there seemed to be few conflicts that
, . appeared on the surface. The IOA was a low-threat low-cost
o enterprise which may have .been part of its appeal. Tiocated in
similar, generally suburban, affluent cormunities, the districts
tended to be 1nterested in, the same types of 1ssues, but
conflict may arlse as there is more involvement with (a) the
big city and the inner city and (b) the teachers union of the
big city. These connections were new 1n the fall of l980 and

3.7.3. Bargaining and Exchange. -Issues

U

One of the most puzzling aspects of this case.is the mear
absence of bilateral or multllaterlal exchanges of resources
rand rewards. For the districts-the cost was feallv quite
minor, 1nvolv1ng a fee of $750 per year and small amounts
"of release time for a few teachers Although_all d1str1cts
visited were facing budget constraints and Cntbacﬁs during

the years of our fieldwork, for the largest districts or the

mayYrya afe1, e
£33 _-— E

arrrwent—the fee wasclearly inconsequential. However,
for smaller districts--which also happened- to be more remote

~

from conference sites--the fee was reported as a factor in

cne P

'non-part1c1patlon, in some cases the determining factor. Since
Vit was*a flat fee at the time ‘of our fieldwork (h1storlcaTT_7
_ it was based on a Certaln .small amount per pupil), the cost
was relatively much more s1gn1f1cant for the smallest d1str1cts.
The real bargainwas at a more subtle level which did not
'1nvolve f1nances, credits, specific serwlces or goods. For/
thls atrangement the basic currency was someth1ng more like
1nvolvement" or "attention" or l'caring. The college needed
the schools pa'tly as a ma;;er of credibility and“to maintain a

sense of relevance. This S not an overpowering drive or a

"basic survival eed, but it Was there.

105

Twere not' studied closelyas part of olr fleldwork L
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For the schools the need was perhaps for reassurance that
they were 1ndeed good schools with high intellectual standards
and)a/cantinuing striving for excellence which would natnrally
orient them to the very best collifes and-universities in the
country as sources of new wisdom. \Laveland said in effect,
"Look I can get you the veLry best people; I'll get:'you anybody
ybu want at my university and I'll get you world-class
scholars and researchersgfrom other places as well." The
school districts in return said, "O.K., we will come back and
.give you the fieid credibility you need .and some access to
our schools for your graduate students if you -can show us
.you really want to make this thing work and don't treat us
".in a perfunctory, manner." _

Bargaining behavior which reflected these assumptions
was only really visible in the interregnum period when Sands
nominally presided. Sam Taylor, the’savvy young- superintendent
from Shady Grove, got restless because the old bargain was
clearly dead and the'institution was lingering on withoat any
ng% deal being made. (The finance study had been one of the

last»vestiges of the old bargain, a speCific service provided

‘to the districts in exchange for their funds and their proviSion

of—aceess—for soeme research purposes.) -
. Loveland proposed a new bargain which was rather attractive

hut vague. She would provide a lot of new activities; she

would get teachers involved,‘she would give on-s1te service.

(of ‘an undefined sort) through her fellows. The superintendents

said that was fine and"they were Willing to leave it that way

. for two®or three years. From’ 1978 throdgh 1980 there were no

moves to rz7é§6t1ate this, exchange ‘qeal. o '

‘ At thel spring reass:§sment meeting of May 19814 the
superintendents’ were invited to look at the arrangement'aéain;l
on the whole they were satisfled but they did express the

need for a more juantitative research—oriented thrust which would
prOVide more systematic assessment of needs and concerns.

The request seemed to be in line y}th continuing concerns-within

.
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the..college articulgted by Bern, by some Fellows, and by
Lovelandi but ic different ways. It appeared.possiﬁle that
these stirrings would lead in future years to a new kind of
bargain-which may have some of the features of the founder's.
original model. . e b .

For' the Fellows who provided the working gapacity!of the
revived arrangement the incentives were mostly intangible. To
be a.part of an important new enterprise where they would learn
a lot and which would enrich their professional lives in
multiple but indeterminate'ways they were willing to work like
hell even on tasks (like typihg and getting coffee and donuts)
which had few intrinsic rewards or merits:t The indeterminacy

itself w was probably an important factor because it allowed
individual Fellows to read into the situation whateV%r they
wanted to see in it_and to make of it whatever their individuel
capabilities and/imterests could make.” Those who asked théﬁ-

selves and other$s "what do I get specificallyfout of this and

_what do P have to do in exchange?" were probably the least
happy with the arrangement and with thir own role.
For the

‘is an ‘inddequat

OA as a whole it seems that the term "bargain"

term. It certainly does not describe the

hand it could b

bargains or bllaterlal arrangements for excliange of rewards

way most ‘actors $poke about their involvement. On the other
argued that the near _absence of exp11c1t

is a majdr factor in the continuing instability of .the
- arrangement, doubts about future funding, and confusion about
priorities, roles, and functions. . N

3.7.4. Knowledge Transfer

Theﬁmost obv¥ous fact about this IOA in its revived form,
was that it was a very ective knowledge transfer mechanism ’
The typlcal format for providing the knowledge was.&ég‘work-
shop at whlch an acknowledged expert held ‘forth before a
group of bgween 10 and 25 persons from member-distric#s. -

We have enough documentation of these events, supplemen(ﬂg
with observatlons, to give a fairly complete kngwledge transfer\

.profile along a lnumber of dimensions. These include: manifest
ﬁ

- .
[l N »

%
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(_ content knowledge types, origins, types of prov1ders, and

. 1mplled uses. Most of these analyses are based on.a sample of
25 presentatlons made during the sprlng and fall of 1979;

this mlght be cons1dered a "typical" perlod with Loveland- gone\ »

‘one semester and back the next.

- . *

. ; * (a) Manifest contents of pr ntations. Table 3-4 indicates

the, major topic areas covered 71 presentations made over
seven semesters starting in % e fall of 1977. For conferences
. whlch typlcally included at least three separate’ presentatlons
each presentatlon was rated separatelyt Also included in this
rlstlng is an analy51s of avallable 1ssues’o}\the newsletter

“for the sprlng of 1977 and the’ spring of 1981, there being no =

£

. issues between these dates. The table suggests that there ) \
was a rich diversity of topics and that no one topic er-
topic area . was dominant. There was a fairly clear—targeting
of tOplCS of concern to teachers including topics of general .
interest such as testing, performance evaluation' [of teachers,
usually), career development (often involving teaching careers)

and women's issues (usually teachers), but there was also a

fairly rich menu of offerings for administrators and educators

~

in—generais . e e

:(b) Knowledge types. Turning now o Table 3-5, we see an

. ) analysis _of the smaller set of 25 presentatlons on the dimension
of "knowledge type." .We note that about half of these presentatJ
could be described as providing technlcal expertise of one sort ;
_ or another and a third provide sonie sort of\research edge. -
The analysis suggests the strongly d1dact1:\nature of most ‘
meétings; they were not organlzed as exchanges and for the -
¢+ most part they did not focls on craft knowledge emanating from
. « - practitioner experiences. Where craft knowledge was presented,
it was usually bolstered by other types of expertise which
could be described ag "technical." _ 1

(c) Origins and validation basis. Tables'3—6 and 3-7 suggest N

a similar pattern. Research and developmeﬁt and academically -
, established expertise predominated. Work by faculty members of
the college was featured about a third of ‘the time and thus

.
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Tablé 3-4 Substantive Topics Covered in TNA offerings: Analysis of
71 Presentations and 9.Newsletter Items over 7 Semesters,
1977-81 v
4 T
' - . CONFERENCE 4R -~
- TOPIC N WORK, GROUP MTG NEWSLETTER ‘TOTAL “%9 OF TOTAL
Teachers/teaching e 13 1 14 15
Evaluation/testing 13 ’ 13 14
JLsychology of student/ o . !
classroom 8 . ~N 2 10 11
Math and computg,re/dgc/. 5 ) 6 6
Writing . 5 1 6 6
Values/ethics 5 5 - 5
_ Leadership/org.dev ./admin. 3 2 5 5
isx\\ Gifted and talented 4 4 4
Teaching ahd leqfﬁlng 4 : - \
process : 4 . 4 "4
Secondary schools 3 1 4 T4
Sex equity/ ’
women's issues 3 R o3 3
Career development 3 3 3 3
Research and problem- N
solving process 2 1 3 3
Teacher centers 2 2 2
Laws/leglslatlon 2 2 2
—Cognition 2 2 2.
Demographic trends;
aksthetic ed.; o
community-parent ;
involvement;social ) .
studies; reading; Y\//”
science ed . tele- ¥ “n
vision; all the . . '
institutions that ‘ »T —&
educate 1 each 8 9
85* 9 94 lOOK
*14 topics were double coded.. o i
TOPIC CLUSTERS (Based on the above) N
A ) .
General Interest® !
(evaluation, values, gifted, women- ' 3
- Ccareers, problem-solving, TV, etc.) 33 35%
Teachlng-teacher related: ——
(ldbludlng pqychology, cognltlon) ., 32 ‘ . 34%
' .
Currlculum'spec1f1c: o . \\ ) ‘ ‘
(writing, math, science, etc.) 16 . 178
Administration related: r -

(1eadersh1p,secondary schools,
laws, demographlcs, community-parent) : ., 13, . 14¥
_ 123 : ’
9

10
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Table 3-5 Khowlgdge Types* “
Craft knowledge 5. 9. 20% v -,~‘ .
Ideas 7 .. 28% ~ - . ST,
Gener%} cultute 5 20% (" 0T,
Technital expertise 12 48% ' )
© .General professional ‘ "
exchange 0 0% .o
Research knowledge 9 36% ) ) ) .
Inspiration — 5 20% - oo
Other (law)’ 1 43 .
N ¥ %
A majoflty of topics were double coded. Most prominent double
codes were: "ideas,,general culture and 1nsp1ratlon" 3 topics
n (triple coded)
"Craft" and "technical" 3 topies
- "technical” and "research" 3 topics
*based on 25 presentations, spring and fall 1979 . -
L‘& <
. < i
, . ! t," N
. Table 3<6 Originsg of Knowledge Provided* | o
R&D sources outside . g.
sthe college 8 32%
Developed/trled aqut . - ~.
by collége faculty - -7 28%
Commercially developed t2 8% . .
. - School-based 2 8% :
Based on presenters :
experience 3 12% * .
‘Legislation 1 4% -
. Ideas of a, great man 1 4%
q Psychoanalytic theory 1 43
Statistics 1 4%
Not clear 1 4%

*based on 25 presentétions,‘springiand fall 1979

Table 3-7

~/
”~

., based persons

. . ~ ' Expertise of non-
: university people

Craft, consensualt

In two cases craft ba51s was backed up
e " *based.on 25 presemtatlons, sprlng and s

L d

Expertise of university-

. 15

‘9,
.3

110 12‘1 )

Basis of Validation of the Knowledge Provided*

60%

" 36

12

Yy other expertise.
all 1979 .
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cannot be ‘said to have dominated ‘the ofterlngs even though tne
great majorlty of presenters were. connected .to the college - . .

(d) . Implied uses. From the summarles of these 25 presentatlons

it is also USually poss1ble to infer the type of knowledge use~ : ~
that was expected.or urged by the presenter. This analysis F

. .
Tis presented 'in Table 3-8, Implied use should not be confused*

with actual or ult 1ma¥e use for which our evidence is much

more sparse. The la discussed in the "outcomes" section
ear that at least 10 (40%) could

be described as having cl ar practical appllcatlons, judging

which follows. It would 5

from the number of presentapions coded ¢ _problem—solv;ng

adoptlon of new practices. However, ince these two categorles
were frequently double-coded 4ve should not assume that the .
majority of presentations were so actical. 1Indeed a majority
focussed on improved 1ntellectual j:derstanding o% SOTP aspect
of the work situation or in proijﬁing knowledge of general

value to the receiven.

3

Table 3-8 1Implied Uses of Knowledge Provided*

» ’
l. General knowledge ' 7 28% . .
2. Genéral~ personal/‘rofess1onal growth - 11 44% )
3. Improved understanding of work . ‘ ’
situation ' 14 56% Ly
4. Solving a particular problem or = | ' .
class of problems 9 . 8 32%
5. Reinforcing existing practlces ° 2 8%
6. .Adopting new practlces . ) . 10 40%
7. Education reform in general 5 25%
8. Assess1ng needs 1 43. *
Again it is evident that much double and triple coding was used
in thede ratings. Most frequent: ' .
Categories #3,4,6 triple «coded 3 ti@es .
Categories #1,2,3 triple coded 2 times y
Categories #2,3,5 triple codéd 2 times
Categories #4,6 double coded 6 times _ . ~
Categories #2,3 double codéd 7 times
-~ Categories #3,4 double coded 4 times | v .
Categories #1,2 .double coged 4 times R
\ *based -on 25 presentations, :spring and fall 1979 -
B . s 111 A30 .,
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{e) ‘Resource” persons ‘for presentatlons. *An analys1s of 76 IOA.

.
-~ -

presentatlons over seyen . semesters indicaites the types "of

people who were cal%%d upon as res7ﬁrce providers oj speakers.

As 1nd1cated 1n Table 3-9, faculty members from the college * '_
! were the key resource foreall types of events. On the pther -
hand, the IOA called upon quite a range oféﬁthers, p1edom1nantly
from the local area. Less than one f1fth were~local school
people"and some of these were not from memper districts. ) \
A L . .
‘,‘ , .
*Tablé 3-9 Resource Persons Used in 76\Formal“Presentatlons
: e Over 7 Semesters, 1977<81 - . ~ . .
Faculty of the coklege T 33 43%
Staff from local school districts <2 - .16%
IOA staff - & AL T 148 : -
o PR . - S - - . 3 d: ) . ) 9' . 1.2%
Private consultants outside area S§.— . .8%
. Faculty of other universities,\local 3 4%
- Faculty of other un1vers1t1es,\\ L
- e nation-wide — 2 ‘B )
e ) & b N < . .hl .’ ) 4 °
) Table 3-9 basically confirms the emerging{pattern of a '
strongly university-centered operatlon 1n which faculty are used ’
. e exte@s1vely to provide knowledgE‘Un/a wide range” of t0p1cseof 7
1nterest “to school people. , o _ .3
3.7, 5. L /Ankage " N M 5

amQunt of contact of any sort between two. parties, whether
these "parties" be individuals, groups, or orga: ﬁEEatiaﬁ
. ¢+ The concept cag also be extended tb s1gn1fy 1ntens1ty of -
1nteraétlon,lmult1plex1ty, reciprocity, "and degree 0f mutual
. engdgement in joint problem-solv1ng efforts. Al\/levels of -
linkag® are represented by .the engagement in the rev1ved I0A
of different persons and member distficts. Atlthe weakest -
4?level would be membershlp w1thout othrer 1nvolvements except
passive reCe1pt of written outputs, which wereglof'course,
- very)sparse Of the 25 d1str1cts formally enrolled as members ‘- ®
° in the spring of 1979, only 18 part1c1pated in any SY the eight- -
. . work group sessions. Table 3-10 displays the pattern of '
¢ attendance for these sessions as, tabulated by the IOA staff‘ -~
»~/’\?/} thelr semlannual azt1v1ty summary. Although conference
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—Table 3-10

¢ oy

. PARTICIPATION 4f
SPRING 1079 IOA WORKSHOPS AND

g

- MEMBERSHIP MULTIPLEXITY

v

(Conference attendance data not availahla)

<

District.Participation

s R

-

3

B= Represented on Executive Board ..

'

F=

Fellow 1977-78-79 . R

FF= Former Fellow/now back in éﬁstrict
WC= ,Writing Consortium(numbers,foilgwing=no.

(WC)= Person in district active in WC although district not-a

oy .
of active participants)

~

.

4 ‘o

L]

° member of WC * CL » . .
NIE= Named in NIE proposal as’a project collaborator with the college,
: A SN f B '
< . - " - V‘L
>
h i)
o 113 13,"«

NE-1 (Middle Crest) .’ - 24 B,F,FF ,ﬁc—é,m <
L W-1 “ Y ﬁ S L :
CW-2 c T T s 20 B . B
W—3 i 19 .o .
W-4 (Whitman) 18 . B,F - ‘
W-5  (Hawthorne) . .17, B,FF,(W_C)@NIE;s '
H-6° Cooe ; 17 _ygc_\____*m .
* NEz2 (Upper Crest) . g --16 . F,WC-3,NIE
W-7 ' , . 10 ’ B‘,g , :
SE-1 N s 10 - W3 )
Ne-3 F -9 ¥ - (We) \ o
.. NE~4 /* .o - 4, - y . X
? “W-8 .‘ ’ *' ,’ 12 ' 3 ° ’ B . -
'sSE-2_. (Green cove) - 3 ' B,F,WC-2,NIE -
W-9-% B 2 /
SE-3 > _ 2 . We - .. ,
NE-5 (Shady Grove), 1 B,WC-3,NIE
NE-6 .o | ' ’
/ T 198 W
) l?uests 3
Unaccounted ”2 _ \
D S . 203 '

Y4




P

attendance data are not included the pattern is interesting,
particularly when we detapose data on such 1tems as ’
represent tion.on the.,executive .board (B), whether the d1str1ct
had taken the Fellow optlon that year or the previous year
(F,FF), yfether the district had also opted #o parthipate in
the ertlng Consortium (WC), and, whether the district

‘was included as a potential e Collaborator in the cqllaborative
research proposal to N&E.' Each of these indicates some level
of involvement or linkage. The table suggests that there are

= four patterns of. membership The first .we could call "high-

multlpiex“ which 1ncludesM1dd1eCrest (clearly the most active

district and the most dlverse in types of 1nvolvement), Ha thorne,

Upper Crest, and Whltman The )art1c1patlon numbers in th se
cases are“also important in that they s1gn1fy teacher as well

_N\k as' administrator participation.” Thg next-.category mlgh;Lbe

-

labelled "hlgh or moderate-simplex," represented by distrigts
W-1, W-2 W-3, W-6, and NE-3; in these cases reaso““ﬁiyfhlgh
workshop attendance was not coupled with otherx types of

——

involvement to any extent. A thlrd ‘type would be "low-multlpl%x,"

represented by Green Cove and Shady Grove -both of which .
mulg}ple 1nvolvements pﬂt sent few partlclpants to workshops Q\

2 Ls—that—a—ieW—eore—peep%e*éfem—%he———————
dlstrlc$w pranlpally admlnlstrators, were involved, b&t
1anlvement of teachers a\d staff‘generally was not h;gh Thev
fourth category could be\labelled elther "low—s1mplex" ,or Lo
. merely "low" and would include ‘the remaiyder of th1s llSt

and the eLght additional districts which may have part1C1pated

network because there were additional districts tied
rmal ways. For example, two or three districts were
linked in informally thxough #he fact that members of.their
staffs were al Fellows working with Loveland Some
superintendents were sympathetic even when they could not spring
loogse the $750 for formal membership; they may have:been formar
studefits from the/aﬂﬁlnlstratlon or some otth department

- ’ -

L - ?( ’ '
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or they may have been personal acquaintanceg of college facu&ty
ch‘udlgg Loveland A stress should also be placed on the
fact that the IOA Jontinued to have rather strong and multiplex
ties to the Urbania dlStrlCt even though it d1d not appear to

be'polltlcally fea51ble for Urbania to begcome a dues paying

.*member directly. Thus a number of Fellows were former Urbanla -

teach¥rs and former Fellows had key'jobs in the very complex
Urbania. dlstrlct-lnfrastructure. In‘the 1980-81 school year
two IOA-Fellows were supported through funds of a federal

grant'to'an‘Urbania teacher center. The Urbania relationship

suggests that%ﬂmembership" does mot adequately define the

boundaries of this IOA-very well. -Indeed, the fuziness was partly

deliberaté -- a-reflection of Lovdand's loose, open, and
opportunistic leadership. i

Another importart aspect of the linkage concept is
reciprocity of participation. * Table 3-11 is an interpretive
effort based on apalysis of the data set as a whole rather
than jgggments'by'users at the si*e. Even with this caveat, we
think that tRe table éairly reflects the rather lopsided )
nature of the bu;k of the IOAN's activities. Both our observatlons

.and the actlvaty summaries suggest, was noted before, that the great

e

majority of workshop and conference events were didactic sessions *

centered on- the speaker of the day Those in attendénce were almgst

entirely from . the district members althouqh the’ Fellows
themselves also a{tended when thelr(schedules perm}tted and
at least twq indicated how useful the workshop presentations were
to them as a stockplle of réeés and tools Whrh they could then
use in their own rfield work with @Astrlcts.
The JOA activities wetre useful to college faculty jin two ways,

tlrst 1n d}vrng them some 1nd1catlon of current practltloner needs{

and 1nterests and second,.ln guardedly offerlng some access for

field research Gencrally, facuﬂty dld not make much use ofF the
Opportunltles provided by the IOAaelther ‘to enrich their course

offerings or to make their research more field- rg}evant. Some

expressed the view that the partlcular set of dlstrlcts

- .
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"which were most active in the IOA were too afflUEﬂ% to bef
truly representative of the cutting edge_concerns of '
education today but they were not likely to take the trouble'

“to find out if this were really the case (in fact, many cr1t1cal .,
1ssues are well repreésented in several if not all the member
dlstrlqts, e.g., declrnlng enrollments, reduced public support
for education, falling test score, minority education,

..compliance with PL 94-142, etc.). ’

For Loveland and one or two close associates on the
faculty this plcture~was a llttlo different, of course. The
- collaborative research project-which was finally funded& in the ' !
fall of 1980 represented an opportunity to develop much .
.Stronger reciprocal relations with a small subset of districts,
. some of whicéh happened also to be members of the IOA; however, -
"‘ the extent to, which this progect was an IOA projgct was hever
exactly clear. Opne of the pr“ﬂbrpar 1nvestigators'and the ¢ v
ey prlme source of’many of the orlglnal 1dees for the proposal .did \

not want to be interviewed for this case study because he felt he-

&

had no connection with the IOA and could not.meaningfully comment .
on its operations. Thus, generally the IOA was sSeen as
’ “\Boﬁeland's.thing, and as such the rest of the faéulty,held
back from serious involvement other then responding to her
™ requests for presentations. T
'On the side of the school districts as users the major
input and the most.clearly successful input came from the
many férmal presentations which constituted a type of
. direct training although it was unaccompanied by any sort
of ¢ert1f1catloﬁ or formal cred1t1ng Other linkage functiong--
resource gelivery, solutlon glv1ng, help on implementation,
.and’ process helplng——were all generally ‘a part of the repertd\re/ . -
R of the Fellows as field agents of the IOA but as noted elsewhere

v 4n this text they played out in very different -ways, each Fel

> shaping a unique role, and some being much more successful tha

others: 'Thoqe who hdd absorbed the Loveland course at the
'coLlegS should have beex prebared, intellectdally at’ least, )

P
-~
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for all” four functions and\particularly the last, but few :

were- able to carry out a pukre. process-h iqg role, in part R
because the conditions of entry into sites did not set them

.up with these e ¢pectations. 4

. ' Llnkaqe functlons were allso performed through the
Writing Consortium. The Consonrlum was a truly collaborative
enterprise in’ which school peopke played a major contributory
role. - In addition, there was so\e effort to sift through%i_dj
"and review a number of models for\the improved teaching of
writing skills; some of these were\adaptations from R&D )
sources, commercial sources, intermediate agencies in the local -
area, and home-grovn procedures from £he d1str1cts themselves.
Experts in writing from the college went off in several directions:
Ehere was ‘some 1nterest in packaging a new curriculum,
particularly in one district; others preferred a rather ecLectic'6
approach; a resourcé bank was created; two districts éolla—_ .
'borared on a joint program. It was‘generally’oonsidered a

success although not all spin-offs were’equally successful.

3.8 BARRIERS: 1978-81 . | ‘
There were five types of barr1ers whicli seemed “Salient’ )“
durlnéfghls period and these five were also soméwhat relafed
to: one another. The largest was the reward structure of both-
the sthools and the college but part}cularly of the latter.
The Weakness of the rewards led to weakened linkages between
key elements. It also led to.reduced nergx by key persons.
Weak llnkages were also partly the result of real and perceived’

differences (heterophlly) between key persons ‘and groups in

ideology, background 'and sex. ™ F1nally, weakened llnkages and
reduced energy lévels resulted in a lowered overall caEac1tX
> S

of the IOA to fulfill.its promise and potential. We will )

>

“\

discuss each of these in turn. .

3.8.1. Rewards g- | J . R
The I0A suffered 1n multiple ways from the persisting

ﬁnlverslty norm £ ring research and sc¢holarxly act1v1ty over .

. . w .
v - Q ~ .
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service to practltréﬁers\ "Loveland bucked thls norm but only
with partial success; pressure to publish was one factor
leading her to take a second leave during the l980-81°school
year. Lack of a substantialspuplication record also hurt
Archer as the junior staff person and prevented him from gainirg
the kind of\credihility and clout necessary to maintain full

¢ faculty involvement and concern for the 10A durlng Loveland's

absences. The susp1c1ons of many faculty regardlng the

worth1ness and relevance of the venturerwere further reinforced

by the nearly total lack of publlcatlons or documented research

findings coming out of the ,I0A afber the ret1rement of Victor
Warren in 1972. ‘ .

" For the school people and the superintendents in
particular, the activities of the IOA were harder "and harder to
justify - ‘within very stringent budgéts because they appeared to

4 be mostly intellectual'exercises(with few clear and concrete
°‘,'sch'o'ol benefits either in terms.of on{sfteﬁtechnicalvadvice
or materials, or credits‘forprofessional-upgrading The result
~was a level of support and commitment which was tentatlve and '
rather dependent on the special power or charisma of this or
that particular presentation.” ’
3.8.2. Linkages ;
1th Loveland absentllnkagesbetween the I0A secretarlat
he_college weakened cons1derably espec1ally when -her
tand-ins were either lower status .or clearly temporary:. Thus
it was somewhat more .difficult tg get top-notch speakers.
Furthermore, “since the bulk of e work was more v1s1ny
~conducted by’ her graduate student Fellows in her absence, the

image among college faculty that it was somethlng for her

.graduate students and not for the”collige as a whole was also

reinforced. However, perhaps the most }limportant llnkage

problem was a collective weakness endemic to colleges‘and
universities, the allure of facul&y mémbers with comp lementary
skllls and common con erns to work together in a concerted .
fashion. Lovel Innes, Sands, Anderson, Loveland' young

<« turk colleaque, Glen Gorman, and old hand Herb Peter all shared

-




a’concern for educational change process, for networking, and

for having @ strong field orientation, . yet they never came¢/3&
togéther to work as a tea n support of a reconf1gured IOA
Gorman and Loweland did cmllhborate on the NIE proposal but
Gorman kept 'the IOA at arm's length and subsequently left

the- college for another academic position far away. Peters

andignderson.dld_serve as a kind of backup system for

Loveland during her first long leave, and Peters frequently

and quietly gave senioi- colleague advice to Loveland Sands

ﬂ and Anderson at different tlmes tried to take on the asslgnment
of developing a principals' group within the IOA with only
mixed success.- All these were bits and pieces of g-collaboration
which could have been and should have been much stronger and

"

bétter orchestrated . Y

| .
For therdistricts a. factor of major importance was the -

presence in. the 1970s of several rather strong networks and

service: arrapgements which competed for the time, attentlon,

and resources of each district. iig‘Some of these networks were

local 1n characterr 1nvolv1ng counties and sub—reglons, others

were national. It was heyond the .scope of our study'to deteérmine
~ what sorts of effects these networks had on schools and
school personnel. It is even arguable that they had a :n

complementary and suppor ive effect on the revival of the IOA .-

because new efforts could piggyback on existing network

operations, and prac tloners at all levels were now more

accustomed t4 ne t 10 klng act1v1ty as a means of practice

improvement. N:A;rtheless, particularly.in interviews wlth

" school superlnt dents, the existence of these other networks

vas mentloned,as a competitive rather than a complementary

1nfluence and as a reason for not really needlng many of

the sexylces prov1ded by the I0A. ; E

3 8.3. Energz
For the most part, energy or the lack of it is probably a

derlvatlve barrler factors depend®nt on rewards and incentives, !

f
llnkaggﬁ capacities, etc. Nevertheless, 1t strlkes us as an
3 . -

~
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- ' -outstanding feature of vaeland and’ of the_others’who were
infected by her zeal. When Lovedand was abs@nt sqme of that
energy dissipated or got drained \;nto discontent with

— replacement flgures. Another aspect was the 1név1table falling
off of ,enthusiasm as the venture began to_lose 1ts newness.
Thus, during the second and th1rd years it was dlfflcu&t to
completely recapture the exhilaration of launchlng,a new
adventure. There was also an increasing‘sense of'exhaustiOn,
of being @n “the edge of burn-out as a result‘of the frantic
activity of runnlng field operatlons, conferences, and

work groups one after another on every 1mag1nable ‘educational
_(3 subject. . 5 —

-

-3.8.4. Heterophily: Real and Percelvéd leferences Among .
. Principal -Actors ™

The Fellows continued to be perceived as a kind of in-

. .
‘group which was female= dom1nated and dedicated to the advancement :

4——————————~——e%—teaehers+—thls gave it sdme of its internal strength and 'A\"

" momentum but it also weakened collaboratlve relations, parti- !

Cularly with members of the admlnlstratlon department, who tended Y

to be all-male and focussed in their concern either on principals ’
and super1ntendents or on the system as a whole. Another . \
d1mens10n of dlfference which caused some trouble w1th1n the - :15
college was the prlorlt}zatlon of research and the 1mplled
denigration of service by many of the faculty and presumably
their students and the reverse attitudes exh1b1ted by many of
the IOA group. §uch differences tended tQ_keep people apart .
who could have contrlbuted to the j01nt effort.
’ . 3.8.5. Capacity -, . : . -

Another factor which worked against thé IOA was thé slight
but real reduction in financ1al commitments both~from the .
college (espec1ally after, the departure of Innes and the .
1nstallatlon of Bern as head of ARI) and from the dlstrlcts
. through sllghtly slackened membershlps and 1oss of interest

-

in the Fellow optlon. Thege losses, 1nev1tably resulted 'in a

somewhat reduced capac1ty to maintain actrv1t1es at the original
1977-78 levels. ) , —

o
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3.9. FPFACILITATORS - . . o .

. The abo&erlitany of problems and shortcomings should be
tempered by an* appreciation of the/ﬁéfIdQ;act that the I0A

dld persist in spite %f them and continued:to have a
\
robust and rather 1mpress1ve record of achlevements. To

some deoree\these achlevements -were the resulﬁs of

"“c.

fac111tat1n§ factors which mlrrored the Barriers. Thus we °
3 :
. find as, chief fac111tators the~homoph11y of’ theggo e }@Q¥ -

staﬁgf the energy of Rey persons, the llnkages ‘which continued

- and Eometimes gréw stronger, and the’ growing capacity and

- . ©

sophistication of the ‘0ld Fellows WhO;ftuck with it.
3.9.F., Homophily . - R . <?f/ ;
The homophily of (the Loveland innér ‘circle may have weakened

' l%nkages to other facj%'YNbut it preserved and strengthened

the sense of mission ich was an important energizer. This

sense éontinueg though _perhans a kit abated as the lustre
+of newness faded from the endeavor. It is probably this sense ' °

. .. of mission that sustained the act1v1ty level of the IOA

« - " over four years and even caused some expans1on in a few
}A'areas xeag the develoﬁment of the consortla and the rebirth
pf’tﬁe newsletter. *,/ ,3‘ . ' ;o

Ny " . ] v ’ - v

nisbe&fl gtwﬁgy ars, 1976 and 1977, ou\kand was

and ngrah ° Fﬁqm t?e Feiléws ‘group- durilng -that time two more
) tremquo"sky enérgetr% aﬁd t%lented graduate students emerged .
- whd became the 1n%tays of‘the I0A rough 1981u1 These were
’”Newell and.Rob¥Z§s. °N @ell worked w?t\.Archer and ‘handled, a
! good ‘deal’ of ‘th maﬁntenance and coordination chores, movang

- v

)

- ° more andhmore ihto mahagement role wh11e Robards bu;lt and

naintained the succe g%gf’Wr'tl g Consortlum and took over the
4

task of rev1v1ng the neWs
of carrying on w1thout ;E
smoothly with - Archer:\$ u

ter.  These two were very capable

>

Iznd and they’worked togqt%er very
s their efforts greafiy lessened

‘.. .
the rmpact of Loveland s abé%nces on the IOA. B . oo
., * ' N - ¢ ; . P 2 .
. . \‘//
¥ s ‘
e
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. 3.9:3. Empathy; Understandlng“and Apprec1at1ng D1str1ct
el Needs and Concerns - -

Al though the IOA core staff 1nclud1ng Loveland,: Archer,' )
Newell, and ﬂobards did not engaggMHn much formal assessment‘ :) -
‘0f needs, they .were good at sens1ng what was wanted ‘needéd,-
and desired by the distriets at different levels. Thus they
were able.to put on a’ program that cont1nued @o- be attractive
_to teachers 'and central office staff, and for thls reason a
program that maintained its credlblllty with the superlntendents
3.9.4. Linkages > . ' . 1

Zeveral linkage factors contributed to the ma:ntenance of —
the I0A. Qne was Ehe.contlnued.connectlon that Loveland
maintained with her core staff even when she was physically
absent. TGhere were frequent and long telgphone calls'which .
were always morale r&@¥fers and there were many short trips
back at critical,timesowhen trouBle-shootlng¢ peace-making,
and situation-saving moves were made. Thus_the impadact of the
long absences was considerably lessened. Newell's increasingly
jQse ties t@ Loveland ‘Added to the strength oii?iif : . -
-‘longs-distanc linh% . ¢ ' T

. ~ .
Woveland\s lipks to the college remained firm and - .

allowed .t ntinuing flow of top- notch pxesenters 1nto the
conferenCes and workshops She also reta1ned her. clout w1th
the college h1erarchy‘to block a rebrganlzat%?n move.

. I0A llnkage to the glgantlc and cont1nuou§3y troubled
educatlonal complex of Urbania was also strengthened during .
thlS pérlod, in part t%gough Loveland's informal connect;ons
but in addltlon, through the contlnued energy: and loyalty of

-

a Fellow'who moved 1nto an 1mportant role in Urbania's T 2

union-run teacher dénter project. o " }7/

3.9.5. " Capacity di;ﬁ\\\, \ -, 7
While the commitments of the member 'districts remained “ -

o uncertain and the financial obligation of the ARI to support .

~\\ ~ the . I0OA from it$ endowment appeared to be teémporary, IOA- )

-——staff were successful in tapping. £wo new sources of funds, . ;

, the NIE grant for cgllaborative research and supporting funds i
. N ‘. # N B "

. i ‘..4 ~ ’ ‘ ‘/I
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e

--—-———— - -Urbania's teacher center. —-These successes could in turn

-.agreement -among parties 1nvplved, (2) enllstment of support, - * \

.

+ for two new Fellows stemming from the connections to

be traced back to the resourcefulness and tenacity of the
core Fellows LS.

a

3.9. 6 Synergy- The Focusslng of Efforts

Another 1mportant fac111tat1ng factor 1n the 1978 81
perlod and. the. factor w1th'perhaps the most 1mporte{;\}ong-
term impact was the focussing of efforts, particularly in
the form of the. ertlng COnsortlum and the growing _Perception
among the staff that the. consortlum route wds the way to go ’

4

in the future. 5
Much credit for the shift in this dlrectloqrﬁﬁst go to
Robards who deSlgned the process rather systematr,ﬁ&ly, baslng'

‘her planning on a #areful analysis of previous studies of
successful networking operations, notably the- work of Sarason.
Important™features® of the consortlum model she develOped

were: (1) development of a plan whlch could lead to a- formal

from key superintendents focussed¥ on the plan; (3) topic- ) .

—_—
centerlng around a partlcular subject,ef kpown inte est to

- of- craft-developed commerc1al and academ ally develop
materlals, (5) inwelvement of multlple leyels in the in

change ‘Process 1nclud1ng teachers, currlculum'developers,

w1th the same groudp of . people over a number of sess1ons

spannlng more than one’ school year. The process couia'be

d orchestration of ideas and -effortg to produce effects
stronger than the sum of ch efforts'takenlseparately.

4 ¢ 2
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'CUTCOMES )
This case study cannot be construed as an e&aluatlon_
of this. I0A. It is largely a thronicle based on the

‘1mpress$ons of‘fey persons oyer:-a three-year perlod .Thus

an assessment of "outcomes" cannot be made fairly’ except
in terms of these 1mpress1ons which are fragmentary. The
wery nature of the arxrangement makes an,assessment doubly
dlfficult s1nce it was a %Bose confederation of a varyina
number of school‘detrlcts, some far more 1nvolved than ~
others but none so 1nvesteﬁ that one could really expect
, dramatic 1nfluenCes sespec1ally at the ‘level of classroem
:practlce Assessment of the 1nfluence of the: prime- IOA
rlnputs, the workshop and conference presentatlogg, would be
rather like assesélng the lnfluence of undergraduate or
gradpate course-wv, rk in a partlcular un1ver§1ty0n
subsequent leveldQf performance in this. or that profe5510n:
one can speculate or even be convinced that the influence
is’ thete but there is no real way to prove it. ‘
With such a disclaimer as preamble we would like to
,suggest that this Ioé\was quite successful in enrlchnng
the profess1onal llves of a number of educators Sf diverse
roles in ane of the larger metropolitan areas of the country
We would also suggest that this impacy was very high in
A proporﬁuon to the financial resourge:#whlch were invested

«

in it, but .was in'the fpecent period nowhere near as-

high as it had-once been " .
o,

In,terms of sheer numbers, those directly dffected.
- by)IOA prcgrams over a'four year period totaledaperhaps a%
) many as ‘1, OOO persons Of these the great majorlty ‘were
chassroom teachers but there weRé also srgnlfrCant nunibers
of persons from all levels pf the educational 1nfrastructure )
from schoel superlntendent on down. As a proportion of persons
who could be seen as potentlal target audlences for 1I0A
actiVity! thése numbergfare extremely small., We’ qre talking -

-

about ’a metropolitan area of several million persons of whom

.
- -
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'-aymillion ane'in school .- ?or such-a “catchment area;" a ) n.;

\cellege based networklng effort could 0nly hope to have effects .
through its 1nfluence on key-persons and groups and Ehrough q e
its capacity to -project 1deas, knowledge, and 1mages of good .
practlce through the media. ‘ The founder of the IOA 40 ) ’1g>f

years earller ‘had set _about such a task in’ a deliberate way

He had a theory not only of what onnst:.j:uted educational . 2

ptactlce 1mprovement but of how to spread that theory through
_ the metropoll n area and, beyond to the state dnd the e

natlon The rév1vallsts of the late 1970s had no such T .o

ambltlons and thus should not be Judged by the same standard#."

It 1@ also likely that'the kinds;of strategles of educatloﬁal oo ’;o
knowledge development and d1ffuslon whieh worked in the 1940s -
~and 1950s simply could not have worked inthe 1970s. Thus T
I'thinkqthe'signal achievement df the ﬁoveland period was the b ‘ f
revival of the IOA as a viable entity for exchangefof‘knowledge, - N

-and the numbers of persons, even' the depth of penetration}
into practice, are‘not at thisfpoint the relevant dimensions‘ 2 ‘ -
~Of Judgment o ‘ - ( -, . . ”i
~ We'will discuss outcomes along a number of glmensrons AP e
' pqwer, llnkage, capac1ty buildi 9 pract1ce 1mprovement, the }'A
stockpxllng of knowledge inputs, and the 1nst1tutlonalizatlon o :
of the arrangement as such One could argue that, among )
these, practlce 1mprovement is the, only one whlchsmatters .” )
ultimately,- that all thé‘others are/“processes" whlch may .
or may not ultlmately fead to that desired .end. Unfortunatel,‘i.&i Af'
for this case at legast, our gvidence is by far the weakest on S
this_dimension. Yet/ it can-also Be said that it is not the .. T
purpose of‘this'cas study to show that unlverslty-connected \ N
scho l networks imprbpve practlce but to show (a) how they-
come’ into belng, (b) \how- they function as entities, and (c) PR
what effeots they seem to have on individuals and institutions, -
regardless of the practlce spec1f1c relevance of these ‘
‘effectss. Thus we present the fallow1ng analysls W1thout ) [ ¥
'prejydgement of the relatlve 1mportance of the d1fferent

‘dimensions. . S - ) -

' Lo ) N ' - v '
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Ijzﬁsm also* evident that the different dimensidns
relate to each other causally, i.e., that status changes
lead to.chandes‘in linkages and to changes in cabacity;
’changes in linkages lead to changes—in*status,’eapacity,'
' speclflc 1mprovements, and ihstitut{onal viability, and so
forth We will leave the analys1s of these 1nterconnectlons

to tha concluding section of the case.

<

4.11 STATUS AND'POWER'OUTCOMES T e .
] From .its earliest days, "status" was a salient .aspect
., 0f this IOA. It represented what could be described as the

elite of %ublic‘eaucation‘in its region and even nationally

;

and the universlty and its eddcatjon school were generally
. considered as national- leaders. Thus association w1th both ’
" the un1versity and the IOA was typically considered as
status- enhancrng and maintaining for all concerned. Indeed,
the log1c of the Tounder was that these were to be "llgh -
house" schools, the_avant garde‘whlch_could show the\yd§;
for the other districts»across the country on whats was.
'innovative, high~quality ‘educational practice. By the mid-
1978s some of this luster -had tarnished but'not all, and efﬁ
the university connection remained an important drawing card
‘for some. It was generally considered to be the best local
‘college of education and perhaps the best in the country
Thig™ perceptlon was_ cr1t1cal to contlnued membershlp and 1t
,was an aspect that Loveland ekp101ted to the fullest int
draw1ng on the college faculty

It 1s hard- to tell how much of this was merely status-

enhancement® and how much was a genuine perception of the '
superlorlty of the college and its intellectual resources, to
those of others The superlntendent of the most active .
district .in the revival period tof% us that the d1str1ct had
been heav1ly involved w1th a smaller and more prox1mate
university in the preceding years but found that the college
.had’far higher'quality as a source of expertise and in-service

training.’ Znother superintendent noted with appreciatiqn.

that Lovelahd‘prought in "people of worth."
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On the other hand, the revived IOA did not really
functaon very much gs a club for, an elite group of super-
1ntendents who, were the supposed "llghthouses of American
education. Mos supeantendents lndlcated to'us that the
cltb function'had ong sfhce been taken over by other
membershlp networks. Y -
Wlthln the college, the IOA contlnued to be percelved
as a rather low-status enterprlse but for the graduate
students” who became Fellows it was probably a status
. enhancer, 1t _was certainly a way to get to meet all kinds
/~ of professors at Ehe collegef?to v1s1t ‘and meet .with-,
people holdlng various roles in the schools, in many cases
_ higher roles, and to meet various experts from around the
| country. 1In short they were given an- opportunlty to rub
shoulders with the educational ellte of the country, and for
many ofathese graduate students--ln contrast’to the ‘
professors and super1ntendents——th1s was a dn}que opportunlty

’ ~

to do so. . . g

P

.

For Loveland herself it was also status- enhanc1ng to ’
"be seen as the person most .active and effective at” llnklng
the college to\the practice community, but somehow this

status-enhancing effect was‘not'passed on to Archer. ''It

]
¢

would also be misleading to say that the IOA revival was a
' . L
status-conscious enterprise for Loveland and her chief

associates. - It was the mission they cared about, not the

status- enhanc1ng effects of success 1n fuﬁfllllng the " t
‘mission. .
K
- 4.2, LINKAGE OUTCOMES ’ ’

.

A major outcome of the IOA was increased and 1mproved

linkage among a number of persons and institutidns 1nvolved in
.education in the metropolltan area. Analysis of the degree

to which linkage’was a -substantial outcome 1s‘§ade dlfflcult,
s

however, because of the fact that many of the same llnkagesJ‘

would have existed and- contlnued to exist regardless of the
"IO0A. @Thus it can bé argued that “to . some degree the IOA

~ . !
&

. ' . "J £, .
o . . .\ o~ - o \
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’defined.by its links, and to some extent its existence

.

. / . .
itself reflected pre-existing. links, tq some extent itdvas

1€d toJlinks which in turn led to sundry other oQutcomes,

mostly positive.
4,2.1. Inter-individual linkages

At the individual level we can divide linkage outcomes

\_/// into intra-institutional and inter-institutional categorias. First

“to develop a magnet school. for hlS district based on the

of all, among the cere staff of the IOA, strong ties developed .

especially among -the Fellows and between the Fellows and

"Lo%eland which would clearly be lasting and beneficial to

all concerned. It was really the, strergth of th1s inter-
connected core that made everythlng work and led to the
establishment of strong linkages with and among the districts.
Also within. the college we see Loveland and to an extent,

her staff bu&ldlng stronger connectigns with various faculty

- members. There were about ten faculty members who could be

counted on‘to provide regular:or at least annual inputs into
i
IOA events. There is.no evidence that this group ever

really came together as a group or worked as an 1nterconnected

network but their connections to Loveland and their concern

fox the continuance of the IOA certainly added to the IOA's
clout within the college .

-

' For those school districts which were most intensely

l‘anOlVed in® the IOA, partigularly- for Middle Crest and perhaps

i

two or three others, the IOA was also a stlmulus for 1ncreased

internal llnkage, among teachirs partlcqlarly in, the ertlng

Consortlum and between teach s and central office staff, again

partlcularly in the ertlng Co\sortlum but also notably for

" three or four other 1ntra~d1str1ot pro;ects stimulated

or catalyzed by Fellows In ‘one- 1nstan£e a conference
presentation stlmulated a superlnte/dent (again Middle Crest)
.
prlnclples suggested. In thls case obviously there followed

a considerable"degree‘of“intra—district activity;aﬁong various
actors to get the school on its feet.
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Work groups and.conferences obviously represented an
opportunity for sharing and multiple forms of linking by-

individuals between districts. However, the structurlng

of most such Sessions around one or two expert 1nformants
tended to block such interaction. Again with the sustained
activities represented by the ertlng Consortium there was

a mu greater opportunity for such connections. The strongest
1nte —dlstrlct sharlng was clearly betwéen Middle Crest

and Upper Crest where there was frequent 1nter-alstr¢ct
Visiting, joint work on projects and extensive sharlng/of
experience and practice at.all levels. The IOA undou

/

The most 1mpress1ve llnkages were probably between
school persons and college-connected’ persons and again the
Fellows were the prlmary linkers. Teachers would keep coming
back to workshop sess1ons because they llked what they were
getting and central office staff felt the same. The avallability
and apbroac,abilit§ of the Fellows who were, after all,
transitional,role'holders—*partlQ school‘people themselves
~and partly junior academicss-allowed someaof the connections
to become stronger and more bilateral. On the other hand,
dlrect strong bilaterial connectlons between,senlor faculty
“of the college and schoel personnel, even superintendents,

were a rare outcome.

4.2.2. Inter 1nst1tutlonal linkages .

For the.most part the revival ef;ort revived‘inter-j
institutional linkages between the college and the *school
districts of fou; suburban and mostly affluent countjes. .

.The membership Which'peaked'ét 29 after)the recruitment drive

probably represented about 20 percent of the*districts
in the area and excluded the one very large urban district

of Urbania. The conneections under the new .arrangement were

\

1
)
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‘on an-extremely limited low-budgeteéd lewvel

) I

certainly substantlaily w%aker in many respects than they )
had been durlng the first 30 years cf the. historic IOA.

They were also less defined in terms of- the types of things
exchanged and the number of substantlve exchanges wh1ch were
essentlalgy built 1nto the process in, annual or perlpdlc
data collection efforts in each dr;éif;Z) The smaller'fees
also represented a lesser commitment to the cofiimon enterprlse
even though this was deliberately arran ed by Loveland to \

1nduce new membershlps The consortia arkangements represented
yet another form of 1nterL1nst1tut10nal I‘nﬁage but agaln

.

-

,Infermally, inter-institutional linkage might be seen
as the sum of- individual linkageg or the sum of iOA—sponsored
or originated-activity involving two institutions. A ®
review of’ Table 3-10 on page 113 suggests the extent and -
magnltude of such linkage as well as.its mult1plex1ty.~
It 1mp11es that there were bas1callv about. 10 districts that

were senlously involved in -the IOA, enoudh to send someone to
each workshep given.® Yet such involvement could hardly bé
descrihegaiz}intenSe or;deeﬁ’since even the most involVed‘
district reraged only about three personss In terms of ,the
different types of involvements (multiplexity) therevwere
again about .five which were involved En three'or more ways
1n addition to workshop or conference attendance .
F1nally, “t\EHZﬁld be noted that the lar@e Urbavla

district, while never formally hav1ng membership .

~

did begome connected through the efforts of Loveland, her
friends in that district.and Fellow Sandra Ellsberg who set
up new Fellow arrangements.with the union-run teacher_center.
The formal arrangement here was new in the 1980-81 schoolo
year and was not a focus of ourﬁinvestigation.
ooo- ’ | A
4.3. MAINTENANCE, GROWTH AND CAPACITY AS OUTCOMES

This IOA, in ngte of the outpouring of activity
generated in the rev1val, can not be viewed as having a very

great effect on- e1ther the maintenance or the growth of any of

- . -
Vs -
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e " its member districts. Most of the resources it provided were L

2

also offered by other netWorkflike arrangements and service
agencies which abounded in the region. Thus it was ,generally
‘ regarded by superintendents as pleasant, worthwhile, "but
rather inconsequential among the rather rich and varied Ir’
assortment of in—service and linking opportunities available
to them. There was no district for which it could be said to
have proVided a serVice which was either essential or .one which
¢ould not be’ provided from some other source. .
Likewise; few university informants otWer than the IOA
staff fitself were likely to rate the IOA in its present
Lonfiguration as an essential, aspect of the university,
certainly not in"a survival sense. It was nogiseen as serving
.- an essential linking role‘since most faculty had access to
:schools through diverse channels, No department relied to a
large degree on these districts for recruitment, .
pre-service training Sites, research sites, or graduaté
placement s1tes, partly because the university- saw itself
as connected to a national .rather than a local constituency.
" For the indiVidual graduate students ‘who.ewere involved s
as Fellows, however, it was quite a different story Involve-.
ment in the IOA gave them diverse opportunities to grow in a
. number of different directions' to, understand other educational
settings; to learn the nole of linker or change agent through
experienCing it; to compare experiences of challenge, frustration,
and growth With each other. In many ¢ases, the initial Fellow
experience led to,other opportunities which included"creating
spin-off networks s@ch as the,W iting Consgortium, taking on
linking roles in other settings, esta“Qishing very so6lid ties
With onawanother as a peer'netW Tk; and.developinhg .extended ties
) to educators in the region “at all levels as well as to -
nationally- known;experts recruited for various workshops and
confexences. . SRR ‘ ‘l",; N L
When comparing the revdived IOA With its historic verSion,
we see a clear shift in goals toward an active service

orientation and an attempt to move down into the ranks of the @* .

.
1 * 4
se
~ I — /\ . . ‘
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district to ‘get more 1nvolvement from teachers. The reviued lOA
also represented a mutina of the research réle. For the districts
and their involved staffs, however, this IOA was rarely
llkely to have the kind of impact that would result in goal’
shifts, nor do we see goal changes refleefed in the over-all

stance of the university. :

Once again, goal ch/;ges as an outcome were most clearly

observed among the Fellows, many of whom came out of their
experience with a strong des1re to continue york as change
agents and network builders.
For the schoel districts which were most involved, this
I0A provided a varied and continuing input of high quality
_expertise available to all staff levels through the many
conferences and workshops that were put on. The high
attendance levels and ‘enthusiastic test1mon1als provided for
most of these events suggest that they represented a sdigni-
flcan}ly "increased gfowtedge acquisition capacity. ’Inter-
.collegial contacts across districts and personak contactsawith
un1vers1ty professprs can greatly expand the potent1al
. resource networ 'that d1str1cts and 1nd1v1duals can draw upon
at It is s clear that thq,IOA bUllt capacity from the
‘ un1vers1ty‘s pocint oﬁ v1ew Academics outside the IOA group

tended to view the acemv1t1es as an unreciprocated gift of ~

knowledge ‘or. serv1ce ~and thus as somethlng that depleted
resources, « Even the IOA staff themselves sometimes- spoke of
-a kind of depletlon or exhaustaon from what seemed -like a

contrnulng wh1rlw1nd of meetings, arrangements, recrultments,

K3

.
s " £ !

lconferences, and visits. ’ f”

The Fellows 'program may represent the cleatrest effort

to 1mprove district .problem-solving capac1ty through prov1d1ng
-process expertﬁse on—s1te. There 1is ev1dence that this was

the result at some: sites. For the most part howeverf Fellows
were not able %o ga1n acéeptance as general ‘capacity-builders;

often. they had to subordlnate or adapt the1r/process goals to




the rather different aggndas ana expectations of their
clients. Sometlmes thig-worked beautifully suysh’as the case
in which examlnatlon\of a gifted program des red by a local

pr1nc1pal turned into a collaborative develo ment and demon-
stration bro;ect for the whole district. ]

4.4. PRACTICE IMPROVEMENT ° ’\\‘

Thr?aIOA generated few spec1f1c examples of practlce
improvements which had elther dramatic or long term 1mpact
- This is not so much because such outcomes were pot there
.but becaudse the sallenqy of IOA impact was low compared to
the influences of other sources. Probably the
strongest impact was the establishmen£ of a magnet school
in one district which attempted to follow Bloom's "Mastery
Learning" model. In this case the superintendent had attended
an IOA—sponsbred»conference at yhich Bloom spoke and was
duly impressed. The superintendent was Elready under pressure
to establish another magnet school, having previously started
one following a moé%l and with comsultant help from a competing
college of education. Hawever, in progeeding along this ;
tack he madé.minimal use of the IOA'% resourées. Thus,
tge IOA's contributiqn was a "catalytic'pinprick."

4.5. STOCKPILING
This IOA probably best rebresents the stockpiling type

of outcome. Ip,other words, what we have described here,
represented parpiculaily,in the many workshops and conferences,
was a continuous oq}pouring of knowledge from sources

external to the school districts-and perhaps more expert
_ than what they could provide for themselves. In the scheduling
of ‘content for these inputs there was a loosely’structured
.effort’to first séﬁse Théeds" or concerns that were current
gererally in member districts. - But sucﬁ need /résource matching
' was rather general and gg-gggvm~ﬂence; for any one'conference

s

attendee, the use opportunity was not likely to be immediate.

L -\l-
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. for the IOA in its present form. Fundlng rema1ned but was

I -
4.'6. INSTITUTIONALIZATION — ¢

' Major credit must be glven to any 1nterorganlzat10nal »
arrangement which has been able to survive ;ntact with
continuing visible impact for over 40 years; Much of the,‘
credit goess®o the founder .and his immediate successor, :
through whose €fforts "routinization"” took place. It began
with the promotion of a concept of educatlonal pract1ce ' _
improvement through collaborative research development, Snd v'
sharing, with the un1vers1ty playlng critical coord1nat1vea
cgntrol, knowledge input, and synthesis roles. The IOA became .
reified thfough a  standard fee structure for membefship, *

. biannual conferences and numerdus task forces and'data )
collection, rte-up, and feed»back exercises which involved
the cbordinazZEZefforts of school district persbnnel]
graduate students and faculty of the university. The
historic growth, diffusign, and stabilization of this, IOA is -
an important case study for the students of educatlonal' ; .

. pPractice 1mprovement. - However, it was not the focal 1nterest
of this project. _We began to study this. arrangement fte
it had atrophled and thgn been revived in a somewhat dlfferent
form in response to contemporary educational needs and

env1ronments. . . - '

. Inst1tut10nallzat19n appeared to be somewhat tenuous ’

cont1nuously threatened by intermittent disinterest and )
competing prioxities both withinAthe districts and within the
university. Fgr the current IOA there appeared to be less
codification

o

scope and~11m1 S of act1V1ty Although w1th1n the unmyers1ty

f procedures and less clar1ty regard1ng the

-

. there was a cofmitment ta contlnuatlon of‘fleld services in
somethlng 1like\the preseﬁt form, the level and cons1sten¢y of

. that commltment were not clear. On-the school dlstrlct
s1de, the commltment Went on froh year to year with, no

7 assurance that any partiowlar district wanserlously iR
ccmmlgted in the long term. Table 4-1 presents these ‘

-assessments® in more detail, building on Yin's (1978)

’
.
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Table 4-1

EasStern Private University IOA

. o = “?
Support.ing Conditions .

. Degree of Institutionalizadion:

v
» -
-

Eastern Privéte University IOA

Considered .a core function
~® within local ‘schools .
® within the college/univer-
sty department or
faculty :

Used on a regular or .daily basis

Provides benefits/payoffs to:
e school administrators

® teachers— rrrrrmamrman o
® university staff °
e IOA staff ' . .

Outperforms or eliminates com(
peting practices

Recelves support from:
e district administrators

e school bulldlng admins,.

° college/unlver51ty admins.
and deans

e state-level administrators

A

Passage Completion

Achieves stable funding séurce

Functions performed are
certlfled by:
- e school authorities

e ¢ollege/university auths.

'

* Supply ahd maintenance provided
" for

‘Organizational-status is .
formally establlshed in
regulations

° w1th1n school dlstrlct

° w1th1n university
Cycle Survival

“ Survives annual budget .cycles
<

¢ Survives departure or
introduction of new staff

Achieves widespread use °
e in school district

"o in department, faculty
of unlver51ty/college

e in State
.k. = don' t know

Weak-

B N Pl -

H

Partly -Present

Present

Present

Present

Weak

Present

Partly Present

Preserit

d.k.

Weak

N.A.

Y ~
Partly Present '

[

" Absent®

Absent

Weak

Partly Present

(

Present

—

Weak -

Weak

Weak

Weak

r
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analysis of the routinization procéSs\‘ -

Supporting conditions. We did not\Tmpd any h1gh- ',

‘ranking school persons attesting to the 1ndlspens1blllty oﬁ
the IOA. Th very small n ers of. attendees «from any one
schookldlst t tend to support this judgment (Table 3- lO)

It was usdd by some members of some districts (probably no .
more than ten) on a regular weekly or mofe‘;yplcally monxhly -é;
basis, certainly not daily. Beneflts provided weﬁe mostl
“in the form of stockpiled 1ntellectual enlr%htenment and ' s

academically-certified concepts  of goad pract1ce but such/

\ | inputs were hlghly valued by thagse who attendecibecause they
‘were Seen as of superl r quality to 1nputs avallable f}om '
competlng sources even |though competlng sourc "’ have prov1ded
more in terms of materihals, hand-on assistahce, and formal v

£ credlts and- cert1f1cat10n\) T T
Support for-the arrangement was present and sometlmes
strong from superlntendents but few building pr1n01pals Were
1nvolved and the attitudes of others at the-building ‘level

- were not Jghown.

- ] : B T

Regarding passage completion, stable funding had not

been fully achieved. Althou .‘ah ‘annual dues zﬁ;ucture and
< contributions from a college endowment were good indications,

neither source was assured from year to year. Likewise,: -

[~ Co. funding from rnal. grants had been ach1eved suggesting Yo

a more diversif .resource acqu1s1t10n base, but these b ¢
funds- were of a tlmelllmlted nature. The functions and
- ~  Tactivities of the I0A were approved of by both the college
and the d1str1cts "but such approval had\::zer been formalized
‘into credits toward degrees or certifica oy as constltutlng

¢

the'Fulflllment of 1n service requlrements or superv1sed

W

fleld experlences for graduate studnets. In some cases,

NS -
'however, graduate students had on the1r own initiative used
“. their experlence in course work and built on their experience -
‘ —_—
to develop doctoral dissertations.
; }
» , ‘ L]
! 3
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., Status of  the IOA was Amg§7recognizedoin school dist®icts "’
g N gL eE
on a year-to-year basis and many teachers still had- difficulty .

. getting released.to attend séss*pns.\ Within the Eollegg
there was continued sanction Eg;.a field Service unit from °
the president but commitfient to the IOA in its present - ‘
configufation and\uﬁder'its present title was unclear.

B /5 ‘ Cycle survival. The IOA had survived many manﬁ budgetp

cycles over a 40-year-period through a somewhat fluctuating: .
'.© membership. It had also survived at least four budget cycles ™, ~

Ce s

Ay

as a subsfantial beneficiér§ of a coveted college endowment
fupd, It had not yet had to survive the depérture‘of its .ot
reviyal leadér,~L6vqland4 although it had managed with some
dreébs and groans ‘through two long Qbéené;s; It had definitely
. su;&ived turnover among key staff un&éé-goveland. Finally, o
wg'cannot say that it had acHieved‘wi&espread use in depth
in any school dist}ict. Among the faculty it was stili seen
as a fringe enterprise which most treated with benign neglect. b
Unlike~132\historic.predécessor it was as yet‘ﬁnlinkgd‘ht the

1
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" 5.1.

THE-FUTURE .
It should be e
-section that the futu

5.

~ -~
N

3 . ”

- ‘. t

the pedium and long range.. rospects £

; 1981-82
are qumte brigdht as this case study is

Thus, it )
might be clar;fylng to separate\Qur anal sis into two sectlons,
theineAr\future and the longer term, Ty

THE PROSPECTS ¥OR 1981 82 '

There is every reason to believe that the comlng school

ritten.

>

4' 0"
year will be a good one for the IOA. Loveland will haVe
returned agaln and” her key assoc1ates, Newell and Robards,
Thanks to the
contihuing NIE éranfﬁ the connection to the Urbania teacher

will still be very much in the picture.

center through "Sandra Ellsberg, and some contlnued support

> from the ARI endowment, theﬁprogram*wlll be able to contlnue

pretty muc the scale of‘the previous year with’ -about
the same

em ershlp and perhaps six Jor seven Fellpws, again
Newell, Robards, and El¥sberg <
anid peihaps éne other and a like,number of new’Fellows.
event .fo( the 1981-82- =~ . .
ent meeténg held in
Flrsta
for the cancelled spring-
‘the robustness of ‘the IOA

1dent1f1ed as Senlor Fellows

. An 1mportant stage-settlng
school year, was the special TOA

qui 198L
"of ail, it was 4 crucial

“'

conference, serv1ng to reaffirm

reassess

That meetlng served several functlons.

%

llsaVel

;nstead of sendlng owt a message of shaklness. Second

it reasserted the leadershlp oflLoveland » Third,

1t>gave an

'opportunlty for superintendents to air their concerns and o

ureaffarm.thelr confldence ih the rev1val effort.

Flnally,

it allOWed the} core group of persons afflllated with the
I0A on both the college and the dlstrldt 31des to do some’
ﬁorwaéd planning. g R T ‘ .

‘,' One thlng that emefged was the de51rab111ty of devel-

oy u’

oplng some sprt-of quantitative research focus. around

c
PRI
¢ H
- .
‘Jk .
N

~

dlStrlCt needs. It was not clear at,thls wrltlngﬂwhat shape,.g‘
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.and from the districts for-"more need-fécussed as51s¢anoe
- T Another conference cutcome was strong endorsement for . o
;////M '\ the consortium concept and for. thﬂblaunchlng of a new R \\ﬁ\,

) _ consortium arnangement 1nvolv1ng the role of computers 1n* ] i

- \\ducatlon. Such ‘a consortlum also 1nd%lved bulldlng a&Q ' oL
llnkage between the IOA and Some members of “the mathemat1CS ’
o , educatlon department of the college.~VIn fact the ﬁpllowrng

' month the third issue of the revrvedwnewsletter appeared
and 1ncluded a- lOng artléle oh computers in educatien wr1tten > A

. e ":7"“"

o T ;- R AR
for the new. consortlum,wj s ;m: } S - ‘e

. The one“sour” note for the 1981 -82 year was the forced
the admlnlstratlve leader of the IOA through three rather e
‘turbulent yéars.’ ) Ev1dentiy the college, suffering from '
budget squeeze,’dec1ded to drop éaculty who were ‘not. 1n o .
// " ' tenure lines. At the same t1me the” move has to be seen as 77
- a silent ;statemgnt by the college o Lwhere 1t puts the IOA
2 on its’ prlofalty llSt It seems: clear that withe thg o™ R :
- dedldatlon of Newelb and’ Robards support;ng°LOVeland the. oa v
" w1ll contlnue for th1s comlng year: with mo§t of ltS act1v1t1es
v rntactﬁ~but what w1ll,§appen thereafti§ seems more problematxc.

f -~ ~. P [N

_\. . ) ¢ U : noo . . . L
. .

3 .-

< ~':‘5.2.. -THE LONGER BERM R = T, N
_ ,ﬁfﬁ It would be,presumptuous to predlct what Wlll happen - '_i: é
2ﬂ$ . to the IOA two or,threewor more'yeafs down ;he track, and 1t wourﬁ

e ‘3w’ bé especlally hazardous as Well ‘For example, although

'there are a number of factors mllltatlng agalnst r;s surv1val, P

. y there is also a great resallente based largelf'on‘the talents,

A S A concerns, and near- boundless effergy of a. few dedlca ed ~.;ﬁf .

e ' lndlvldpals. ST FLI " y

va

~

W 502010 Future Sd%lo-educatlonal Context - o v 4. T

LT With the dramatic fjscal mog;sgof the Re%gan admlnlstratlon‘
. 1n Washrngton, a. natlonal trend toward deemphasls of‘tﬁe
publlc séctor géherally, and publlc supporé*for pubalc'
éducatlon near an alls tlme low, the outlook for eﬁUCatlonal

.
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. development, a xtended inter-district sharing of practlce-

innovation efforts appears”rather bleak. It is a fiscal

env1ronment so austere that even the modest fees charged

by the IOA may bedome mare ¢han a superintendent can eas1ly

justify, espec1a11y when the rewards of membership are so

intangible: ‘ At the same tlme, w1th %he continuing baby . )
bust we can, expect more school closings, more teachers i

"RIFed," more non-essential funbtions curtdiled: - o

- : . b .
, ° For the coOllege,curtailment ‘of the federal student loan

o progra@,is likely :td have negative results as will «the cut-

back in 'the federal budget for eduycational R&D. -

5 2.2. Institutional Patterns -. . .3 o eé///ﬁ\w

It seems likely that the IOA will contlnhe as a ward -
of the .endowed ARI but the questlon of serving as the

focus of a consolldated college—w1de school. serv1ces bureau

A

remalns essentlally unresolved w1th Loveland res1st1ng and

- Carlson and Bern supportlng. Such a move might prov1de'more

te

integration with other faculty and departments but ‘it might

also undermine the strong sense of mission (related to sense .

of ownenship)'of the core staff of today ¢
If there were a change within the college, 1t would'

llkely call for a modification of some sort’in relatlonshlps~

to the dlStrlCtS Conceivably, .Bern's committee toastudy '

the Inditators of Qﬁality:inStrumentation and the press from

R4

“the spring 1981 ﬁeeting for some sort of  research effort ., -,

Jnight converge to brlngﬂabout a new arrangeQent involving

systematlc data’ collectlon efforts with some or all members

with presumably a rev1sed fee arrangement . ‘ i ) -
The move toward consortla arrangements, if it continues,

might lead to a klnd of 1nst1tutlonal reconflgurat&on w1th the .

consortlum membersh*ps becomlng ‘the mainstay of district - ’ 3

part1c1patlon -Such a move would probably strengthen §he IOA

&

) by providing mechanlsms for d1verse types of in-depth R -

participation 1nclud1ng small scale’ research, currlculum

generdted k ledge and ideas. - - s
S .
o . 5
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Two other institutional developments which have been
mnch discussed over the last,three years seem to have less . ”\\
promise and less likelihood of future elaboration. One is () d
the principals' group, a special subset of activities shaped -
for a special subset of actors involved at the building level.
Each }ear thege haye been attempts to organize‘this group .
and usually at least two meetings ,have been’held.w Sometimes
- they appear_to be successful as one—shot affairs, sometimes
not (at a recent meeting only one principal‘showed up).

In any case single meetings have ‘not }ed_to‘stable and
enduring collaborative exercises on the order of the Writing
Consortium. ¢ X . *

The other much-discussed potential trend is toward - jp

regionalism, i.e., the development of ‘"different sub-

networks with conferences and workgroups decentralized to

sérve the east, northwest, and southwest.- A problem hete is
the fact 'that re;Zurces are already stretched thlnli?

Another is that ny members value the; inter-regional

connections.';, A third problem is that reglonallzatlon would

bring the IPA into even more direct competition w1th existing

networks. s Nevertheless, the number ‘'of potential” members in /

the area is so dreat that if the IOA became very pOpular

and, at the same time, expanded its resource base and its, h IS
offering of serv1ces, some form of reglonallzatlon would be’

not only desirable but essential. -Such & scenario does not
seem probable at this time. - . T, .

- [

5. 2 3. Objectives and Needsr ’ g

~N

_ The~"May 1981 reassessment meeting ‘'suggests’ that the
dlStrlCtS are willing and de31rous of some new types of’
activity within the IOA .which. m1ght look more like researqh
to some members of.the”college faculty. The.presence of
George Bern as the head of ARI and the titular leader, of
the 103 suggests that a move toward more structured fprms
of dlsc1p11ned 1nqu1ry is possible. The NIE grant for
collahorative re;earch may also generate some models of

tipteraction with districts which can set the pattern of



- - Py o~ ’ }
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. |
s future memberships. Iﬁ there is a move in this direction 1t
would be an add-on to ex1st1ng objectlves of networking and
knowledge transfer. It might®also be a structured way of
moving toward, the process goaI of developing more satlsfactory
modes of school problem-solv1ng which has been.an espoused but’

’7f' mostly unfulfilled goal of the reV1ved IOA since the beg1nn1ng
/ of Lovelaﬁd s stewardship.”
’ Changes in the soc1al context as brlefly summarlzed )
- "~ in Section 5 2.1. also suggest possibly greater emphasis on
- _the problems of an educational establishment under siege,
e.g., how to improve pract1ce without 1ncreased spendlﬁg, how

to make the best use of a small staff, how to gener e public s

support for educational innovation, etc. It 1s ironic that

e the area of. educatlonal finance which seems SO Central in

2 S " —Ahis climate is the one area where the IOA haé long since *

o

J éeased to prov1de any services. It would eem to. be salutary
for the IOA to attempt to rebulld some of its capacity in
thlS area where *it was once known to be outstanding. '
The IOA may also be changlng in some of its objectlves as <

it moves into closer allgnment with the large and troubled:

r

N

school gystem of Urbania. Over the years there have often
been connectlons between the IOA and Urbanla but they have
been shaky and ambivalent partly because of the prlvate and
elite nature of the cdllege and because of the rather dlfferent
complex of problems and needs represented by‘aﬂ’urban and
; largely 1mpover1shed school environment. There is a strong . -
feellng on both college and district sides (though not completely
Y shared by Loveland) that Urbania.is a very special animal
that must always be .treated.in a special way-and certainly
not as one of many supposed equals in a network. With her
\ high toleranc¢ for ambiguity and her generally open stance
these perceptions are not likely to bother Loveland, bBut -«
it is rather difficult to imagine how the relationship with -
Urbanda can be developed very far within the IOA context.

. [ 4
&
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5.2.4. sStaffing and Personnel.Capacity

The present etaffing @odel——Love%@nd plus énaduate‘
assistants-~is satisfactory under the present configuration
‘assuming (a) Loveland stays (b) financial resources do
‘not dwindle further, and (c) the college does not force any -
consolidations or reéefinitions of functions andksérvices. gp
Since none of these assumptions can Sé guaranteed, it is . ‘
fair to ask what mlght happen if any or all are invalidated.

First of all, there is no clear evidence yet that the IOA
> can surv1ve without ‘Loveland. As we have noted prev1ously,
although she has been absent for long periods of time, she
has always stayed in close contact and has intervened from = -
afar critical junctures.g Additiohally, although she
has been very successful in"selecting and developin? assistants
she has failed tb gfcom a successor who Would have status- - '
and clout with;gmghe college, an absolutely necessary
ingredient for successful leadershlp trangition. Archer
nevergmade it;"* ‘he only achleved marglnal faculty sta us, had .
a tough time getting the full support and respect of |the ,
Fellows, and never became a commanding presence to th
- superintendenps although he was liked and appreciated by
them for his efforts. . ‘ .
Robards»and Newell are both vefy‘capable people o
could do“a fine job of runnlng the I1I0A operatlonally but '
they are paid next to nothing for their monumental efforts ka
i ~ and will surely gravitate to other p051t10n§/%s they complete
their degree work just"as Ryder has done,_unless, somehow 'j.
one or both can ga1n the image of an up-~ and-?omlng
practltloner orlented academlc the .likes of Loveland. There
is a.chance that Newell, with Mer heavy involvement in the ) ¢
NIE project may pull this off.but at this writing she herself

would qot expect this to happen.

5.2.5. Resources :
§f< . It seems imperative, that the IOA find ways to secure . +

and enhance its resource base (see again Section 4.6) but

- _ 144 : | -
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sazial context and internal institutional pressures appear
- to militate against this. It seems unlikely that districts
will contribute more or comdit funds.over a longer period

than in the past unless there is a substantial increase.in

the quid pro quo, never mind the fact that the serv362§/£hey.
get now are already grossly underfunded. . . ) )
When interviewed in the spring of 1980, Bern proposed ~
- a scheduleferpuogreseiVely reduced funding for the I0A- %~’
from endowment sources over a three-year period, making it
eventually entirely self-supporting. His calculations did
not include the necessary fraction of Loveland's salary,
of course, but such & scenario seems totally incompatible
w}th any expansion or even continuance of the current level
of services. . ‘
External funding from two different federal sources
' ' (NIE and Teacher Centers) has helped a good deal in 1980-81 ‘ *
and will continue in 1981-82. After that possibilities from

these sources seem very bleak.. -
A

e —

In sum, the resource picture far the middle future looks
very problematic -unless there is some majer new initiative,
new conflguratlon of services and fees, and/or reorientation
by the college.

5.2.6. The Activity MlX

Both the Fellows concept and the work gPolip concept that
Loveland started with in 1977 have been transformed con51derably
over the last four years. One might also say that the key »
. ° feature of each was also gutt®d: for the Fellows, the ’
- spec1f1c dlstrlct a551gnment with an on-site process
objectlve, and“for the work,groups, the idea of contlnulty{w1th
‘ M a specific subgroup ower a- number of meetings. The latter
has been replaced by the content-focussed consortium which
seems to be an idee which is growing.” For the Fellows the

picture'is much more diverse and confused. The fu}ure with

Loveland firmly hacg'in the saddle could bring a revival, of
"both concepts in mofe—qr—less their original forms, but
C . this was not discussed GEQea possibility in interviews.

- A 4 /

.
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-
.
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« Another large area for potential futurewdevelopment
is research and documentatloG. There is clearly same pressure -
for this from Bern and it is something that Loveland would C 4
. like to see happen if it can be done without undermini%g -
* relationships with districts and espec1ally with tesphers.
Loveland has no identification w1th .thes 0ld Indlcatora of-
Quallty approach; research efforts are-thus likely .to be far
more diverse, practitioner-centered and perhaps. cOncerned
with analysis and understanding of the processes of networklng,
~problem—solv1ng, and innovating’s £ i !
The newsletter also seems to Have a shaky future\rf it
depends as much’ ‘as it does today on Robards singular effortsf/
She is clearl oping that her work will be pump-priming,
that once it gets\going again others will see 'the value and
pitch in with copy, legwork, and financial support. If
__l-they don't it «<is hard to see how it can go another(year.

5.2.7. Interorgd&nizational Dynamics

The May 1981 reassessment meeting may Aave set he tone
for the interorganizatioﬁa%jdynamics of the coming years. :ﬁhv
Therq'lsha_consensus that the IOA should keep going and
that it should not curtail its current services, even though
new ones are added. -This cOnsensus encompasses Loveland,
her IOA s ff)”f%;\key,superlntendents and, to some extent

 at least, Bern. There is also a new consensds on the geed
for a research thrust which again encompasses all these
parties when it is expressed at a rather high level of
abstraction. However, as it becomes more: concretized (if

< it does) we would expect this consensus to fall apart

- Loveland and her staff who really do all the work and have set
policy to date have neither the,backgroundsvnor the-
inclinations to develep a new research machine along the
lines of the Groﬁ!hg Edge or the Indicators of Quaﬁity.

. Bern may have the 1nc11natlon butOhe does not feally hawe

. the ground troo%s for such a venture. What is llkely to result
g

is a serles of minor and 1nconclus1ve joustings.out of Wthh -
will emerge a compromise research posture largely de51gned

'EMC ) , S 146 lli/‘ ’ . i
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and controlled by Loveland. The crucial qugstion will .
. be \whether tle new research eff&rts will be seen as valuable
enoygh by the districts that they will be wjlling to_ pay |
the ulk ‘of, qhelr cost. . ;

Kn9wledge transfer using a variety of college and
outside experts will continue to~bé the stock-and-trade .
of the IOA and thé guality of these presentations the
‘chief drawing card for the districts.

There are, of'cburse, many alternative scenarios and - '
the future of this &OA remains fluid. The resources of the ,
college in human if not financial terms ‘ke truly impressive.
Even apart from Loveland there are many people on the faculty
Qith the experiepce, energy, clout, creativity, and even the
will to make<tﬁg JOA into the kind oﬁ thriviné efiterprise
it once was.:lThis could happen if through the efforts of
Loveland and/or some other catalytic persona}ity these.”

resources could be merged. ~ {




,actors themselves. For this reason, we haye tried to select

. It can also be said tha

’ e . ks
defined by objectives ox

6. SERIALS h C .

In the foreéoing pages we have tried to give a picture-of
the arrangement as a whole through describing the'main events in
historical sequence, throngh listing the objectives and their
changes over time and through giving some sketches of the main |
characters and their interrelationships. But we also recognize
that this kind of descriptive effort is disjointed and abstract,

Rprobably .much more so than it was experienced by the main

a few examples of event sequences that 1nvolved a smaller number
of actors over a shorter period of time.

We' believe that in many rgspects these sequenoes or serials
represent the real life of the arrangement as it is, experlenced
inYolved It can thus be %%&
ime is the sum of its serials.

at the time by those most deepl

sald that the arrangelent over

the arrakgement is the institutional

Nechanism which allows thY serials Xo happen. Seriais can be
ny number of persons. They are
emes which emerge at recogﬁiéahle

points in time and have the power to mobilize energy 4and

of any length and involve

resources..

.

In the historical IOA there were' two domlnant serials ovr
a 30-year perlod. The{Grow1ng Edge was the flrst although t)
it did not come to be known as that until a few years after

the essential- concept was developed .That conoept was”t?

dev&lop an index of 1nnpvat1veness that could be applied to a ~
great number of schools and then us&d by each district as a
tool for self- 1mprovement It-was a Najor preoccupying thrust
of\}he IOA from roughly 1941 to- 1958 lthough, it was by no
means the sole thrust. It was e majdr topic of many
séminar sessions with superinténdents, many training sessions with *
graduate students and school personnel; it formed the basic

content of many workshops and conferences; and it was the

basis of at least three major, data collection .and analys1s
y

-
>




.of ins

‘-because the connection with the institutional méchanism of the IOA
s " . - b

2 A

efforts within the IOA and several others outside at the state
and natienal levels. The Groﬁfhg Edge was born in‘ the .
thinking and experience of the founder during his school survey
work of the,l930s;and reached’its fullest development in the late
1940s. Thé instrument enjoyed‘widespread popularity and use
during the 1950s, decaying and faliing into disuse in the late
1950s and early 1960s,, Thus it had a kind of life cycie from .
birth to early develaogment .to maturity and widespread use to
deqline and eventual cessation of use. The details of this
history are mostly .lost to us now, but wé cah Stlll see the
broad d;tllnes of the serial pattern.

The same can be said of the Indicators of Quality. It
was essentlally the brain’ child of Victor Warren and A was
in many ways identified most closely with him through its llfe

cycle. It grew out of the decaying remains of the {rowing Edge,

s
-

but it was also' clearly different, a md::)rigorgpsly quanti- T
tative measure which souYyht to measure

hool quality in a much
more comprehensive and sophisticated way thaq merely counting .]@"
up the number of innovations. During the*mid-k@GOs the 2
Indicators of Quality was the dominant preoccupation of Warren
and his associates who were almost all his-gradhate students.
In its dgvelopment phase it appeared first as a conceptualizgtion,
then a{f‘upllot set of instruments; and finally- -as a full set

runments which were exten51ve1y field tested and normed
amorg the.member districts of the IOA: Then as Warren was _
aﬁ%roaching retirement and after there had been-some controversy
with a former student over use rights, the 1nstruments and tHe
entire set of observation proceduregs- and protocols were neatly

. 2:, but 1ron1;al%y at the

same time, with Warfen's retirement, they fell into.disuse

packaged, copyrighted, and publish

had. bgen severed . . .
« Turning to the more immediate pa t, revival of the X0A under

Alice Loveland 1s itself a kind of macyo erial. -We have

described rather completely the orlglns f this renaissance

and we have 1nd&cated hoﬂyaf grew and was transformed over the
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first thfee years, but this is a setial st111 1n the maklng,

a serial whlch will certalnly not be” played out until Loveland
' _herself retires from the scene or until the coIlege nakeS*some

dramatic move to substantially alter the course of events.

Even so,.‘ithin this larger serial we' have séen many-: sialler

'sequencesﬁﬁlay out, seque¥ces which we believe tell us’a

great deal about the arrangement as a whole and its long-term

viability‘ : ' | : -

' Among these. perhaps the most noteworthy is the Fellows
program which began as a cornerstone of the rev1val Yet by
1980 it was so transformed that some of its key featﬂres
disappeareg. Thus we havé selected the Fellows program of the
revival period, or more strictly speaking the field service *

component of the Fellows program as a candidate for a more

thorough serial analysis.. Moreover, within the Fellows programﬂ-

each Fellow experienced a unique'event segpence each'year
which had its birth with the assignment to a district in the
field and terminated with the end of the school year in the
spring. A second serial which was an obvious, almost'imperative
candidate’ for analysis is)the Writing Consortium, a phenomenon

) * which emerged out'of the Fellows program but_which took a

' . course which was, neither planned nor predicted in the

first revival year. -The.W!dting Consortium by the end .

of the third year had _become the big success story‘of the

revival and in many #espects the model for how the IOA might
evolve in the future - | ) . T

)

$.1. THE FELLOWS PROGRAM, 1976-80 ’ v

6.1.1. koots/Context : ) .
There had been "Fdllows" attached to the IOA from its

earliest days, graduate students who did mucn'of*the basic work

of training,'observingL data collection, and andlysis. When

funds had gradually disgppéared during the early 19ibs, the

A Fellows disanneiared alsoi‘ In addition, it shoold be noted that

witii the .ransfer oyt of the administration departmént the

- \
continurty ¢f the Fellow model as a form of student development
v y T ‘ Lo
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within an academic program was broken. Thus, whlle the form
was theresthe Loveland model was really a different conceptlon
and the graduate students whom she selected had no role

N

models to follow from prior years. Her conception of the role
was rooted in her own experience as a change agent worki g with #
teachers,and pr1nc1pals and as 3 consultant to. hool districts.
As noted earlier she taught a very popular ¢o g:e which deatt

heaVLly with approaches to school improvement consultation and %
she had’previouslj been associated w{th one of the most well-
known Writers on the : bject of change processes in the schools.
Although she generally supported a process approach whlch .
derlves from the human relations tradition of consultation, she
'was not an advocate for a spec1flo strategy and did not Qave
a ﬁully articulated plan for how'change agents should be
deployed and used in school settings. Rather she emphasized °
Certain broad principles such as listening to school'concerns
and allowing needs and solution'ideas to:emerge out of teacher-
‘to-teacher interactions. - o .
The Conception.of what the éellow should be emerged out-
of d1scuss1ons among Loveland and hq‘ First two graduate
assistants, Ryder and Curran, beg1nn1ng\1n the fall of 1976.
'Ryder. and Curran themselves represented ‘role models for i
lmportant aspects'of a Fellow's activity, namely the planning,
development, and execution'Of cohferencing and workshops and-
the main /nance of the.IOA generally. As it turhed out the
nce function--handled as a collective Fellows'

s1b111ty—-was the one*which survived intact through the :
%&me of study E Sk
6.1.2. Ob]ectlves ‘

o~

The notion of a Fellow as an individual assigned to a-gpe-
cific district’ as'a continuing consultant was formulated by
nowclaxd prior to the recruitment drlve of the spr1ng of 1977 ¢

embership. It was presented-




e

o 51te visit per week) and recelved $2\500 in rebates "Senior"

University of Texas R&D Center on Teacher Education. It was

,a school sett1ng ,Operatlonally, in fact all Fellows developed

.since&they were mostly through their coursework. Service to

. dlstrlcts (representlng, in effect, an average of ong schoo}

'spring of 1977 theyfwere given almost no indication of what.

.simply a s&t of juggestions about,. how gomeone might-work in

and meeting wi'th thema frequent iritervals to encourage them .

to artlculate need;, share themnm, and engage 1n.collaborat1ve ’
problem-solv1ng aropnd them with the Fellow acting prlmarlly'asA K\\
process facilitator. ‘ : - )
6. 1. 3 ﬁesource§ ﬂ v ) . P

T ' , e

-,
co

Just how the Fellow would operate and where the Fellow was
to e assidgned were left unspec1f1ed although the emphasls -
was l id on serV1ce.and the Fellow was not presented either as

a rese rcher or a trainee. When Fellows were selected in- the LN

they would be d01ng othlrer than that they would be worklng w1th

Loveland on some new networking venture. By September, however,
Loveland and Curran had developed a Llst of objectlves based,

Toosely on the Concerns-Based Adoptlon Model” (CBAM) which , ’ ’
had been developed by Gene Hall, and” Susan Lougks at the

never qulte,élea;, however, whether, thns was "the model" or
4

¥

thelr own models, some forced by their placement into. s1tuatlons.
where the CBAM. approach was completely unfeaslble. Roughly -
speaklng, the CBAM approach as formulated byeCurfan called. for =

bringing ‘together a.group of teachers from a particular school -

The resources available to support the Fellows program as
such’Were minimal. All financial’support for Fellows was in
thy fofm of tuition rebates.” For some this had little meaning

one school site was rewarded with a rebate of $1¢850,00 ';

\'E’ .

Some Fellows, howeuer, chose to work simultanequsly with. two

Fellows might also recelve direct f1nan81al compegsatlon for
the various malntenance arid management tasks they performed
gor the 1I0A. - R \ \\\
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Income from the Fellows program the first year, 1977 78,
must ha&e béen about..$9, 000-~$75@ from each dlstrlct taklng

tﬁ% Fellow optlon—-but,these funds 'did.not go d1rectly to the
Fellows. e o ' *

Thezreal resource of the Fellows, prograﬁ was the Fellows
- Khemselves, their’ strong dedlcatlon ‘to LoVeland and the1r strong . ﬂ
¢ motlvatlon to perform useful service to the. d1str1cts They .
were also mostiy mature individuals with extens1ve school
" experience usually as cladsroom teachers, alt houghsthe;r
experience as well as theiréunderstanding:of what their roles -
Should be was extremely diverse. " ¥
6.1.4. ,Narrative Event Sequencé

*Table 6~1 lists a number of the evengts that seemed td be

significant in the’eVolution of the Rellows rogram especially’ L,
_ over the 1977-78 and 1978~ 79 school years which appear to be
‘the most dynamlc period. What is missing from this list, of

courSe,,are the 1nd1v1dual happenlngs within f1eld placement

VA Sites over thls time perlo . Each of these Fellow experiences

o

is itself a self-contalned serlal apart from what was happening
to-the program as a whole. Additionally, as<the Fellows began . aaas
\ e their experiences in monthly get-togethers they hegan P
and model their individual efforts onﬁone aﬁother to

_as wéll, \ P "

encourage diStrict mepbership and ;nvolvement in the trevived
IOA. The award of $21,000 from AﬁIlendowment funds” for' the
following year enabled LOVeland to begin hlrlng Fellows even

LY

]

N prlor t6 district commitments. The successful recrultment drive
. - assured that there would . be a Fellows prograp with at- least 10

]

- fleld placements. %~ ) - <
. = The recruitment of Fellows in the spring of 1977 was - &
conducted extremely 1nf.ormally with Loveland reaching out for \ s

students who had appeared to be both effective and highly- '
motivated. She used a variety of channels to recrult such

-

-
"students: her classes, advising experlence, consultlng connectlons,

’ ~ . * ° o

5 .
5 .
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Table 6-1 ;fhe:Fellows.ProgrﬁmcSerfﬁlz

' .
2<4/78; Fobar‘s'formulates.
Writing Consortium -

planj gets endorsements

»

Rey Events N o )

- . ’ .o P

' &
8 Significance - L

.Fellow conceerecrultment strategy
.. emerges out of theln dlSCUSSldnS.

- $,°
Innes agrees to ARI support Financial capaC1ty to«h;re a nﬁmber

rof Fglloys is es&abllshed »

’ -

- A Y . -
’

Fellows wlll have speC1f1§ school
district ass1gnments., w~ ,

-« ¢ \ o
L

A . .
. - t
I T ' i . 6

Loveland popnlarlty plus: extens1ve
atontact netWork assures strong, -

_ s diverse core Fellow grpup ‘is mbstlyd’

women. . 7 .

e

Excitement of aiticipationfivague  §-
conception of- duties, smaIl*financial *
support,_only one non-taker.

<

Ff&st reé%lzatlon for somé that they

" . are deslgnatgd as "Fellows.? »

'
«

Most Fellows don't partlelpate in « .
assignment process. : 1. .

presented by Curran;
nded out

Objectlves.lls

assignments

D1vers1ty of, asslgnments and roles,»

entry d1ff1cult1es especially with

Principals. .
. Model of working 1nterwd15tr1ct r ther
= than, 1ntra-d19tr1ct emerges.

. Date .. Event’ T
10/76 Ryder and Curran hired” by
.Loveland.
. ‘ y
10-11/76
of-$21,0 for' next year
I0A pro/po :
2-5/77 " Fellow membershlp optlon
- nete 10 initial place-
ments for 1977 78
L3 "4 4 . P 40;
Y 4-6/77 gecrultment of Fellows,
a-/_. M o,
Q/77 First meeting of Fellows
* with Loveland. .- o
" 00
6777 Fellows 1ntroduce3’at
y conference -featuring’
<o networklng expert.. . ¢
Ad '
+ - 8=9/77 Fellows ass1gned’to A
specific districts:
9/77 6Secono.Fellows;meeting@ .
o e
1l0/77-. Féllows work thrpugh
5/78 their, f1rst year® . .
) asslgnments. “ s

. of two key super- & ~* . - .o .
;ntendents. . .
. ’ [ - l
’ H
4/78 Loveland 1llness/leave. . Fellows must finish year without her
. ‘o ae guldance/take over t¢he* IOAt '
! ¢
*4/78 - Innes aborts proposal to A Chance - for developlng a research -
c NIE on networklng be- aspect to JOA is postponed
. cause of Loveland's’  ° PRSI }
i ML 1eave. . > et . - s + L .
e 9/7/78 F1rst fall and fhrewell -  Archer, Anderson introduced as new
meetlﬂy of Lgveland ' IOA staff; 7 ‘0ld Fellows, 2 ney..
with Fellows. . v . g
- + ‘; . n/ ' 4. : ., . ‘ "; ’
’ V. o, ’ .
.-\‘ ;-(’\ ~ . ‘0;( ‘Q.' & R \.: 01 78. . 7 .
, . ' ~15 ! N T' ’ . [N
a . . 4 » . . B ¢ K u‘. . . .
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Table. 6-1 continued

. ©
v

. @ . ® .- *

‘. Date Eventg’
AT X
9/14/78 Second fall meeting:;
L Anderson assumes leader-
o ship role.
A ~ ’Ql T
9/19/79 Herb Peters begins fall
. seminar on internships.
11/2/78‘ Loveland colleague Glenn
R Gorman gives work group
: ‘on collaborative reseak¥ch
" . .model from west coast.

L} '.5 ) ) . - - .
L1478 0ld fellows meet pri- .
. vately at-Clrran's home.

Oq ‘

.
o

A} |
° v o s

‘ Significance

~e

0ld Fellows resentful, resistive,of

Anderson role and his efforts to
“bring clarity, documentation to

Felley role. ' These themes persist

through year.

Assists some Fellows in role .
dpcumentatlon ‘and clarlflcatron

»Several Fellows Xturn. on to Gorman [
.. model as way of ratlonallzlng what
they do and putting in researchable
Irame. It later ‘becomes basis of

. 'proposal to NIE. -

Hostility, rejection of Anderson
vocalized, in-group status of old
Fellows reinforced. :

12/11/78 Loveland appears for brief Gatherlng ‘at which Loveland re-

. v1s1t 3

»

. . o
CQlrlaborative research
. propesal developed over
| e T severa meetlngs

‘572/79

aif377§

<
- Lowveland returns for
tspring\copference/makes
‘presentation

.
/0 5/4/79
oo land postlng Adeas,.

3

Loveland-returns.

-

1 9/79

///éprlna[ rellow option for,
r

Fellows meetlpg ‘with Love=

integrates old and new Fellows,
Archer; rxelieves tens1on

\Op %tunlty for new support and a

~.zeformulated Fellow role emerges.
1

Conﬁlnulng presence even on leave
‘is demonstrated

-g\tempt to articulate, summarlze
what Fellow role is all about.

N \

Only ‘ope new, Fellow; five old vs.

10 the previous year. District

payments set at .$500 for optlon
. 1nstead of $750.

,

& Spe01flc school district ass1gnment§
989 - ‘. membership qu1etly : w1ll d1sappear .
%y dropped . i - / .
e T e ¢ ‘ v ) . -
. . 8/80 ~ éollaboratlve research New source of’ fundlng and re-
« e 2 proposal funded by NIE . conflgured activity, assuméd byt
A % - : *unclear tie to I0A. ~ -
LI ‘*“- . ) * < i . . . . '
. ° ° ’_‘.'—: . l . ., .
- A“ '. -“ - . e - R .
- “,, ‘i";u -~ ) N ‘ - L
: ’ ~ l'.’k;; » R ¢ ) sy
- . 'y -~ R Y :0 . n"’ ; ":-.‘-.- 'IJ . . . . o ] -
‘(\A\c QA. - ° i. 1’ ‘o ’/'; _A‘ -
- V4 ] . s w4 ~ ‘
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+.9/80

Fall/ ,

Table 6-1 continued

L§
v

.

Date- Event

.Coopefatife,a}rangemegt .
, With Urbania Teacher , &y

8/80+ -

. Center established. D

Set-up of 3 senlor Fellows

)~ and 4 Junior’ Fellows.

o

)One new Fellow added to
1980 work with Writing

Consortium .
@
Spring/ Development of Computer
1681 Consortlum

Significance
o .2

New source of support
.Fellows

for two
but Urbania remalns

”outs1ﬂe I0A. S :

Junior Fellows are paid either from
Urbahia Teacher Center funds or NIE
funds.. 6 L

o

Specific school d1str1ctaa551gnments
disappear entlrely . .

v Y. ¢
. N
. . ‘ . v

Consortium sub -network is establlshed
as the domihant mode of.direct .°

* sustained contact with districts. -




¢

. “ni.the recoﬁmendationﬁ of Inrnes and Gorman. PThere were no . ) \) '
o detalled explanations givén ‘about what the ro.e was to be.

. exceot that it was a networking activity that Lovela‘ﬂ was ' ’
~ -« staking over.. That was enough explanatlon for most. At an .

1n1t1al meet ing where thF rudlmentary aspects of service to

school dlStrlCtS and arrangements for payment were descrlbed )
. . by Loveland only one of about 12 personsa!ssembled ‘elected i »
K not to part1c1pate This person was expectlng much more

{1nancaal support and needed a fulltlme job. The others
éither had school d1str;ct jobs or supportlng husbands. (Most -

~1nformants recalled that there were nq lmen present at this -
flrst meeting oF June, 1977). ) ';f - .

.

e " 'In"the fall the addition "of two men ﬁ‘tommended by

In“es rought the full complement to 12, with' one, Ryder,
'ﬁ serv1ng in a kind of admlnlstratlve-coordlnatlve capacity.
. : Ass1anments to districts were made primarily by Loveland
through telephone consultatlon w1th the part1c1pat1ng district, . ‘

superlntendents Accordlng to one 1nformant this process was |

- .

somewhat arbltrary with, ge raphlc p/ox1m1ty of the Fellow o
- to the s1te a major cons1deratlon along with dlstruct need
if this was specified and suggested & particular set of skills. - |
— The Fellows net ‘once a month through each school term . |
- with Loveland’ assum1ng the primary role of group dlscusslon

leader, although she also provided numerous intellectual

inputs descrlbed by ‘one @s "the latest, hottest stuff on - . A
ﬁlnklng, etc. There was some 1nd1catlon in early sess1ons that j
the CBAM model was an Approprlate way, to gb and th1§’p01nt was
’pressed by Curran. ° It was also observed by several of the

'newly selected Fellows that Ryder and Curran formed an )

1§ner 01rcle with Lovéland and there was a sense in the early

stgges that these three had pre-planned everything together. .,

v Nevertheless, this did not dlmlnlsh theiy sense o;}enthu51asm . ";
L . ‘/"i« - . N

and adventure. . . - v . . ‘

4 , - - a ) o ‘

At the meetinas, Fellows described the%} 1nd1v1dua] exper=- j
1en§es to the grour in .some det?ll reveallnq the extent of. trouble ‘

thef were hav-rng with the entry process and rece1v1ng sym- t
o

pathetic attentlon and adv1ce from Lovelaad and the group d@

SO One descrlbed 1t as "a‘real group and "the most exeltlng

experrence,or my Lkife.". One part1c1pant ’ nowever, was ' N

e 0, e - B7 ' \\i
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critical of the continuing stream of "war-stories.”" She

said: "I couldn't belieye'what they were talking‘about. It
. was 1r“clevant. This view was not reflected in most other .
memorles oF these meet1ngs. In general, it appears that
they were important in allowlng Fellows to artlculgte their
: concerni and frustrations and to begin to deflne congultancy
roles that were compatlble both with the s1tuatlon they found
themselves in and’ their individual skills. )

It appears that Loveland‘was Content‘to leave the, role
definition of the Fellow as something that evolved differentl?\
for‘eacﬂ>person but ‘there was a contlnulng theme of concern
to find out what it really wak or at least to document and/or

. formulate the experience in a sharable way. Innes had actually
ass1gned a graduate student,in anthropology to look at the .
process of the Fellows meetings over that first year but the
extensive notes thac were taken \Ere nhever written up or made
available subsequently and they were not available for the -

writing of this case &tudy although the anthropologlst was

/)1nterv1ewed ’ .. ’ .

3

A solicitation from the National Institute for

Education which was issued. in 1977 called for studies of varlous'

kiﬁds of %etworking activities in educatlon.l The IOA Fellows
‘.saw this as a golden opportunity to put what théy were trying to
do in a researchable mold and to provide some more backlng for
the admlttedly shoe(strlng operatlon. Dlscussxons around “the

proposal took place in the sprlng of 1978 but when Loveland

was: hospltallzed in Aprll, Innes deZlded that there was not N

enough remaining éapacity to put forward a ‘strong proposal

even tbough Robards volunteered to do the writing.-.
The real cr1s1s for the Fellows program came in th
following fall when Loveland departed for the west coast to ’
be gone for the entire, academlc year. , Mbst partdc1pat1ng S
dlstrlcbs had made a two-yéar Eommltment to the program and ‘
the majoxity of the Fellows elected to stay w1th the IOA.
Thus, ogilnuatlon and cont1nu1ty were assured ‘Loveland
met Wlbh the group once’ ineearly September, .introducing two

new Fellows “an adjunct assistant professor, Don Archer, "who

." . . . . .’ 'vliSz .. ’.".__ ) ‘ K

- -«

prs




. | A '
" would act as a general IOA support person; and Tim Anderson,
'Professor of Adm1n1strat10n, who was a frle&g and ‘a one- t1me )
+ Fellow himself in the early days of Victor Warren's tenure.
Andeﬂ;on was a mild-mannered somewhat professorial type -
of person in his early fifties. He hoped *that under -his
interim leadership the Fellows would learn to structure, and
) doqyment theig experienCes more systematically, a.theme which
was already present the previous year. But the returning
. Fellows were not receptive to Anderson in snch a role. )
Anderson with his background"in the old IOA{ﬁrobably misunder-
stood the type of effort - that Loveland had ftried to create;
at least thls was the perceptlon af some qbservers. ‘But .
the reaction to his egfbrts was negatlve in the extreme.
- There were long telephone calls to Loveland and there weré
private meetlngs‘pf the old Fellows at’Curran’'s, home durlng
November. The effect was to create a d1v1S1on between the

-

to Loveland and the new Fellows and Archer who had not heen 7

a part of, the previous year's exciting begidhings. tT e

.old Fellows who felt they we&e preservIng thglr loyalty !

Loveland reappeared for the fall con?erence and a reunion
meetlng w1th all _the Fellows and Archer ‘in early December.
At this meeting much of §he d1stress of %he old Fellows and
the sense of 1solat10n of the new Fellows were ventllated ot
Lovgiand cast her warm spell over 411, and the year ended on
a note of harmony. - . . ‘ '-. . o
Q\' , - The spring meetings were again §unctuated by efforts;

qften. destribed. as frustrating,. to défine and document the role «

©of Fellow ‘and the ‘field" experience in an adequate way For

i’

-

a few Fellows, Herbgfeters may have played a positive role .
thrdugh hiS'lnterns ip semlnar}whlch supported formal
articulation of f1eld experlenCes 1n,a teachlng contexquemoved
' .from the IOA itself. '
. At -tHe sprlng conferencezln May, Loveland made a trlumphant

., reentry, reporting on her exoerlence .in the west~and aQSAng

’ as. facilitator-recorder at a speC1al Fellows meetrrg where

[y

)
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d1fferent Fellow role models were opnce again 11sted and
compared.’ iﬁé spring also saw the .development of a new proposal
to &IE, this time unsolicited, to form collaborative research
.arrangements with four types o chool district settlngs in the &
Urbania area. The core‘of e ideg _came from Glen Gorman,
tLoveland's close ally in the‘degartﬁent of curriculum and ,
1nstructlon + Gorman had/spent the previous year at a

reglonal educatlon%l laboratory on the west coast and had
become an advocate for the1r approach to school problem~solving
through par 1pat1ve 301ntly managed researchoand\research ¢
‘utilization. With Loveland part1c1pat1ng along with Gorman,'u
second)vear Fellow Jané Newell wrote up the proposal. Although
't was not funded for more than, a year the proposal , _
represented the research thrust *of the IOA and in some ways

was derlvatlve of the Fellows expergence. .

.
~

- . Technlcally, at least, the Fellows pgogram 1n school +

districts contlnuzg‘lnto the school year of 1979-80 but plans,
for contiriuation were”not fully executed in the spring of 1979.
The number of takers for the Fallpw membershlp optlon fell offr
despite a rcduced price ta~ ofaigéb and when the fall term »
oegan there was only one hew Fellow; most of the 0ld Fellows

] who remained were no longer centering the1r efforts on a
~particular d1str1ct, By thé spring of 1980 the Fellow optlon
was noglongér being offered. 1Ip 'the summer of 1980 'with new
NIE fund1ngyfor the collaboratlve pro;ect and fund1ng through'

the new ngement wlth tife &rbanla Teacher Center thére was

<

' support f_r four nﬁw Fellows ‘and contlnulngfi;pport from

e“now really
X

runn1ng the day- to—day ogeratlons of the IOA: 1nclud1ng the

various svurces foﬁ the Senlor Fellows who w

‘ ‘rev1ved newsletter‘and the‘Wrrtlngcponsort%um. The new
configuratioH of‘l§80—81'bore little resgmblance to the schoot
district change agent concept of 1977 and the serial repre-
senting ‘that concept effect1vely drsappeared in the spring of
1980. o ‘ 7
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6.1.5.. Outcomes of the Fellows Serial

- In spite of entry difficulties all the ?ellows interviewed

reported more-or-less positive results for the schools in

which they were assigned. Usually, because superintendents

tended to assign théh to work with prinbipalj;/ghey left their " T

impact on lnd1v1dual schools. : '
A case in p01nt was a Fellow who began field experlence by |

‘organizing a needs assessment bralnstormlng sess1onjfor the

entire faculty of a school. The topic, "increasing childrenls

sensitivity to their environment,"; emerged as the clear leader in . -

b

o .

—& list of concerns, reflecting the sharedeimpressions that
there had been &n upsutge of serious disruptive problems in
. ‘'the school in recent times. After some false starts a subgroup
of first grade teachers began problem-solving discussions i .
on thls topic with faC111tatlon frém the Fellow. These meetlxgs
were also opportunltles for her to share research f1nd1ngs with-
"the tea’chers, Ultimately it appeared to be a real growth -
expdrience for them'and they began to work on a much w1der range
of problemsg, suggestlng that. thé Fellow had transferred a . .
model of problem—solv1ng rather than a spec1f1c »solution.
While the f1r§t grade was- taken out of’ this ;school. the.
llow1ng’?ear, remoV1ng ‘the opportunlty to spr fad the change /
e\Jio\\the school as a-whole, one of the transferr%? teachers
set up a s1m11ar _support groups in her new school. " Roughly four ,
~of the 1977-78 Fellows followed a similar process of inter-
vention with teachers in their ass1gned schools,,generally wlth
the same modest successes. ' It is to be noted that the "~
approach does roughly reflect the CBAM model as translated by

Loveland =1sf""rran into the IOA context r o .

]

" In two other cases, Fellows achieved results which had
1mpact extendlng over "a longer perlod of tlme and affecting
‘larger numbers’ of perSons. In ore case“the Fellow ‘was
1n1t1ally assigned by the" school pr1nc1pal to develop a
qxfted ahd talented program w1th a spec1f1ed group of "teachers.
Although she JECanlzedqher entry érbuathn ashfai

.
. * . ' -
MR Y . N
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from ideal and very divergént from the,CBAﬂ model she
nevertheless proceeded as best she could with a parti;
cipative approach to the d1ctated problem By-the second’
year, thanks partly to “the 1mpos1tlon of a state mandaté
regarding the development of glfted and talented programs,
this partlcular .project-was’ further developed w1th centrxal
staff personnel of'the d1str1ct and subgequently became a
model- program diffused beyond the disgrict angd rece1v1ng special
development funding. — '\. ¢ LI
'/ The other special case of an extended outcome was Robards'
activities fn developing the Writing Consortiu ut of her
first year's Fellow eXperience. This is a stgfyowe will
cover in greater detall in another serial analysls.‘ Suffice
it to say here that as an outcome itgrepresented an extendeg !
interdistrict collaborat1ve effort and sharing. of kowledge
9mong currlculum developers and teachers. °

With the exceptlon of the last two mentloned activitres
outcomese were neither system—wlde nor dramatlc enough to
make much of an‘impression onethe superintendents which may
explain why ‘the field visitation aspect~of the program w1thered,

When 1nterv1ewed super1ntendents would ba ecall only

!
that soneone was in the d1str1ct workjing on so ething.

v

Workshops and conferences" clearly loo”od larger 1n thelr
th1nk1ng

” 'The anthropology student who observed the Fellows the _

first yqdr thought tnat their major 1mpact was tnat they .
brought the teachers to the newlyrorgan;zed workshop esJ
"in droves," thatstheir stimulative effecty at £hi% le;el wag

dramatic;'Most IOA staff, éspecially the - Fellgﬁs, thought that

'the»Fellows program was espeC1ally ‘important because 1t showed

I

b

F)

hat the college(xeally cared about. the,schools enqug )
iend people dut to £hem and~prov1de hands =on help¢ It is, a' !

bit dlffgpult to make thls 1mpre551on jlbe w1th theasuper-
Ingendents apoarent zndlfference ‘ S )




="
) Ag Another possible impact, mentioned by é’few Fellows

and some professors was, that these activist women change
agents helped takk the heat off the male admlnlstrators ]
Here were people who were Skllled/lh consultation who could
really empathlze W1th and work with militantly’ dissatlsfled
teachlng staffs? We had no way to verify this as an 1mportant
or valued outcome. , It would appear on 1 g1cal grOunds that

a threat than =~ .
rs. It Was '

such an 1mpact would be perceiveéd as much a

as a benefit by the average male administra

in dolng s0,

en that +hey haQ\i earned to appreciate ‘the
polnt of v'ew of the male prin

‘hEE

commenting

pals more 1n-the pr cess.

. themsel es. Most viewed it as an often palnfulk,sometlmes
L

but always r1ch learnlng experience. Most had

eLs 1nclud1ng the system as a whole. The experlence of ":

Vo became fulltlme networklng change agenﬁe 1n_other )
nstltutlons, two others became principals. Three ' *

contlnued to play very ac%lve central roles in the IOA
~1tself Y . E “

-
©
~

W
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'

+ very different ICA of the l960s.

' Wlth the ellmlnatlon of the nearly {oken district contributions

P . . . v .
6.1.6. Barriers — \ s Q :

satisfactory ways of operatlng .thare was neo formula developed o
which could prOV1de the role with institutional justlflcatlon .
.and long~-term support ’ : : j . B ‘

‘support from the college Loveland was away too often and

«problem at the beglnnlng when the Eellows were fulL of enthu-

status in the 'schools was made more difficult by the’confused
. . . L

) There were fogr barrlers to the dlstrlct slted Fellows
program worth notlng The most outstandlng was the poor s
artlculatlon of the role' Neither the Fellows nor the ’
dlstrlcts began with a tlear idea of what they were supposed

to be doing, and while many 1nd1v1dual Fellows developed

Aqsecond\barrler was the 1ncons1stency of 1nst1tut10nal

too busy Wlth many other matters to give deta;led consideration b
to the Fellows program and+* to the proceSs~of\expla1n1ng/and ’
then, approprlately ‘placing the Fellows inlschool d1str1ct settlngs. N
Neither Anderson nor Archer had the fullwnonfxdence of the

o9

Fellows and Anderson s vision of the pr ast may have been % TN

wo

1nappropr1ately colored by his own past as5001atlon w1th the

A thi d factor mllltatlng agalnst the program wds. the - - ‘{
minimal’.n ture of the flnanc1al support provlded »Fellows
were as ed to provide expert consultﬁ(g services to.school -, . N
d1str1cts for almqst nothing. This was not an 1mportant
siasm- for the new venture but they were bothered even early

on by the lack of real flnanc1al commltment from the college‘ ‘ y

'in the th1rd year and the more stringent fiscal pollcy of the L.

new«ARI’dlrec€or Bern, the srtuatlon became unptenable.

s

';' .The fourth barrier to ‘tHe program lay in "the basic concept
1t$elf that of a boundary perso vbetween two. systems, the B
college on_ the one hand and thef district on the otheér. Eellows. S\
were manglnal to both systems stuﬁents at the college and

intruders w1thou; portfollo in the schools. .Indeed their

- 164 : .
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acement and entry arrangements and by tﬂ fact that they **
trainees in the arts of change, agentry "and at ‘the same ]

o

time.somehow experts. .- .~ . L
"6.1.7. 'Pacilitators.'

- -~

The program also had a few things golng for 'it. ' The'most

lmpo aqt was the strong motlvatlon of the Fellows themselves.

They were ded1cated to the notion of serving teachefg ahd they

-

‘were 1nsp1red by Loveland and by one §HQEE§£_t° ‘keep 'gqQing in

g ———

sglte of the many dlfflcultles they encoun-ered eSpecially

during entry. . </ .o .

. _Another- factor was'homoph 1y, that is s1mllar1ty to thelrd
_Clientssin sex, background (nearly ‘all the Fellows were
teacners or former teachers), and concern} In addltlon their

s1mllar1tytto ore another in these respects- re1nforced\\eellngs

2

of solid r1ty - ) 9]

’

A third facllltatlng factor was the career ‘relevance of the
1

act1v1ty they were: gett1ng a chance to engage schbol "

enV1ronments in, new roles and from newéperngctlves whlch were
likely to help them move to future posltlons as admlnlstrators,_
SpeClallstS, and consultants of varlous sorts W1th careers )
more varied, ‘challenglng ahd* remuneratlve than their old |

teachlng Jobs.

-
’

7

. 6.1,8. Analysas of Fellow Program Dynamlcs

In its school s1te llnkage form the Fellpws program had

‘

—a life-of roughly two angd a half_years‘whéch we. might look
at in terms of . flve pha es: (l) or1g1natlon, (2) s1te entry,

out. Pn a sense each of these phases 1s itself a@serlal W1th
its own cycle of development lead1ng to the neﬂt phase. THey
are also/strung tog, her as prlmary causeS\an effects oﬁ/one
another. Inlélgure 6-1 we try to- show theggﬁgses\together -
.with the. more sali nt elements of the seri which seeém to
have-reLevance as explasatlons of what led to what and what

ultimately happe ed
i




Reading sthe figure from Qeft to right‘we begin with the
‘fact that there was an historicatl precedent for the program in
‘the old IOA This made the term "Fellow" meanlngful to ‘some of
‘the old hands at, the college and. to the superintendents, but
Jit-was also a blt mlsleadlng 51nce the new Fellows were
quite a dlfferent conceptlon from the old. ' A more 1mportant
antecedeéent condltlon was propably Loveland's strong commltment
to the notion that the college should prov1de ,some sort of direct
hands -on assistance to school teachers within d1str1cts A .,
thlrd antecedenérwas the strong sentlment among the thdful @
of remaln;ng dlstr1cts in the sprlng '0f°1976 that the college
shov some new sart of comm1tmen‘and tnitiative—or else fold
the I0A altogetherffé: . fx . .

Moving to the rlght wé see at the top of the dlagram school ®
;dlstrlpt support factors that affected the orlglnatlon and early
history of . _the program. An important. fact was_ that_for_these

dlstrlcts there was. a. great variety of avallable alternative

. resources, many coming from man1festly more expert’ and

.

exper1enced personsgfhan th. Fellows Thus "it often appeared
from 1nteréiews with' superintehdengs that they accepted the |
oFellows program more as a way' o help Loveland get’going than °
a way of help1ng themseIVes' nd thei¥ districts with pressing
eduéatlonal needs. There was, however, a desire for multiple
céntacts with thée college through the IOA and there was
certainly a pdtential for strOng support among teachers who would
ben@flt dlrectly ﬁhls support never really materialized » i
’on behalf of the FelldWs program -as such but it did reveal
1tsel£ in teacher attendance at workshopévand cooperatlon
/Mlth some of the prOJects Fellows ‘took up@alongathe way.
’In any case, the election of the Fellow optlon by about *a: °
dozen superlntendents for the school year 1977 -78 undoubtedly
helped give the progra : good start f1scally aithough thd RS

program was and remalne chronlcally underfunded .

At e
wid
v
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At the‘botto& of Figure 6-1 are 11st d some of the -

factors on the college side whlch contrlbuted to the origination

of the program. Loveland § very popular course on the change s ?
process was probablv an ;mportant lmpetus i at least two K . ‘
ways. Flrst of all the content of the course focussed on. % j
various ways "in which consultatlon could take place to 1mprove y ﬂ/4/%
school pract1ce, and second, it brought her 1nto contact glth s . da
a fairly large number of graduate students, many of whom

were eager' work for .her under amy arrangement whateveJa ’ L

The ava11ab111ty of the student pool was also a constant -

ractor at the college wh1ch dllowed th1ngs to happen. There

was, in effect, a irly large person-powér resource of very i
brlght, nany—tafente and sometimes very experienced graduatel L.
students, many of them in fact mature profesglonals who were ’ :l.la_.
engaaed in career; _changes and advancement A ‘good number of . .q ”%
these (but not all) were eager to. undertake f1eld work - .$ '

ass1gnments which advanced or complemented their school ?’ )
, experlences regardless of financial’ support. Th;s was ,more &
llkelyﬁto be the case among married women. { L
. MOV1ng further to the r1ght of - the flgure we come 1nto‘°
< Phase 2-of the ser1al the Prode S .of Fellow placement and .
1n1t1al entry into f1eld sites. Thls was ‘a rather stressful . 7. 3
phase for many Fellows although all mangged their way through

it, thanks -to very h1gh enterprlse commltment mutual support

. % 1y

and support from‘Boveland 'En}ry problems appeared to haVe i -
.o resulted from f1ve Causes,ﬁ&bree dlstrlct-related F1rst of e N
“all the d1str1cts néver had. a clear idea of what the Fellows C ’
were supposed to be or do$ Addltldnally;.each dlstrlct had its ”ff.= oo
~ own’ ‘needs aﬁﬁ prlorltaes. These ‘two. factors led to. spec1flgP .’ . o
© . .. field as51g1nent of Fellows whichawerengot well prepared! SRR
Fel or thought oue in aﬂyanCe by anyone. ‘As”a’ result “when FeIlows Lo i .
[/Vargayed ata schooL bUIldln slte'to whlch they had Been sth P ffﬂ
. %y the,Super&ntendent thgystended’to ‘be . v1ewea.w1th douht 'Q’u”" ¥
?if, %fs?lqun by the prlnC1pal. Sometlées there ‘was é;%érlad T
- .@f Eeelbnf; aut O, gostllng Pois con‘;nol as »‘é*he, pr1n'c1pal ‘*spught AR
T“” . o assert his leadershlp andﬂ%h Ferrdw_ﬁoq%hi ébcess*to the IR

-
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‘teachers.. Entry problems may also, haye resulted from Lovelandﬁs

~rather eclectlc change 1deology She dld not progose a specific.

T way QE dang thlngs‘%nd she did not bui:ld a very clear ) o

‘; expectaﬁlon of what would -happen eltherﬁfor the d1strrct people
or. for the Fellows. A fifth factqf was the dly%rslty of
expectatlops skllls, and needs on the part of the Fellows them-

. seres. ~They were not matched to fﬂbld s1tuathns for kthe mos{/
4

>

part on any other basug than COnvenlence "and geography

Nevertheless the llows¢all survaved the’ entry proCess' .
of the first few' months ;and. settled, 1nto roles which represented A
somé,’ sort*of compromise between thelr needs and concerns ana
' those of the part1cu1ar'school 51te and-lts,adm{hlstratlve
- leadershlp Out of tHis -shake-down there ‘Game some solid
&- achlevements Oof whlcnwthe most .notable were the glfted and
talented prograh whlch ultimately became. a model for. a‘yho
reglon of the state and the ertang Consortlum whnch 1nvolved ?
teachers and- central staff from a handful of d1strlcts 1n an,
ong01ng collaboratlve act1v1ty'§gretching over thnee ve \&
The program was susta1ned rnto the second yearﬁ th%gzéatd‘\
. the c0nt1nued fundlng, the fact that contlnulﬁg placementsxhad
‘been establlshéd 1n some schbol srteS°‘and the slighgly battere
. but contlnulng,strong enterprlse commltment 6£ the Feilows.ea
whe two new Fellows beglnnlng ?% the Fall of lQ?Q contmnued the
process hut did not add gpbstantlallyftoqtﬁe.momentUmooﬁ éhe
prbgram A cr1t1cal ﬁactor the secoﬁd yeafiwas the gepartufe

PR TP

. fof Lovelandx@nd he 1nb(u51on onsthe Fef&ows“ world of ther uf};

v

.
- » .
?k

. <
s(h" 20
LX)

unacFepted §Hb§}1tﬁte leader.f The tenslons whlch resuLﬁed
. | damaged enterprlselcommltmenﬁ'and ﬁlvﬂded the/IGA sngfa rt

,-‘w.

~ was*alsd’falrly cleagﬁthat beyond Loveland hersge ere was ‘:;d
o + no jtrong support for thg program elxlg%i at- thﬁ:ge or ’i
| # among,. the dlstrlcts. Reduceﬁ“ﬁu’ ort om the endowed ARI-
funds and faélutg of d1str1cts to renew thelr ‘Sption memberéhrps )
Jed tO'a raconflgpratlon ahd reﬁefinltlon of ﬁhat a "Fellow".k

VAR '1 5gé;x<:fhe srtuétmon,was nd! helped by tHe fact that no clﬁar~1mage
M g ) B . - 4 o
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of whet a Fellow was supposed tc be eﬁer eme ‘ged from meetings
avweng Fellows and stafl mewbers of the TOA i. spite of many
dlscuss10ns with and without LoveIand presen.. Reconflguration
was also abetted. by the fact.that new fands from- an NIE grant
and from tHe Uroanla teacher center could be used to support
,graduate students but not for the same activities. v

' . It would, ‘be wrong to conclude thatAthe program wags a
failure from *this analysls, hOWever. Rather it might be looked
at as a first exploratory effort téilnvolve graduate students
and to build a core. staff for the IOA' which had fielad experlence
1n change agent roles. -The exper1ences, even when they dig

’

not lead’ to impressive outcomes. at partiqular sites ,gave

‘the Fellows some degree of self- conf1dencesand apprec1atlon

of .the complex1t1es of ‘change at the 1nst1tutlonal level

6 % THE WRITING CONSORTIUM 1978-81
6.?.1. Roots/Context, :

A\}t will be recalled that most of tHe mémber dxstrlcts of
the IOA represented prosperous middle and upper-middle class

ne1ghborhoods thh a high proportlon of professionals who had .

high- eXpectatiogs that their children would advance to 4

university and ‘beyond. Such expectations undoubtedly colored :
‘the approaches to educational innovation taken by the*school
_d1strlcts@1n a numberlgf ways and certainly focussed attention
‘on areas of currlculum whlch are most relevant to the college-
bound sﬂhdent.' Writing is certainly one of those areas; the~
dlstrlcts whlch~becam9 1nvolved in the Writing Consortlum

had had an ongolng concern about -this subject and would

have continued.diverse improvement eforts regardless of the
existence of the” IOA.. Howevér, a more specific stimulus for -
reform mentioned'by a. few informants was a coyer story in
Newsweek in 1976 ‘entitled, "Why Johnny Can't Write." Evidently
the article stirred‘up considerable interest and some pressure
from parents in these'districts~for improved writing‘programs.

It is not.surprising then that writing surfaced very

v ~
early as a high priority topic within the revived IOA. At

-
p

’
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the very successful revivai‘conference of May, 1977, writing
‘was one of the well-attended afternoon workshop session$.
In the fall of the'same'year:it was the.subject of a three- -
session work group. One of these sessions wasgremembered for’
a surprisingly large attendance which reéuired‘shifting to
'larger.con%erence room. The topic appeared to spark special
interest among principals. From these pieces of evidence one
could have surmisedwthat a focussed and sustained activ1tyw

having to do with writing would attract a Yot of interest
€.2.2. Objectives E ] RN

S The essential objective of the Writing Consortium from'its
inception was the sharing of knowlepge and innovative Practice
ideas congerning writing. However, in the early stages ’
there‘appeared'to e some confusion and ‘a difference of
opinion regarding what the Writing Consortium was supposed to
accomplish Much of the early activity focussed on the work
of one resource person, Dick Milazzo, a~ ecént doctorate from
the college who had worked with Loveland ‘and, who was acquainted

with a number of the Fellows. ' . K
\."
‘ -

very affluent dist\ict that had been a long-stadding member

of the IOA through the 1960s but had not returned to the fold

witl) the revival. There he had developed an innovative and :

Milazzo was employed as a central staff p7rson in a’

rather comprehensive program to evaluate and improve writing
skills .through all twelve grades. A key aspect of,his program
was the systematic collection and rating of student‘writing'
samples; It was generally acknowledged that, thanks to Milazzo's
efforts, hig$ district was well ahead of others in ‘the area

in its writing program. In ‘fact, following theAMay 1977

£

activity suggested that the consortium's focal concern was o

afternoon session, the district was visited by a delegation
‘9ZIM1ddle Crest and Upper Crest; thus some of the early.’
the diffusion of the Milazzd approach to IOA member distficts

through formal and informak means. 1
L

1
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When the consortium was formally ladnched however,,
there were at\least two other strands of action. One Wwas
a general exchanqe of: ideas and good practice among
members which started from the ,premise that each district
might be involved in some exemplary activities, perhaps -
"initiated in many cases by indiVidual teachers. The other
strand, promoted vigorously by a member superintendent who
showed up at\all the early Writing Consortium meetings, was
fhat it should be a kind of collective curriculum or materials
development project, perhaps taking off from “the work that )
Milazzo had already’ done. - . ) - K

As time went on the notidn of a collective development
effort faded and the superintendent who had advocated that -
perspeofiVe dropped out of the IOA, taking his entire . -
district w1th him., ° . . . s

/
By the third year an additional goal became dominant,

. that of dissemination 6f knowledge. on writing programs and

practices generally to a much w1der local and -regional

audience. Throughout the period studied each of thg districts

_ nost centrally inbolved in the Writing Consortium (primarily

Upper Crest apd Middle Crest). had their own very active program
development in' writing, egforts which drew on various

resources but not primarily mediated hy the IOA or the con-
sortium The Writing Consortium was qne ‘of a number of

mechadni sms throngh which they learned of one another's
activities and through which they shared resources. °

6.2.3. Resources B

4 ' The Writing_Consortium was begun with minimal ‘resources. |,

Essentfally this consisted of time donated by Milazzo and

‘contributed by Rhonda Robards as part of her fellowship.

By the’ fall of 1978 a fee sohedule of $250 per district had.
beern set up for those wishing to participate in the Writing
Consortium——clearly an inadequate sum for any sort of - 7

elaborate materials development or other intens1ve sustained
aCthlty ~The other major resource, of course, was the

-~ - s

. ljl o I\(jk} - ]

& g ¥

s




" contributed time of the teachers and d1str1ct staff members. '

- ' N I
A u

I

L
It was not always easy to get release time for work outside -

the district and for some member’'s this was apparently an
insurmountable -barrier because they "participated" inuthe
Writing Consortium without sendlng .any representatives to
,meetings. o ' . ' ; °
.Intellectual resources were provided by several persons:
Robards provided group process and networklng expértise
‘while Milazzo and 1ater Al Norris supplled {arge qguantities
of expertise on writing. Robards also inveSte

heavily 'of her own time in making phone calls,

.

)

preparlng\
¢on other Ioa
ewell, pitched in

agendas and writing up minutes. As time wen
statf, in partlcular Don Arche& .and Jane
as needed to support Robards, fllllng in when she was unable
to attend,,and performing some of the 1og1st1cs of contacting
part1c1pantsp mailing, and arranging for conference space.

»

6.2.4. Narrative Event Seguence

Table 6- 23lists most of the key events of the ertlng
Consortlum s.evolutlon over a three—year perlod In many
ways it is the story ‘of the efforts of one person, Rhonda
Robards. As one. of ~the f1rst generatlon Fellows in the fall
of 1977, Robards had many of the entry’ problems that confronted‘

‘other Fellows. She had been assigned to Shady Grove and *

'~ Bayside School Districts, two of the mpst prosperous in the area.

At Shady Grove she received a.rather typical welcome for
a new Fellow: assignment wfthout consultation to a rather
susp1c1ous principal who had h1s own"agenda and who promptly
shunted her..off to the side to work with alteacher who was
doing some planning work regardlng an "altérnative school.'
However, the relatmonshlp flzzled and Robards admrtted\that
she never really achleved entry to the Shady Grove District.
Meanwhile at the Bayslde’ Dlstrlct she did start right . .
out working w1tly$he superlntendent, who happened to have a,
spec1al 1nterest 1n writing,. partlcularly at the secondary
level. Wlth the ‘frustration of her Shady Grove experlence .
) . . .t N . v ..

»
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Table 6-2 The Wgiting Consortium Serial: Key Events

N ¢ P s

as "agenda."
Writing consortium founding meeting at Upper
, ‘Crest: 4 districts (Upper Crest, Shady Grove, -
-Bayside, Green Cove) represented, 3 superintendents
attend. Alice Loveland instrumental.

4/6/X8 -

e

9/26/78 riting Symposium® at Upper Crest’ Robard

or hestratlng, 6 districts involve®. i
11/78 "Fo S on Substance me\tlng, presentations by

" . teachRers from .each district: "dynamite."
. T . R -

12/78 Robard makes half-page summary of each presentation
.o in hospN\tal bed . , .
5779 Middle Cre t and Upper Crest DlStrlCtS get involved w1th

- another outXide wrltlng consultant bn their dwn.

L4

i [N () ~r -
N . ’ l\; { -

5/77 DickaMilazzo présentation at rev1val lead-off .
o econference. ’ .
MS/?? Representatives from Middle Crest and Upper-Crest ) )
: ' visit Milazzo's district to see writing program i 3’
\ . . . s . ; J .
in action ?t superintendents' instigation.
6/77 ,Rhond% Robards- recruited as a Fellow. - . »
6-8/77 Robards turned on,to networking,concept.
. s )
98/17 Robards asslgned to Shady Grove and Bayside
Districts. Bayslde superintendent proposes ( -
wiriting project. .
11/77 Milazzo work group on writing; very popular.
10-12/77 ° Shady Grove entry process awkward, role e
unsatisfactory. -
2-4/78 Robards dlscusses general ccncept of a writing o
consortium with Fellows, meets resistance from
Cutran, Ryder. . "
. H 2 "\ .
/78 +  Sam Taylor, Shady Grove superintendent, endorses
> Ro?ard's concept at "yellow pad" meeting. b
3-4/78 Robards puts writing consortium m?del in writing



[ §

9/24779

Fall'79:

>

Spring 80
4
/

(1/80
Spr;ng 80
3/?/80

5/?5/80
?‘\/ D)

_9/;0/80

9/8

12/80
2-3/81

3/20-
21/81

5/81

'
~“4

"writing conference" for IOA members irst
appeaxance by Al Norris as presenter; focu

' Robards recruits Al Nor¥1s to recharge Writing

: Computer Consortium arrangements developed.

R -3 [
<

7 . N ) '
~Rabards reports on Writ\ing Consortlum to Fellows;

6. member districts; asks\ for .a "process observer, "

but no such rele develop :

»

\. \{
Begin development of Writing Consortium "resource
bank" of materials, people,ﬁ.places.

-

- |
'
.
‘ . |

Struggles w1th resource forms.

-

l
Betty Snyder holds meeting, of 3 d1strlcts to set

up a southeast writing consortium along .same

llnes f?

TN

e e e a—

In spite. of Snyder' s efforts, sautheast writing
consortium idea flzzles in confuslon‘over—IOA
role and .involvement of another unlverslty

,

3 district
Crest, 1 from Sha

Upper Crest, ,3 from Middle

led by Milazze, 7 perSons from .
\;% Grove,

ConsoX™tjum batteries.
e

Robards proposes spec1al spr1ng conference as an

energy\focusslng evice.,

X

L3
*

Norr1s brainstarms conference content and speakers
/at Shady Grove meetlng

Norris runs 'regional“’(north and south)
day workshops which were very popular.

half-

X
Cifmactic two-day Wrifing Conference led off by
Carléon, over 100 attend 1nclud1ng many from
Urbanla and ‘the metropolitan area generally.
JOA reassessment mEetigg.establfshes "consortium"
approach as a continuing IOA.strategy. s

“ -
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fbehind her Robards began to think through what it might take.

. +to build a'networking activity, uq}ng a subject-matter.

|

Socus as a‘base,rbut_follow1ng the pr1nc;ples la1d down ]

1n Sevmour Sarason s book, Human Services and Resource Networks. *

Very early in 1978 she resolved to approach the super-

1ntendent at Shady Grove, the very busy and dynamic Sam o
Taylor, 'with ‘the idea of a sub-network’on wr1t1ng that *ﬁght
involve both Shady Grove and Bayside (whlch’were adjornlng !
districts) and a few others. To get on Taylor's_calendar one -
‘'had to wait up to six weeks but she resolved that,this tihe .
it was the worth the effort because (a) she had a v1able and. iﬁ

réasonably well articulated concept and (b) Taylor was a ¥

.key influential -amorig the supeyintendents asca whole whose,

approval could help make some hing go. . N

WhLle’planning her approach to Taylor, Robards(ﬁiscussed -
Her<<;1t1ng sub-network idea at the regular Fellos meetlngs/
and recalls that the concept was met with cons1derable h

.and Ryder. Alice Lovellnd was reported to have played a’

'neutral'role. In spite of a>iensed lack of _support or

scept1c1sm, part1cular% by the two original Fellows, Curran

perhaps because of it, Robards further elaborated her plan
and entered Taylor's offlce.fully prepared. The prlvate
meeting with Taylor went very smodthly and he agreed to speak
up in sypport of the ‘concept at a subsedhent superlntendents
meet1ng With the Bayside superlntendent already supportlve(
’;obards arranged a special meeting around Taylor' s calendar K
and formulated a written plan for the consortium. .
ZThe official foundlng mgetlng wa’s held ¢n Apr11 6, 1978
at the ‘fflCes of the. -Upper Crest D1str1ct (also phys1cally
adjacent to both Shady Grove and Bayslde) - Four districts '
were each’ reprEZnted by -a ‘team of two or more people 1nclud1ng
an administrator (superlntendents in three cases), a senlor
central staff person/ﬂAd a teacher. Loveland attended the

[An
meetlng and played the key ro{e of summarizer. Robards_
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*San Francisco: JOSsey-Bass, 1977 T -

id



reflected_subseqéently that Loveland's presence at\thag
time, her gxroup facilitation,iand implied support_Were“
probably crucial to getting the thing going. . e )
As consortlum activities.got underwav, re51Stance frnm Curran
and Ryder per51sted and Robards had .some cOncern that Rvder in
her role as a go- between ‘to the Middle Crest D1str1ct——wh1ch had
“ned the consortlum——mlght be uncermlnlng support from the
superlntendent and from _the d1str1ct staff whlch was the larqest
and one of the. mgst influential in the TOA. However, Mlddle Crest
subsequently became ghe leading’ and most actlve\eénsortlum Volce
At-a subsequent meetind” in May of 1978 the worklng 3 >
procedures of the consortium were ratgfled more or less as
Robards had originally concelved them. The worklng process
of the Writ4ing Conscortium henceforth ﬁad'atfleast seven
procedural features which were followed from meeting&to ,
meeting with considerable fidelity. , They included:
(l) An advancé phone caXl to representatlves at each
partlclpatlng distrlct as a remlnder and personal re-
‘inforcement for attendance; *

(2) A .sign-in sheet passed at each meeting to record

those present (but‘never “to note absepces), ‘

(3) An emphasis on the precess of. networklng inecluding
repeated reminders of how tha>proce§s works (e.g., using quotes

from. Sarason) with the 1mp11crt assumptlon that\netWorklng

represents a deslred means toémultlple desired ends;

(4) Contlnulnc croup _profess facfiltatlon, usually by

ﬁobards, sometimes by Newell and by Loveland at some
“critical junctures, : .

(5) Written summarles of each meeting, rather carefully
crafted to translate conflicts and controvers1es into "issues"
_and c1rculat1ng to all. members as a rolllng history: )

(6) Insured: cont1nu1ty by sett1ng aside' a part of each
meeting to discuss the agenda, the time, . and the place of

the next meeting; and
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\ ’ (7) Rotation of meeting places among{ali the’ e

partic1pating member districts. ’ .
. ' It is especially noteworthy that all these, features
were careiully thougdht through py Robards in the early stages

of consortium development. To a great extent she made

} .
expliCit use of networking res%?rch Sarason in particular,
in setting up the process. S <

. _In the fall of 1978, a time when the Fellows as a group

.were in turmoil %ver the absence of Loveland and her interim
repiagement by Anderson, the Writing Consortium th full
stride with-a series of successful meetingsq first the
"writing symposium” . at Upper Crest and most espec1ally the
session in November entitled "Focus on Substance." a e
latter event teachers.from several districts made presentations
on innovative approaches they had taken in the classroom.
Robards was actually hospitalized when the meeting took
place but, prepared summaries of each presentation from tapes
. of the session while recuperating In her hospital bed. She
;r describes the Session as "dynamite" and the innovativeness
© o Bf. the teachers as truly outstanding. Of all the activities
N involVing,the IOA which came to our attention this one event,

N :_Seems to have come closest to an ideal of sharing innovative
.practices among teachers ~
Thé spring of\l979 seems to have been a period of

.struggle within the Writing Consortium to clarify its .
“functions and objectives. At various meetings the Bayside‘
superintendent showed up to press the group toward a more .
Pstructyred collective curriculum develop ent project on
~' ‘'writing, preferably at the secondary level whigh was where
.his primary ipterest lay Others appeared t0 be more
. comfortable to continue with an information sharing approach,
. ! each proceeding With their own more intensivenprOJects
internally Indeed .Upper and Middle'Crest both had very g
active writing programs going on in which they employed a
hunber of resources, many developed or acquired virtually
, .- \ e
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without reference ts their IOA and ert;ng Consortlum

contacts. . L ) . 2 y .

Du;ing that summer Bayside wi4hdrew both from the'

Wlltlng Consort;um and the IOA® but another d1str1ct Joined ,

up leaVlng the nominal- dlstrlct membership at six: With
the fall of 1979 Robards tried to focus the group on some more
structured forms of sharlng including the deVelopment of a

_Shared resource bank on programs and people within the

Sub-network. A questlonalre form was developed and discussed
at some length over several seSS1ons but dlfflculty ‘was
experienced lngettlng adequate responses from a large enoygh
pool of. participants to make the resource bank idea really
work Very well., & . 5
Wh11e~the'concept of a consortium on writing seemed
to work quite well it proved 1mposs1ble to develop{actlve
memberships wh1ch spanned the wide dlstanCes represented in
the metropolltan area. Thus in January of 1980 ‘Archer ‘ S
began to work With Betty Snyder,.-who had been a fhrst year 7~
Fellow the previous year, to deveLop a second reglonallzed
wéiting consortium in the southern area. Green Cove, a
leading district in that area, was a nomlnal member of the

ex1st1ng consortium but had had persistent dlfflcultles .

*in sendlng representatives to meetings.,_ The effort was made

>

Trore Complex institutionally by the fact that Snyder was.
new work1ng for: another prlvate UnlverS1ty in %hat area; .
thus superlntendents and their repyesentatives who came to
foundlng meetlngs were rather confused about the struqtuﬂei
of, the proposed arrangement Wlth Snyder s qommitments and *
1nst1tutxonal ties very much divided and nd other driving
force to put.it all together, the effort flzzled

. We witnessed a gession of the ertrng Consortlum held
on the afternnon of May 15, 1980. The session”was' chiefly

taken up by a presentation by Milazzo .©of a framework for

N u,
developlng writing programs. ~%§é ses' /g_was introduced
by Robards who then togk her le§ve, passlng the cha1r to

~ o
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Harry Draper, coordlmator of language arts at Middle Crest
N and an 1nformal leader in the' group. There were seven
‘persons 1pﬁattendance. three regulars froqLESZZZ Crest 7™~
*and three from Middle_ Crest including Drapet, one l
- teacher from Shady Grove who was new to the group This'
'attendance patterh WAS, apparently rather typical, at th1s l;
g‘stage‘of the evolutlon bf the Writing Consortium. - RO
- Partlclpants were .attentive and clearly had'great respect
»  for Mllazzo and 1ntetest in h1s'work On/the bther handﬂ
Athey werea mostly famllrar with his work and the purpose of
the meeting other than a kind of reunIon and mutual
reinforcement was not clear.’ )
Subsequént'interviews suggested, that thds was a'time .
when the Writing ‘Consortium see to be w1ndLng down, losing
N much of the animation- whic characterlzed the early meetlngs
~of the preV1ous year. There was conslderable concern in
both Middle Crest and Upper Crest aboyt t1ghten1ng budgets
-7~j—~_wh1ch wouldwaffect 1n-servrce activities Lh the summer rathef'
severely but thefe were no evident solutjons. It also seemed
evident that -the -consortium at this point had only two really
active!members, Upper and Middle Crest, the SHady Groye‘

representatiqn being token and lacking &ny cont{nuity v

Robards sensed the slackening of 1nterest in the
Writing Consortlum and began search1ng for ways to brlng it
v ‘‘pack to life. As the next school year began in’ the fall. of
<1980 she.proceeded with two moves which would leaf - to another'
successful year ‘and a real resurgence of interest. First of
L all she sought out a new lead resource person. Mllazzo’had
been very popular. and a 'key expert in the’ flrst year but
he was beglnnlng to be seen as a bit stale. After some arm
tw1st1ng she supceeded in 1nvolv1ng Al Norrls, another c.
graduate student at -the college who had developed con51denab£e.
expertlse in the wr1t1ng field. Norris had been a fellow .

teachenathh Robards before theéy had returned to gradufte'

school and-~he had since worked in a prestlglous prlvate

¢ .
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_School while purstiing his graduate‘studles. 'He was
experienced and dynamic as a teacher andshe vas author1tat;ve
and’ZTeatlve in the f1eld of wr1t1ng . Further, Norris had "
made a big hit wlth the ertlng Consortlum w1th an alt- -day
"writing, conference” in MRrch of 1980 which focussed.on,the
sedondary teacher. . ‘ ‘ ‘ =

. v The second -Robards move was to. pr6pose to the remaifing

Writing Consortlum group that they plan together for a major

conference. on wr1t1ng in the spring which would introduce

‘a potp urri of writing resources and 1deas to educators

in thejentire area.- Norris, with h1s conslderable knowledge

of .the field, was very helpful to the group 1T‘thls plann}ng

effort. In addition, early in 1981 Norrls conducted two
X "regional" (north and south) workshops on writing for IOA
30'at each) and well rece1ved d X '

On March 20 and 21, 1981 the Writing Conference was -
fldally held. at facilities at‘the collgge. It had been well
pub11c1zed'1n advance through flyers and through the first
»  issue of the rev1Ved IOA- newsletter (also put together yery

largely through Robards efforts) - It was. gpen to.all with

RN " a slldlng fee scale of $20 00 for ertlng Con!ortlum members,’

$40 00 fer.IOA: members,-and $70.00 £0r pon-IOA members.
,{” vMore than 100 people reglstered The dbnference featured .
S Pre51dedt éarlSOn, galn -as the 1ntroducer,,plus ur major
' speakers, one an - expert on writing programs at éhfocollege,

‘g two wefﬁ known e;perts from other un1vers1t1es, and one the
executlve off a publlshlng company. There were also concurrent
workshop ses51ons, panel d1scuss1ons and an informal w1ne i

. |
; and cheee event. Thus it was a well balanced varied program
) .and was generafly regarded as a great success. It was sruly
. the capstone event of the ertrng Consortlum and it is also
|
(the p01nt at’which our.analysis concludes. T
A « ' . \ ®
t . * .
) ' T . , ) v
» ! ’ '\ ! ~ r . * 1

member districts. . Both were well attended (approx1mately‘ .
VA .
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It is not clear where the Writing Consortium. will be -

— going as we enter the 1981-82 school year. The Wr1t1ng

(e

Confergnce of the prev1ous SPring w1ll be a tough act to
follow. There is still no clear evidence that Robards can
. pass on her'baton'to_another orchestra leader although she
professed a desire to do so. Certainly interest in writing
w1ll continue to be high on*the agendas of many of these
o dlstrrcts but with the r1ch and varied rgsources available
¥ from so many sources it seems somewhat doubtful %hat the
. Writing Consortium, if it surwvives, w1ll play a salient role.
' .On the other hand, the signal success of- the Wr1t1ng
Consortium was“in’estahlishing-a sustained networking
activity among a circle of actors around a particular topic.
Thanks.largely to Robards' advance §1anning and shepherding,
- the "consortium model" became the most obv1ous evidence of
the success of. the IOA ‘revival effort. Thus by the sprlng,
Archer in part1cular was seeklng ways to repllcate the model
"with other topic areas. . After the enlistment of appropriate
in-house experts, the conduct of prellmlnary work group
” sessions, and the issuance of a long artlcle in the revived
newsietter,'a new consortlum dealing wrth computers in
‘education was set up for a start in the 1981-82 school year.

6.2.5. '‘Outcomes of the Writing Consortium Serial

fhe Writing Consortium‘undoubtedly allowed a number
of people 1n the Upper Crest and Mlddle Crest School D1str1gts
and scattered others to become much more informed on the
P ’ poss1b111t1es for wr1t1ng programs. W1th the success of the
conference events in the spring of 1981 we can also assume
. that awarenéss and some specific knowledge of wr1t1ng
research, curriculum development, frameworks for under-
o stand1ng and some specifdc innovative practices spread ’
. throughout the Urbanla metropolitan area incluiing Urbanla, '
thanks to some reﬁ!esentatlon from the b1g city at the March

conference.




‘having their own lqng tradition of academic excellence

\. | - - | v
Whether or not Writimg Consortium activities led to 4

speclflc practice changes or dven 1nfluenced them in a major
way 1s much harder to judge. Clearly Upper Crest and ) -
Mlddle Crest were thevprlmary part1c1pants in the consortium “ ;
yet there is-clear and substantial ev1den@e that they were both \
pursuing very actlve .and elaborate writing programs wh1ch had
quite dlfferent roots both before and during the time of.
the consortium's maximum influence. . It seems most llkely ‘
that the Writing Cohsortium 1nfluence blended with other' ‘- -
influences to make these two dlstrlcts and their-relevant -
staffs somewhat more sophisticated about writing programs
than they otherwise would have been. '

The same cannot be-said of Shady Grove. Eveq though
the superintendent's.endorsement owaa an important element '
at the beginning, Shady Grove staff consistently felt
that they had not much to learn from the other districts,

and —extensive 1nternal support for-teacher self- developmeot

In any case the pattern of gending only one representatlve

to meetings, usually?a different person every time, precluded .
serious involvement or benefit to Shady Grove from the

Writing Consortium. For Bayside there, also seemed to be

few gains, despite the. fact phat the superintendent was ‘

so involved from the beginning; thé'fact was that heawithdrew :/
after a year, dissappointed that the group could not move

into e "product" orientation which would yield what he

saw as concrete benefits for his district. P

The major outcome of the Wrating Copsortium 55 it related :
to .the IOA as a whole is” that it was- 3 generally successful
approach to both networking and sustained and ehared ' :
intellectual activity around a particular topic. It allowed

some focussing of energies in contrast to the scatter

’
. wi¥ch characterized most other IOA efforts. It thus became

a favored pattern for future activites in contrast to the
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field placement of Fellows discussed*in the previous . ®

serial analysis. 2 .

.

We still .have very littleke:idence on the institution-
g consortium or the "consortium

alization of either the Writin
model." No district hassa continuing budgetary commitment
etd the concept or the specific entity.. It has not yet
survived the turnover ef leadership. It has not yet becom
a partsof’the routine of "either the college, the IOA, or -
' the districts. ) . ) ‘ ‘
6.2.6: *Barriers e ) ' e
The Writing Consortiug.succeeded in part because there
were very few barriers in‘its way. Robards did encounter
spomeé resistance amorig the FelloWé, perhaps because she‘>‘ !
was suggesting a rather different modus operandi from ghe

orlglnal fellow. model yet it was an approach which was-
generally quite compatible with Loveland's goals for the
IO?,(which emphasized centering on teacher needs, sensitivity
to process, sharing among practitioners, and networking.
The chief barrier operationally was probably deograpbie. The 4
Writing, Consortium never succeeded in extending itself )
across the. suburban landscape or to Urbania but remained
restricted pr1nc1pally to four, later two adjacent d1str1cts
Part'of this problem was endemic to IOA activities in general:
it” is hard enough té\get teachers released for trave} o
outside their 'districts, but especially‘hard to induce them
to travel way.across town on a- regular basis. | -
' * Another barrier of a sort was Epe continued presence N
of abundant alternatlve sources of knowledge and resources .
of various kinds concernlng writing. The college could-
provide very High quality inputs but it had no exclusives.
Furthermore; the somewhat intellectualized college=offerings
may have been perceived as stimulating but somewhat less .
immediately useful than more thoroughly packaged or

tailor-made resdurce® internal to the districts. -

o’
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6.2.7. Fac111tators

There is'no, questlon that the chief facilitating -

-

factor in the success of the Writing Consortium was the tre-

mendous energy, thoughtful planning and struéturing of the -

‘enterpise by Rhonda Robards. 1In spite of a nearly complete

-lack of knowledge or experience with+ the substanpe (wr1t1ng)'

she doggedly applied networking principles which she had

derived from a ¢areful reading of Sarason' s.research and

she made the consortium work. She also made good use of her

own‘personal‘networ;//partiéularly in bringfng in Norris. ) ‘
Yy

She was also aided > the fact that there were some good

exemplars avallable, partlcu}arly in Mlli\fo, and she~was not \\
afraid to draw on them. o
Another' facjlitating factor was the currency of~the topic
and ‘the.need felt for improvement at all leveis by algflevelS/ L
of school staff. - N - AN 200

-
<

Finally, we would also have to- say that the prgsence
of multlple alternatlve resources was probably a fac111tator
as much as. it 'was a barrier because’ the wealth of resources
meant that there was always semething to talk about. Indeed . .
the presence of all these resources ‘helped to shape the -
direction of the Writing Consortium toward sharing and resource
banking rather than toward the development or installation of
partlcular programs '

6.2,8. Analy51s of the Dynamics of the Writing'Consortium ' \/
Although this serial may not have run its fuld course.

we can yet‘discern some clear stages of its evolution. The .

first was a kind of prehistory when%the need and the readiness .

for a sustained effort were being aroused We might call

this "arousal." It 1ncludes the very flrst session by Milazzo,

the subsequent work group series in the fall of 1977, climaxed

by the overflow session, and then the suggestion by the

Bay51de superlntendeht that Robards might help h1m somehow w1th
a vaguely env1saged writing project. N




;:j: The second pBase,was‘"pranning and star%-up" and this
“.was clearly all Robards' effort, starting with her pre-
:llmlnary meet1ng~w1th Samw.Taylor, the influential Shady

Grove superlntendent, and leading up-to® the set-aside of
member dues_and the first fall‘"wrltlng symp051um" at
,Upper Crest. The third phase might be dalled "the flowering,"

& series of- se551ons which had good atte dance, high

1nvolvement, a variety of rich inputs, a d some high /

'expectations of what might be accompllsbe A
The ‘fSurth phase, which might be called "the doldrums,"

began w1th the dissaffection and w1thdrawal\of the Bay51de

superlntendent in the summer of 1979. It contlnued through a

. somewhat rambling and aimless second year wh;n the two most

active districts were building their own proérams and reaching

outside the Writing Consortium for resources. The flftr

phase mlght be called "dissemination," the perlbd when the.

successful two~-day conference was planned and exécuted when

Norris came on board to lead "regional" workshops, and
<nhen Roba;da/got out a special issue of the revived I0A
_hewsletter devoted specifically.to writing. ) '
As in the IOA as a whole and the Fellows seridl we see
here the central role of an energetic prime'mover with an
ideology and in this case a rather ‘clear process structure.
We also see the amblvalent role played by alternative o
&‘ resources and by the general pauc1ty of f1nanc1al resources.
What is striking is the fact that Loveland played a rather
minor role in this enterprlse overall and that. it flourished
at a time (fall of 1978) when the IOA as-a whole was rather
troubled. Like’ other egforts of the rev1ved I0A, the ‘
Writing Consortium leaves no trail of memorable products - '
ihhterms of either research or development or substantral
documentation save the newsletter issue. Nor drd it lead

to any doctoral dissertations or to significant changes’in

~ coursework at- the college, but none of these were:intended
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objectives so they could ha’rdly be r"ated as failings.
The ertlng Consortium really succeeded in d01ng what - ]
Robards hoped Lnltlally 1t would do. It was a network
for sharing and for stlmulatlng practlce 1mprovement '
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7. CAUSAL NET*ORK* - } . \;\
'‘7.1. GENERAL MODEL

'In order to map and analyze the properties of the - . -
interorganlzatlona% arrangements being studied, we attemgteq »
to isolate the factors that appeared to account for the outcomes
obtalned in each-of the cases studied in detail. Two types of ]
faFtors were extracted those which were common to all cases--

some 52 core variables--and those which were case-specific.
) N

For the most part, the core variables were empirically driven, L
.

+

i.e., they emerged as impottant determinants or mediators
across the three cases. We then grouped these factors into
empirical clusters and laid them out in the time-linked model

shown in Figure 7-1. ~Variable definitions are given in the

A

discussion of the causal network (section 7.2.3).

As amr
To review the diagram

w briefly and in a highly simpliified
way, we can v1ew 1t as depicting the life cycle of the inter-
organizational arrangement beginning with the relationships
between the college/university and the school district(s)
prior to the creation of the arrangement. We hypothesize *
that the closeness and positime nature of antecedent coupling
determines to a great extent®the comditments 225} to this

enterprise by the school district(s) and-by t participating
collége/of education. The strength of these commitments then

relnforce’—-or in the case of low commitment, weakens--the

.efforts of staff members of the arrangement.” Ih some cases,

the characterlstlc of the<leader or coordinator/o the
arrangement can 1nfluence thé level of commltmegt in the
part1c1pat1ng colleges and schoUTs—-thus the broken line
beadlng from staff characteri ‘/}csvback to the boxes for
school and ﬁn1vers1ty comm;t ent.

'
-

. * ’

. /
+ The procedures and products outlined in thid section were

. developed by M.B. Miles and A.M. Huberman in a national study -

-y,

of educational innovation, Crandall, D., et al, A Study of o
Pissemination Lfforts Supporting School Improvement. Andover,
Mass., The Network, 1:981. Any use of the procedures and tools
shou e credlted appropriately. °
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ARTT.CEDENT COUPLING
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+ho. fotmal liniks
.. ianformal lloks
«drgrece of coupling
stmilv, service
centrality
«r0al conpruonce
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SCIOCL DISTRICT COMILTHENT

Laccess to altemative
knowvledge resources
.institutional priority

of memborship
«teacher support
.addlnistrator support
.perceived beneflits of

membership
.resource r:om’.tmen:

relations |
.influencé
JAnttmal funds

“harmony of Teacher-admin.

.

C em—

WIIVERSITY COMILTHENT

T .wnlversity locallsm
.resource commltmint
.institutional prior
Anfldance ——"}ky
.university support
osstatus of 10A within
* uiversity
.internal funds

. .percclived Lanofits

INTERMEOTARY UNIT-STAFF
LT

o legdarsha

~ealf homgpﬂl?3€ PE%
+qlout of 10A lender
senergy of coordinator
senterprise commitment
ecarecer relevant

incentives:
.staff st:gflzg;; .

10A PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

+diversity of objectives
.variety of activities
.casponsiveness of staff

EXTERIAL RESQURCES

.cxternal funds
.external knowledge:
rosources

s

SCHOOL OUTCOMES ot

-practice Lmprovemondy
«Capacity
«status/pover

- school-achool links

}OA DEVELOPMENT

sextent of use
+no. of longer-
farm collahoraticns
.vlslblllty/promlnence//,///
«Jegree of dependence.

schgdls
edegree of dep{ndences

universit
+schoolZuniversfty
ages

tutlonallzntlsh

I

_JUNIVBRSLITY QUTCOMES

«practice improvement

«capacity

.power/status

Jyniversity-university
* links




Staff egforéé lead éq\tgéﬁdesign and imjlementation of
the I0A progiam{ éuccessfhl,e;réngements a}e characterizeg by - 4
54:_Qik rsity-\of objectives,'variety of activities and responsiveness
to requesgiforlnequﬂofkbayp%?iPafing uniii by IOA'sgaff.' The >
/¢ program can alsa Qg'étﬁ?nggpéned by external inputs, in the

form of funds and/or vexternal informationsand expertise.
The'éuccesg himpfogr&m Effortsﬁcan be juéged by the

indicators of I0A development, igq&udrng the degree of use . .

by members, Eh@inumbeﬁ and ‘closeness of ties and the‘pegree
to which the‘afggﬁgeméntebecomes durably institutionalized.
Differing degreecé of development.should then result in
differing outcomes at the.school and. college' levels. - .
I —
7.2. CAUSAL NETWORK FOR THE EASTERN PRIVATE.IOA
Practically a¥l the core variables applied to tHe ) .

‘

"Eastern Private 1I0A andgarg laid out En Figure 7-2.  For ease —
of understanding and uégfﬂae'take }eaders'through the same : \'-¢u~
introductory comments and instructions as were given to v A

' individuals from the three a}{angmqnts who were asked to give | "
"« feedback on the gccuraqy;ané'exhaustiveness of the causal ' _——

¥ - v, . .
networks. g . =~ . s <
~ - ’ ~

7.2.1. Introduction .« . . -

- : In trying Focfin§ an‘ecbnomical way of &ummarizing - -
our understanding of .the site, we .have cofistructed a "causal ]
network" for each of the ?I0As. . o - .

)

The causal network tried to put on one fold-out sheet
“the main factors and the'ways #n which .they influenced 6ne .
anoﬁher,during the life* of the iQA,;up,tb the point at which -
“ we stopped collecting data {for the Edstern Private Case,May 1981) ..
There are two kinds of factoss in-the network: general factors,
ones witich seemeqd important- at all the sites to explain the -
pattern of events and outc#hes; and site-specific faetars. ¢
For' example, on the causdl network’ for theé Eastern Private
’ Xf ¢ I0A, level of cOsmopolitanism of school pefSonnel and of = -

university persennel (#2,4) are unique to that site. . .

ae

At first glance, the figure with its 50-0dd boxes and

= - thicket of "arrows pmobably looks more like+a maze or \ \
Rube Goldbq;g‘machine than #\cohefent flow chart, As it -~ .
turns out, we think that you should be able -to deciphegh ,

it without much trouble by uging the explanatory text which o
accompanies the flow chart. At  this state of our wo;k,qﬁe .
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““do not think that a more slmpL_jled figugke would do justice
to the real complex1t1es in, these I0As; nor would it allow

us to compare them and to assess whether. the current theories-

about knowledge utilization and interorganizational linkage
can account for what we found. \ ‘

. \ .
—

7.2.2." How the Network is. Organized

\

C ; The Eastern Private IOA network flows as follows: the
beginning or antecedent variables are at -the left- of the page
. {(hos 1-9). They give way to intermediate or inkervening

' varid®les .. which uspally- come later . in the history of the IOAy_~
. they co er variables nos. 10-32. The outcome varlables are

' arrayai the far ¥ight coluQn, from nos.33-45. )

~-—

) Each box has a rating, high or low. For instance, box -
#5, "history af collaboration;" is high, denoting a gchool-
university collaboration which was fairly active bef re the
current IOA was revived. The arrow goes to box #7, "no.

school-university formal links," indicating that the history
of collaberaticn contributed to a moderate number of formal

ties betWéen the two ‘partners prior to the formal reconstitution
of the present IOA.

) e
/ >
“ Bome Woxes have "low" ratings, such as #2a‘" universit
y
locallsm"- low does not mean negative or inadequate.
4 Awd

>

: One -final detail: There are three global streams in the
‘ flow chart. MThe gtream along the top of the-figure hag, most

. of the school district variables. The stredm along the: bottom
has -most of the college/un1vers1ty‘varlables. The center* T

stream contains the variables for the IOA as a whole. .
J
7.2.3. Readlng%the Network for the Eastern Private IOA
‘x. ’ : We beilve that two antecedent condltlons both at the

university and among the schoolldistricts’ repreSgnted in the
Eastern Prlvate IOA were slgnlflcant determ1nants of what ]
happened what outcomes resulted,” and what benefits did or

did not accrue to the/crganlzatlons 1nvolved These were the -.
relative 1nfluence/power (#1, 3) and level of. cosmopolltanlsm
(#2,4) that .existed on both sides. The najorlty of school ™
'dlstrlcts which continued to be a€tiye within the. arrangement had
long been recognlzed leaders in pﬁgifc education, agd they
represented cosmopolltan and establlsheg‘commhnltles hlgh in
prop&rtlons of professions and 0ld wealth. This led to strong

- , .
gupport for.education and ' to an expectation that the schools 5
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would prepace chlldren to. enter the upper levels of society
and profess1onal life via strong academically oédented programs.
THe resultlng school enV1ronment was thus highly "cosmopolite, n’
i.e., habltually in contact w1tﬂLother educatlonal resource
centers a systems, seeklng whatever practices and knowledge
were needed Eo remain up with and ahead of the competltlon
Indeed 1t was the perception of this casmopolite aspect -
of " this particular region which led an enterprising professor
of egducational finance and administration to found the Ioa
some 40 years ago. The school d1strlcts in the network were
‘seen by him as "llghthouses for uU.s. publlc educatlon in
general, show1ng the way to reforms and practlce 1mprovementa.
at all levels: instructional, adm1n1strat1Ve, and curricular.
His efforts e directed toward the articulation and codifi-

! ‘cation Of the leading-edge 1nnovatlons so-@hat they could .
be shared not only w1t§1n the IOA itself, but among educatlonal
practltloners across the natlon *

The unlverslty, of which the college of education was a
- unit, was widely recognized as one of the great American ‘
unfversities, drawing professors and students from the highesf

r intellectugirlevels around the world. It followed that the .

\ university did not see its target-clientele or public as
particularly local, even though it was situated in a large

. metropolitan region,- an area with serious problems of soc1al
1nequ1ty, inter-racial and. cultural conflict, Poverty, crlme,
pollution, urban decay, etc. This contradiction 'of situation
and‘orlentatlon boiled over 1nto serious conflict and
'd1sruptlon in_the 1960s. as more radlcal students and faculty
pressed fqr greater un1vers1ty respons1b111ty for coping

with the 1mmed1ate social issues. Today, this concern. for
local relevance and responsibility seems -to be ,considerably -
muted and rarely emerged in 1nterv1ews ‘with professors or
students.

‘The college of educatlon 1tself partook of many of the

attrlbutes of cosmopollte intellectual power of its parent~

v
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unit, but had its own peculiar history. At its founding
it was seen:as a "teachers college," i.e., a place where
students would came to learn how to be teachers from master
teachers in the schools. It was from miany of the school"
districts'wﬁich now formed the IOA that these original teachers
were drawn, for the same reason that the IOA's founder sought
out these schools as leaders of American education. Over
‘the yedrs, however, the college moved further ang further
away from béing an institution staffed by master teachers
as it increasingly aspired to and achieved status for
research and scholarship. Thus, the present orientation
of the collége was,nagionql_and>internationalq not local,
and its main concerns were’aéademics and research father
than dissemination and service. '
The power and c¢psmopolitanism of both types of

' institutions involved in this IOA tended to pull in
directions which were contradictory for the arrangement. ~
On the positive side there was clearly a convergence of
interest in high quality education, in being national
leaders and the first with new ideas and practices. This

: ; ' .. N }
was the basis for the original collaboration and the continued

<

-

promise of jearning from 'others who are-on the cutting edge.-
was still an”impgrtant objective. On the negative.side
was the fact that many alternative Spporpunities existed for

both>the university and the school distrigts., In the-* inter-

" 'vening 40 yéars, a vastly more complex infrastructure of

other resource institutions (#6) had sprung up, many with =
--much cleareé service orientations and mandates and backed

by far more substantial and reliable financial resources.

For the university, the service orientation had become weaker

and increasingly channeled toward educational problems which

were af less relevance to this particular set of affluent

districts, e.g., national educational policy, basic -4

education, urban education, etc. R ’//’
/ R ' : .
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With such amb{:ZZence on both sides, one might ask why
the arrangement had continued for so long. We see *two
overriding factors causing this lonéevity. The fﬁrst was
the history of c&®laboration itself :(#5). In its heyday,
this arrangement was a particularly v1brant powerful, and
enrlchlng nechanism for education reform, and the memory.
"still lingered- among the older school admlnlstgators and
some of the college faculty. Because of its onetime
popularity and success, the‘grrangement got flrmly lodged,
even as the power and pertinence of the original arrangement
faded and its leaders disappeared. N .

v The other factor, somewhat reltated teﬂ:hé.first, was the con-
stant flow of students phrsuing-advaﬁced‘degrees and advanced
positions within their district hierarchies. These stpdents con—‘
stituted formal links between the school and the unAVer51ty (#7) .
Because thése districts were reputed to be strong educatlonally,
they were able to attract graduates from the best universities.

The unlver31ty, in turn was likely to draw its studemts from the
talent pools of education practitioners in dlstrlCtS suclh as these;

Added to this was -the fact of prox1m1ty, Large ‘
proportions of graduates from this partlcurar college
of education filled powerful positions in thls set
‘of school districts.. According to some 1nformants,
the arrangement thus became an "old boys'club" with informal
links between people sharing graduate training and practical,
experiences (#8). The arrangement thus gave the oppqiggg;by’
. for continued association with others in similar positions
within the region. ~However, - the sharing did not seem to
extend to the faculty of the college of education, who were
still seen prlmarlly as former professors rather thap as
colleagueés.

Pre-existing formal linkages occurred at instructional
and curricular levelsswithin these districts as well as
among the top administqators. Teachers. and other school
district staff commonly sought career advancement through

oo
oo
4]
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further education  (#9), Theécolleqe of education involved’ No-

in this arrangement was perceived as a véiued“and prestigious

option for advanced Eraining. Thus, the'pre—exiétiﬁg linkages
were "multﬂple;" in two' senses: .(1) first, they involved

more thansone level and bne type of brofessional, and second,

they fﬁvolved more than one type of function (e.g., profes- .

sional advaqsement, collegial a%sociation and friendsﬁip,
. ‘ . &
contact with new-'knowlédgé and innovative practice, status

The linkaée multiplexity acted as a counterforce to the
growing presenc 6f~alternéti§e reééﬁtce opportunities for
member districts, ‘leading to a moderate degree of interinsti-
tutional éoupling (#lO),'ég compared to the much stronger

coupling of a generation earlier. We also perceived this

. < 1 4
multiplexity?f%?,B) as an important conditioning factor of >

the visibility of the arrangement (#29), administrator support

(#30), sense of cohesion between the arrangement staff and @4

"~ school people (#11) and ultimately the extent of use (#40)

and the number of linkages (#37) which survived as "outcdmes"

from the period under study.

Institutional support for the qrrangemént had been tepid,
bowever, on both the university and school sides since the
mid-1960s and remained so despite the‘rejuvenétion efforts
ta Se described below. On the university side, institutional
priorities remain focussed on a national stage and on Fonce;ns
for research and scholarship._ ThHe institutionaﬁgpriority
of the arrangement to the university (#12) was Further
weakened by the perception among some of the faculty that
these were not needy schools and hence not appropriate targets ‘.
for the limited seryice efforts that the university was
obliged, :to make. Further, because of its capacity to recruit
students, retain 6uts§gnding faculty and maintain its
reputation without resort to 1loecal service activities, the
university saw only'harginal benefits from the arrangement
(#13) . Lack of significant pe}ceived benefits and low priorjity
tended Eo push the arrangement into, the periphery of university
concern and attentior (#14), which 1 turn detracted from

the ‘status of persons who were involved with it (#15).
~ .

z
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" Tack of. percelved benefits also limited uﬁ&verslty
dependence on the arrangement (}16), although the admlnl—'
stration of the college .of educatron and a handful ‘of faculty
(probably for dif%erent reasons)_cohtinued"‘o suppor’&}inkage.
to the public schools of the région through field sfrvice
arrangements, For these people the existing arrangement was
something of an enigma. It was a going concern which brought
;> ih some portion'of the funds needed to suppert it;--it aggeared
) ltq do things deemed worthwhile by a number of people; it
maintaine§ the_image of the college as a publlcly virtuous
enterpise; and it doggedly retained its potentlal" to be
what it the was, an activity which catalyzed and synerglzei
research training, and innovation in ways that benefited
the university, the participating districts;—and the
educatlonal community as a whole.

The same enigmatic appeal worked on the handful of
district superintendents who carried ‘the arrangement through
its feeblest hours. Because of the‘;éﬁh array of alternatives
now available, it had been at* least 15 years since the
arrangement enjoyed a high 1nst1tut10nal priority (#17)

____m;ihln_any_nf_the_parLLClpatrng_drstr;ctsr_rnclud1ng the
most loyal. Likewise, and for the same reason, none of the
participating districts felt dependent on the arrangement
(#18) for significant resources. . )

These preconditions led in 1976 to a near-decision on
the part of the executive board (composed then of the seven

superintendents representing the only dues-paying.districts)

to terminate the arrangement aqker 35 years. Indecision on

both sides led to a "one more try" solution in the form of
a new director. The subsequent history of 'the arrangement
unfolded largely in terms of the interplay of this new
leader's role and the pre-existing historical and support
factors eescribed above on the district and university sides.

s ,
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Four attrlbutes of the leader were 1mportant to
the story. Probably *he' most notable was the leader's ' i . o
" energy (iESTT_EBé new asslgn§éﬁt~nas taken on with gusto "o
and dedlcatLon Wthh infecte@ other actors, partlcularly
the staff of graduate students which she quickly bullt
~up afcund ‘herself. As an associate professor 1n a tenure
line and as one of the most popular teachers in the college,\
the new leader also had considerable clout (#20) and was
able to-lay down conditions, including the temporary commitmhent .
of some endowment monies. in dedication to the new task (#23). -‘~1?\
Such clout was probably dru}nlshed by the relatlvely low status B '
~~~~”~of~the“enterprlse (#I5) in the eyes of fmany fact lty. Never—-
theless, a combination of clput and enl@gy enablgd her to
enlist senior faculty (#24) to ‘provide inputs and make
presentatlons at the varlous conferences and workshops whlch
ensued Such c0ntr1butlons were made without remuneratlon
and constituted a substantial addition to the university's
resource commitment (#25) beyond endowment monies.
A third important attribute of -the leader’was her
. dedication to a particular approach to change (#21). Heavy
emphasis was put: on client participation—-espeqially by
teachers--sharing of experiences,'networking, and the ‘
use of chanqe/apents, not as experts in particular content
areas, but as process helpers and linkers to others with
resources to share. Not colnc1dentally, she also taught a
very popular course on the change process, wheﬁh she recrulted
, " some of the dedicated and talented graduate students who

~/
formed her core staff (#26). 1Ideology and commitment combined .
’ to make the rejuvenated arrangement responsive to a variety o

of d1str1ct needs and concerns (#27) and also led to a,

bew1lder1ng array of act1v1t1es (#28), 1nclud1ng frequent S

# workshops on a gfeat variety of tOplCS, eonferences, separate

©

sub-group meetings of principals and superlntendents, assistance
to particular schocls and d1str1cti on staff development,

curriculum development, resodrce linking, evaluation, etc.
a -t

' () .
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Jddeology and energﬁkalso comblned -to. greatly 1ncrease

the visibility of the a angement amang” schoeol. districts in
:.Q?the reglon. The new leadek and her ‘first two graduate’ s
$ ass1stant§ launched a vggorous recrultlng dr1ve,‘d1splaylna
'i the array of planned activities anq optlonal arrangements
which would be made available at mlnrméi cost. 1Increased ‘
visibility and recruitment effort led in turn to‘increased
.Suppprt by district superlntendents (?30) -rith membershlp

- quadrupllng over a s1x-month perlod y Snpport also meant

N

ally reduced from~ what it had been prevLously.“ For tggx

larger and more affluent dlstrlcts_;he amount of fundlng (#31)
was small .enbugh ($750. 00) to be handled by a superlntendent
as- part of his d1scretlonary budget or eas;ly exXpla¥ned to
his board. Other’ resource commitments (#32), in terms of staff
release and travel were also present, as reflected?in the

o s h%gheattendance levels at msst\gf the reconstﬁtuted workshop
.and conferenﬁé;act1v1t1es. On the other hand, the actual
level df teacher support (#33) was hardtoq gauge, ‘high \
attendance-at yonkshops did not: represent w1despread use or
even awaréness of the a angement’and its offerings by the

°

majorlty of thousands of teachers in partlclpatlng d1str1cts

% fThe fourth leadershlp factor was. 1nstab111ty ($27).

For. a.domQ1nation of reasons, 1nclud1ng 1llness,°a sabbat}cal

eave, and profes$ional needs which competed with her ;

. invalGement with the arrangement, the leader was réquired to
be absent for longfstrecches of time including fhe second
and fourth years of the revival. Her\stand Lﬁé durlng these
absences were not able to command the same clout from the

QUnlvers1ty or the same devotlon frem—the"graduate students..
Thus,, whlle activity cont1nued on at a’faSt pace, there
‘'was poss1bly an underlylng diminution” of conf1dence and an
'1ncreased sense of fragility to~the whole enterprise. Some

key staff departed while others were recruited who were less

>
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clearly 1dent1f1ed with the idegplogy and sense of misgion of
the 1nsp1ratlonal leader (#34) The@lack of staff contiguity
also tended. to diminish the _perception by -sghool Egrso§ﬁ51

\that they would derive 51gn1f1cant benef1ts from the '3

&rangement. The fact that most dutreach efforts were not

tied to degree OX course credit at the University als J

Y

decreased the perception ©y school personnel.that benefits

]

accrued to them from participation. »' . Y
Perception of benefits, either potential or acerued, T
was also indirectly conditioned by the diversity of oquétlves‘
(#36) of the arrangement as a whole The historic
arrangementﬁrepfesented a complex butsclear bargalh struck

between the original founding leader and the district

.

14

superlntendents, They were to get~a great deal of qualitative -
and quanitative information on 1nnovatlons, presented 1nt\x < -
.comparatlve form as collectave feedback on:what they, " as .

a group of introyating d1str1cts were d01ngl ‘The founder in

turn got, a ma551ve f1eld data COlleCthn apparatus which

wi used er over . 100 doctoral dlssertatlons over a 25-

)

The schdol districts also prov1ded a steady income to the.

perlod as well as for numerous monographs and articles.

university for the support of core admlnlstratlve staff and =
graduate students.

-
I3

The reV1ved.arrangement-of°the late 1970s _was based

on no such I ciprocal bargain Ther® was no data collection
or research component Thus, what'. the un;verslty got out
of~ the arrangement was not. well articulated but appeared
to' ifivolve a combination of goodw1ll, practice experience
opportun1t1es for a few graduate students, and a general
outlet for the drVerse expertzse of 1ts faculty. What the
schools got out of it was also somewhat ill- defrned

great variety of 1nputs from un1vers1ty based .experts, some
wi¥th natlonal and world-wlde reputations; the promise of
small amounts of consultatlon from a pool ‘of diversely
talented ggafuate students, and the c§~ort§n1ty to develop

< . '




practice and resource sharing networks of either a general
.(e.g., meetings of principals) or a topic-specific (e.qg.,

.

Hriting Consortium) nature. . .
Up to this point'in the narrative o causal connections,
we have been focussging on what could be called "antecedent"
or "intervening" varlabies and their 1nterrelat10nsh1ps All
__ these could be crudely 1umped together under the’headlng
"causes" beéuse they largely explaln what happened and what
was cqntlnulng to happen in this settlng as we concluded the
1nvest1gatlon We now turn to the "effects "i.e., the
outcomes that appear to have resulted from thlS array of
causes. ---Here-we- wourld - alss Tike—to make- some. further
disfinctions between "intermediaté" and “ultlmate" outcomes.
. .'Intermedlate outcomes’refers to the sets of ag£1V1tleS {
and llnkages whlch’were the.most visible result of the
efforts of the leadership and staff over. the last fpur years.
Considering the size of the core staff, 311 of whom were part
.tlme, the actual number of unlverslty-school contacts
generated by the revived arrangement was 1mpress1ve (#37)
This lS part1cularhy so if we: countas a "link" each time that a
stHool - -based: persdn had direct ‘exposure tg a university-
‘based person or vice versa,’ whether 1nd1v1dually,~¢n a group

v

or a large gathexlng .Thus, there‘were‘SO T
workshops and lO conferences during the flrst?three years;
of the rev1val in addltlon to about\10 meetlngs of an -
executl e board, expanded to include two prlnc1pa1s,
sporadlc ieetings of a principals’' group; and bl—monthly
visits by bout 10 graduate students designated as "Fellows“
to those 1str1ctsth1cH had pald an extra fee fot their -
.. Services. -

While the old arrangement had long, been known as an

"old bojs'negwork“ among suburban superinfendents, the

revived netwdrk, following the new 1deglogy, sueceeded in
k\establlshlng linkages at the teacher and principal levels,

. { | . Y 4
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. as well @s among the central office staff who were most )
AN slmglar td the graduate student staff of the arrangement,
and from whom many of those graduate students were recruited.
To such personal llnkages could bé added prlnt,materlale
-~ in the form of brochures, announcements, and newsletters)
At the beg1nn1ng of the.revival a quarterly newsletter was ,
dropped frgm the act1v1t1es l;s but was republished ’
during the fourth revival year. Apart from these 1téﬂmk—4/.e )
print output from’ the arrangement dur1ng this period was
small, conflned to semiannual reports with minimal cir-
culation. » . - . y
B S 1 1s—very important- to note that the l&nkages, wh11e
) many and individually wsually of high quality (i.e.

individuals reported them to be useful, enjoyable, etc.), 1 ™

were scattered acfoss a wide range of people’ahd topics

and did not focus on any one target group or target purpose
4 * For example,_po specific on~geing arrangements were esta-

‘blisghed for school-to-school sharlng of ideas and knowledge ’
— . resourced (#38) with the exception of the Wr1t1ng Consortlum

~ which primarily involved the intermittent collaboratlon of i
' three or four districts and about a dozen staff from various
; school 'system levels. This was in spite of the ideology b
Q? . of ’netWorking as an important road to school 1mprovement .

It appears'that although at least moderate’ teacher support )
- (#33) had beenogenerated througH/workshop actlyatles, 1t . )
was not moblllzed in the direction of sustained exchanges
- One s1gn1f1cant type€ of outcome_ wﬁgch we were looklng
RRARD for was the presencé of sustalned collaborative linkage
activities, focused on particular problems or content areas
fso as to have substantial impact. We did find a few of
these*(#39), but their. number was diminished by the scatterlng v
of efforts-.noted earller rQnébaspect of the rev1val was the
institution of what were called "work groups," —_— 3‘
a str1ng\Qf up, to three smallhworkshops on thawr same topic

which were intended to build.on one another with the same
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‘part1c1pant groupe« Participants were flrst stimulated bv some

sort of expert resource person, followed by sharing of existina
pract1ces and d1scuss1ops of the implications of what theﬂ\\_;,//”—\\'q
resource person had' offered,and then perhaps mov1ng on to -
more "hands-on" types of activity such as materlals
development,‘adaptatlon, and rev1ew, try out with pupils

wand report—hack, etc. Work groups weré well-attApded
and well- -appreciated but few turned into susta1ned

o
collaborative efforts, the Writing Consortium be1ng an

exceptlon > ’ ’ '
Another potential source of such sustained act1v1ty was
the f1eld work of the Fellows. In this case, the un1vers1ty~
based resource person appeared on site in the school district
as many as two dozen times in a school year. Usually
these visits centered on a particular problem oriproject
in a particnlar school, but the majority turned out to be
rather marginal and low-impact -activities, reflecting the
caution of'the school administrators regarding the "Fellow! .
idea as.well as some lack of clarity about the underlying
change agent concept which they’ embodied. -
From the available evidence, it is difficult to make a -
clear—cut assessment of the "extent of use" (#40), of
the arrangement There were pockets of fajrly extensive use
of some-of the arrangement s resources by 1ndIV1duals,
but system—wiQe use;could only be cited in one area (writing)
for two school distrlcts. Even in these cases, it seemed
likely that changes would have taken place in any case and
that the changes observed Were equally influenced. by other v
resource agenecies in the area
What has been said of extent°of'&§e applies doubly
when we try to assess the numbers of specific practice
improvements (#41) observed within theé school djgtricts.
We note here the phenomonod called "stock-piling," whereb§
school personnel absorb high quality workshop and conference
inputs, usually from acknowledged scholars and researchers,'
but find no’immediate use. | As they'continue’about their
work back.heme, they may flnd ways to 1nterweave the

\new 1deas or understandlngs into existing practices. - In
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many cases, th1s may be merely a change. in attltude or ¢

a helghtened ayareness of a partlcular problem, e.g., the. .

Thexe is
no easy way to document these kinds of changes, let alone
quantlfy them.

Spec1al needs of youngsters from broken hqpes.

It was our 1mpress1on that teachers and

adm1n1strators who attended many workshops did indeed improve

the1r practlde in sundry and sdbtle ways

~part1cularly the case where syperiors [(e.qg.,

Vis-a-vis teachers) gave encouragement for

indicated approval of improvement eﬁforts

This was
principals

attendance and

.

,

Even’ more d1ff1cult is the assessment of wh

we “call

K-

- "gapacity" for practrce -im

'indicated that they could.®

. deemed essential. —~—

ability and tendeéncy to seek and secure positive changes in

o

the schooling enyironment. Historically-and by reason of

their social, econom1c, and Intellectual ecology, most

of these school d1str1cts already possessed ’ a high capacrty
for self- -generated pragtice ‘improvement. Further contact
with this prestigious un!verslty and its various offerings
undoubtedly added sonething to that capac1ty, but how much?
Agaln, the growth over three decades of a rich array of
alternat1ve resource Centers of high quality and typically-s

moderate cost. made 1t~unl&kely that th1s particular arrangement

“in its rev1Ved form wo%&g,represent a' very slgnlfldant \

addltlonal component hen school superintendents were * ‘
asked if they could get along without the.arrangement, all®
Whatever was added was not

On-the un1vers1ty slde the ultimate 1mpacts appeated: = -
to be even more tenuous. The rev1Ved arrangement did not

provide a welcome harbor for research projects, although

) two, or three students derived dissertations from their field
exper1enéés. Enrlchment of the college currlgulum also . 7.
happeared to be Sllght llmlted to no more than 10 students
- per year who could‘gafn experlence 'through short term field

placement not prov1ded otherwise.

-

Many of the faculty were

4
ement“1#42) a.ﬂohqzr “termT T TR




" called upon for presen%ations &nd workshops; usually these~__
activities did not seem to affect their teathing, research
or other service activities but there were notablé
exceptions, e.g., the case where faculty members bécaﬁe -
involved in the .development of an ongoing consortium on »
‘compuﬁgrs as an outgrowth of workshops on .that topic.
Contagts with school districts developed through the N )
arrangement may have led to subsequent consultations, place-
. ment\of research oppoftunities; but because these people
were who they.are, similaf,contacts might have resulted
without the arrangement in many cases. Overall, improvement
. in university practice appeared to have been minimal as a
., result of the arrangement (¢#43), as was improvement in the
. unlver51ty S general capacity (#44), apart from theé potentlal
through the arrangement of a closer meshing of university
- and school -activities at some time in the future.
. Finally,.we come to the question of the long-term
survival of the arrangement itself (#45). This may seem
an odd questlon for a collaborative arrangement Wthh had
$urvived for 40 years, but, in its present configuration, the
future of this ‘arrangement appeared to he precarious.v Even
’ Aﬂx//though r&source éommitments on bqth the univeréity and
school sides were internal’ ("hard money") sources, commitment
. +0f these resources was only 6n a yearly basis; there were
préssurgg‘on both sides to reinvest these funds- in other -~
activities. Even if the present support Ievels could be ]
guaranteed intd the future, they were clearly inadequate to
mount a continuing effort, relying as they did on extraordinary
amounts of vélunteexed effort and full-time commitment fof

part-time remuneration. ‘ ) T
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