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State and Federal agencies use both enforcement and assistance/knowl-

P

edge trans as, strategies to promote local. reform. ’'While research, has
~ l - . » .

v ¢

been conducted on ea&:h strategy, there has been little effort to examine

how. they can be, combined. This paper reports on data from a study which

&

investigates both assistance an'd enforcement strategies adopted by three
— N - A . Y 4

L.

types Qf Regional Educational Service Agencies created to prgmote« knowledge

L

A .

usé in schpol. The results indicate that enforcers want to work more in

L}
.

the helping mode and that thé'tv_ro responsilgflities are difficult to co‘gn-

.
-~

"bine. TImplications o'f these findings are offered for both the research and
- * ' A B < :

. X R . <
o . . . . . .
policy communities. . . ' :
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- . : Y . ’ . 4 .
ASSISTANCF AND ENFORCEMENT AS STRATEGIES .

E(lR KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER _{(ND PROGRAM REFORM1

. ’
AR * ¢ / . '
° 4 ry
* »
. .

A majo'r: task for state and federal agencies responsible for program

implementatiornr is to shape the behavior and objectives of agenci'es at lower
. levels (Bardac.h‘, 1977; Elmore, 1978; Pressman and Wildavsky, 19'73).‘ Even
. * [

where program implementation is not an issue, gov‘e'rnment agendés may
have to work ‘through other units to accamp]ish thefr purposes. Thus, the

'National Institutes of Health. and the Natlonal Institute ofy qucatlon are
‘ ¢

responsible for seeing that research on specific topics is conducted by

. ? . ' ‘ -

universities and private organizatlons and then for promoting the use of

. -

s that regearch in a §‘\'rariety of hospitals, mental hospitals and schools.

oe N

.- - n

. ) , To obtain the cooperaﬁb’ of other- organizations ‘the initiatlng aéncy

s » -

may rely on any of a number of strategies includigg the generat:lon and

’/ . ¢ T .
enforcement of mandates.® (E]more 1980; Tannaconne, 1981) and the

dissemination -of'knowledge through the use of human "linking agents"

-

- \ .
(Hood and Cates, 1978) :and through networks*“or interorganizational

¢ L

arrangements (Huberman et al., 1981). There is a. growing disenchantment

~ ~ (

with the use of enfbrcement that is’ apparent, not only in the po]icies of,

the Reagan administration, but also in the writings~ of policy analysts

20
3 .

(Bardach, 1977; Bermah, 1981; E!}moi_'e, 1980). - Yet, these samé analysts

-
- -

recognize that there are situations when enforcem nt .may jb.e a ‘stm

.

towards program reform if it is cqmbined with some sort of ‘assistah‘ce.‘

Mearvhile, there is g2 growing body of ]iterature’Which ,has been .

b :

Summarized by Louis (1981) which suggegts that, at least in the f-leld of

-

educat:lon, assgistancey strategies using human helpérs- are. effectlve‘f"for

. W . q LI ’

[y
.




L

stimulating change at the local level and er&ouraging the use of knowledge /

£ .

N . 1
to improve practice. . Even hexe there are reservations, however, because
/ -
»

7
of the? fear tHat districts most in need of reform will not take advantage of

stinging

N .\ .
research on these two reform: strategies has proceeded on separate lines so .-

mandate
‘

followed: by

o

»

\

A

A}

. \ :
a ‘powerful  technical assist.”

Ll

Ho

\ . avaﬂab]e ‘ assistance (McLaugh]in, '1981). It seems likely that some =
‘ s b ‘combin'ation‘ of.. enforcement and . assis_tance might bre onst effective to” )
N irnprove p;actice and get knowledg'e. ilnto use. As H'enry Brickell (.1980;‘.p. L «_.
A - * . B
- L 202) suggests, "'fhe classic one—tv‘fo pr;mch\ in e'duc”ati'onal change is a.

wever,,

)

- . » ¥ . e
,the\re is §ery Httle guidance as sto how to combine enforcement and assis- :
= .l : : Q Q ¢

-

tance in the most effective manner. . - s v
< -

) * This papet uses data from a study of Regional * Educational Service

Agencies (RESAs) to explore_some of the issues related to combining

by ' -

- enforcement and assistance to promote program réform and knowledge use -

;/\ L .

<\&mployed by the RESA to work with school systems to learn more about the

.in education.

In 39* different states, RESAs, form a lager oF’ agencies ) )

8

between the. state and local levels

‘They

technical assistance services to school districts and

¢

enfbecmg state ‘and federal statues.,' We w

serve a

L4

variety

.
~

<

¢ 3

RN

.

’

in,

‘ > o&\dﬂucation (Yin and GwaJtnev, J981).
of i’unctions wcluding pnoviding

trainin g* and

‘o

soine

—

states,

i1 focus on thec field staff ° a .

feasibility of combining enforcement and 'as_aista’nce actl:vitles in the same .

positidn.

~

In the last decade, there hag been a major increase in’the use

legisXative and regulatory mandates to' promote teform in education.,

- -

v

Fnforcement and Assistance

’
-~

’

»

A

T

o]
Hh
PN



'1980).\ T o , T

. -

. *Federal mandates refer ‘primarily’t):_o’equal-ity of oppb-rtunity—-espec‘lally

. S . . . * . ;
schocé’l desegregation, the treatment of the handicapped,. sextdiscrimina-

.ti}n, and hirfing opp_ortun':it'ies,._ More recently, there has- been a major

-

grow'th in mandates: at _the “state level as _w.ell “(Wise, 1§79). State

'governments have required various forms of PPBS (program planning and_

4

B
budget:ng systems), cutrtiutum planning procedures, mitilmum. competency

. ‘ ]
.

testihg,.k and high school graduation requiréments 'as well as older

: . .
-, ‘ |

- . . / e ¢ ’
- regulations governing staf.f» certification and the allocation of time to

different curriculum areas. The growth of regulation has slowed in- the
* N : h . v \ £ L4 *
new climate created by the Réagan administrationé,. but it -is too soon to

. » . ¢
-2 » - S oo . N *

know whether this per?iod As one of reversal-pr--as Kirst and Jung (1980)°
.suggest--of retrenchment. ' ' Ct : 1

[

Q
; Whatever the future of enforcement ef%rts as refdrm strategies,

. ., i . /a N R

-

there has. been considerable discontent with their results- to date. Tn

fact they “have often'misfired in one’ of two wavs,“First in many

- a.

situations,. there has been substantial noncompliance with many of these

{
mandates (Boyd 1978) - For instanqe, maJor provisions cff Title I of tHe

Elementary and Secondary Edncation Act were simp,,ly not . followed for the\

first five year a‘ ter it’ was pas,sed (Murphy, 1971) alIthough the situa-

- -

?ion‘)haq since improved (K'ir"st and Jung, 1'980)... A second problem has to

"do with the displacement of both district compliance and ,State anyg «

» ’.

federal monitoring efforts. The @mpha§3xis shifts from £ llowing _the B
P

. s A

sp1rit to;fo]]owing. the letcer of the law. Thus, there is more concern

with seeing t:hat rules and Lreg,uJations such'as allocation f‘or‘mulae arl

.
- . ’ -,

followed than For making sure. that childrem are better eerved (Flmore,

» . & - - -
t * ‘ . . kA :

&




. capa.city.

E

3 <

"efforts to promote reform through regulation.

‘by reference)'\to resigtance  at

. when they did tr}r to comply.

) available.

e
- . 1 .

'There are undoubtedly a number of reasons. for thé disappointin

L Y [ ]

" P . . . <
relevant to those interested in Jkn_owledge use stems from' a failure to
. 3 > .

dist1ngu1sh between the absence of the will to {:omply and .limited

-

A‘ccording to Berman (1981), the theories ‘that policy makets

-

and imi)lementers use explain the ineffectiveness\ of enforcement efforts

L . . M ! ' » -~
“ ¢

the local level. However, even when the
a * : .

will is present, requires *substantial

compliance with many‘mandates
' ‘ o

'changes in'bo_th' the orgafiization for‘sﬁrvice deli;/ery within educational

* . L

agencies and .in the skills re'quired-for. instruction.. These require that

. B . . Lo \ -
local educators develop skills and knowledge not currently availabk to

v

] - o . - .

them. ‘

. . . -
. \ -
PN . ‘. ~
. . .
v . . -
. - .
.

"In fact two kinds of knowledge are needed as cam be seen .from

N ‘ e -, [N
. .

McLaughlin's (1978) analysis of implementation fai'lures related to Title .-

r & -

- I. The first is legal knowledge, an understanding of_\?rhat regulations

really require. In the 1ate 60s and early 70s, . Title T ~regulations wexe

o \ ’ 9 ' o

ldng, complicated, and not summarized in a succinc.t,,,unde,rstandable form.

As a result, local educato‘r'f wére unsure of what §as required of them
4 \)‘ -, .

1 14

~ a4 N

The second kind of knowledge relates to. program concerns.
’ ( -3

A
When

Title I was - 'passed

\ . - 4

raising the skills of poor and underachieving students were readily-'

’
o

Even when they becameé ava.ilable,
™

local educators -de notg,alwqys know about them until more effective

o - °

di ssern_inatiqn systems became available to spread suc‘h .knowledge.

In favct, they were not.

. e

- v . .
k ‘ ¢ T -
. c .

One that‘'4ds especially

w
.

it was assumed yhat the compensatory programs for |



. -
. ' f
v -~

R i . . . .
» *

2, )
' These studies suggest that compliance within the spirit of reform

\ d ) - .\.

1egislq§ion -can be facilitated by increasing the' access of local profes—

Ry L] v 1

<0 sionals to thellegal and program knowledge needed to operate succesaful

the law. Thus, ,an 1mportant question is how can such

- -

» S pregrams, withi

-

‘access be improved? - , - - ' g

,. >

¢/

In the last decade, - a body of eVidence.has*developed whech shows

-

. : ¢ 4
that dissemination systems that put human helpers in cohtact with thOOI'

systems are éffective°in putting such knowledge to use. This evidence

.t

\
comes primarily from evaluatipns of four federal programs that use

- -

rtant part of their dissemdnation and implementation >

£ ' efforts: The Pllot State Dissemihation Project of the late 60sl(Louis - -
r £

e L helpers as an impo

N ‘ -and“Sieber, 1979), The National Diffusion ‘Network (Emrickt Peterson, and

- . Agarwala—R;%ers, 1977), The State Capacity Building Grants ~ Program
(Royster et al., T°81), and the~ Research and Development Utilizatipn
-~ P -

Program (Louis, Rosenblum and Molitor, 1981). s .

: .

To show the. importance of hands-on assistance,' these stccessful .

’ » ¢

- caqeé%ican be - contrasted to a program to develop Pro}ect Information

; ?

w'Packages (PIPs)——sets of nmterials designed to provide local educators ' o

1) P R

- with the inforMation needed to install and operate effactiVe ;pproaches -y

. . -

for compensatQry education. These PIPs were not to be used: with external e .

N . human assistance' However, the evaluation of the program ] pilot efforts ) . 1
—
indicated that the usefof PIPs without human assistance 'was unlikely to

Jead to complex organizational and behavioral "~ changes (Stearns and

¢ .
L1}

' ) Norhood 1977). More generally, a'review of twenty years of curficulum\ //‘ o

- o

‘ develoment wbrk- ind1cates that efforts to put thoge Curricula into' ta

» ' .
. o . o »




g

’has been relatively unsuccessfu} (Welch, 1979).

_ that are created between RESA taff and the edggators‘served by those

N Al
practice without extensive networks of human helpers and disseminators” _\>

A} 1

. o PR N " , a
; Although-most of ‘the relevant.res®arch Tids come from examinations of

. } ! . .

£ i proj¥et is som 0 fSsearch

ederal proj&Cts, there is some confirmatory data from research on RESAs.

Case studies of three.such\agencies’as networks for knowledge utilization
~ < . - . ’

¢

explain their success by pointing to the.informal'interpersgnal networks N

agencies (Yin and Gwaltney,"l98l).

It has been fairly well established‘that human helpers can promote <.

0

the use of knowledge to improve educational practice.- However, there, is
. ’ ' 4
.an important ¢aveat to generalizing frem these studies .to situations
. 4 -
where sgch assistance might be psed in conjunction_ with enforcemqpt

L3
.~ .
>

efforts: Human assistance strategies rely heavily, on the voluntary
development of the relationship betwéen <the assister and, the recipient. .
Careful observational studies of a series of sehool improvement efforts

relying on human helpers indicates that there are serious limitationms to
-y 4 ' ‘ \ . '

a

the infldience those individuals éan exert. "For instance, whenever'

‘ . v - ]

tension .develops between helpers and school staff, it is consistently
resolved in favor of the schools, indicating.tRat helpers -can ‘only plap

S

the roles local educators allo; them to play: Moreover, school condi-

tions are major determinants of the helpers behavidr. In addition,Y L

suc¢essful outcones of the change proiects«are'more closely associated

- - f .

\ Yl -

with teachers s principals s and the district admfnistrators perception

that a significant problem is being addressedqthan with any behaviors o6f e

' . »

the helpers (Co?ﬁett, 198]; Firestoné and Corbett, 1981). . ' ,

-« R 4 " ‘
* 4
L -
. . .
.

»
N

Yy
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\ » .

Such findings suggest that combining enforcement and assistance'

—_ oy

»

activities will change the dynamicq of the assistance relationships in

Y a .

ways thatmay undermine Yssistance work. On the other hand, assistance\

) )
efforts that are not combined With some enforcement work have been

‘. - . - A . -
L 4

criticized as, not reaching ‘the schools with the greatest"need. If .

[ . - ' ;%%
assistance is only available'.on request, the most: sophisticated

LEY

prdgtiisive districts may be the most - likely to- seek it rather than those

1

with, the weakest programs (McLaughlin, 1981). Thus, while ‘there seems to

" be good reason to combine enforcement and assistance activities, there is

s > Y

some' question'as t% whether these two approaches are really compatible.

‘ . N ’ \

To explore this issue; we will ask two questions: . Do individuals who

-

- ~play enforcement or assistance “roles feel comfortable combining the twoys

and whatever people want, can the two roles be combined in practice7

1. Do monitors and assisters want to combine’rol:::”\ ’ °

AR

There s very little research on the first qUestion becayse thcre

have been very few studies of the monitors responsible—for ensuring that

1
regulations are carrigd out and because the existing studies of assisters

R

‘have not explored issues related to compliance. Examinations of Title I

>

~—

monitors,indicate that they were, initially at least, indisposed to be

-

Y ., R s . . f
aggressive in ensuring that mandates were carried out fof twé reasons.

A
.

First, as professional educators they identified clpsely with the people

’ -

) %
they were monitofingz\$’Sec0nd at that time, thea state and federal

agenciessrespon.sible for monitoring compliance faced a sttong coi'ion

P ’ -

of professional associaﬁions COmmitted to defining Titlé I. fund§ as

-
b d

general aid.. This coalition was strong enough to deflect enforcement

v o . w T

o

R




l [ .
.
. ‘ -

efforts and even threatén the responsible agencies and officials. Thus, _ |

- . .

an unwi]lingness to ‘take a stroné monitoring stance reflected the

4 . . .
- agencies survival needs, (Murphy, 197]) This research does not indicate -

. . » : v ~
- whether these monitors were willing to adopt attive .assistarice roles: ‘

' . Y 13

- *However, in a study.of project of ficers in a later reform effort, Corwin

‘ . (1977). found a willingess to combine’  enforcement and  assistance .

>
Vo .
) B .

activities. Moreover, the pro1ect offiters he studied indi?ated a strong

r‘-\
o preference for the latter activity. Although these studies are only ,
suggestive, }hey indicate considerable dislike for the monitoring or

enforcement role andj at least in some circumstances, a preference for |
" assistance. - ' SN ' . S
- 1 © '
. . -
. §§' . 2. Can enforcement and “assistanc® be combined in one p051tion9 ’

Whi]e the the combination of assistance and enforcement in the same -
~ )
v reform efforts would seem to benefit both, at least two«difficu]ties can
N 3

be anticipated to, combining both sets of duties in the same role. The

first -is_the problem;of role overload. The effort to. have One person

’ 4 > . 2
' AN

ca?rz out two complex functions -could create a situation where neither is

< .

[ : ‘_ "
°. done, well. Thﬁf project *officers studied by Corwin * (1977) combined
~ 1 ' 9.5 . . -
enforcement and assistance activities. However, they omkr handled - from
- ) . . A

-

two\to seven, projects, each of which-was an award to one small school

»°

’ district. This .is an unusually low number of proiects. By contrast the

’
- — -

- .  early Title I monitorin? offices examined by Murphy (19713 were so’ , |
- \ |
) |

severely understaffed.that they could not seriously consider the possi—
. / - . ! . \

-~ bility of offering substantial assistaﬁbe. . . .

N
- L

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .

C e

FRIC . - - - T T

-
-
0
-2
it
*.
L]

=
1
EY
3
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— ,byijbcusing on these agencies, 1t is possible to cut across several

+ bute to know]edge use. The study examines Pennsylvania s Intermediate

. 'g
7

The second problem is one ‘of trust. "For helpers to be effective,

R

the client must be(able to share a great deal. of informatlon’about the ’

\4 [N S
internalalproblems of a school. For instance, many of the ass1stance

programs bégin with some sort ‘of needs assessment -activity‘ (ouis, ..
' v . - .

> . o s,

Rosenblum and Molitor, I9§i"Tbuis agd Sieber, 1979);‘ If the%$1ient is

o

unab]@ to share potent1ally embarassing or damag1ng anformation, ]ater

.
3

asgsistance: efforts could be significantly misdirected * Such m1ght be the

/

case’ if the helper is aiso_a monitor,charged with enforcing }egal man-

’

™ y - «
\

[}

.

dates. ' - - ) -

To address these issues; we examiﬁe the work of field staff in “three
> ) ) ) . - > \\ A ~
cets of RFSAs in 'Pennsylvania “and KRew' Jersey, ' The "sample of agencies

[y

_ chosen 1is useful for two reasons. First, they have very different formal

S

missions with regard ‘to assistance and enforcement act1v1ties Second,
*; ) 9

-

b' + X ‘4
' programs and mandates. Before\addressing these queqt1onq, the fol]ow1ng

> -

. . L/‘\ L]
‘sections introddﬁecthe,agencies and describe ourxresearcb‘gethods.

a . .
.- ‘ 2 4

' . s LERN .

L2

A * A . .
v, . . 4 - o v
- ’ W e ' “
r , . . . M
I S . The Agencies 3 -t -
- ) * * 'r‘

* &

. Units (TUs) and.the Educational Improvement Centers (EICs) and County

. 1Y . .

Offices of New Jersey.2 ‘Pennsylvania's 29 iUs were formed in 1970 hhen
T . . ‘
the state's. county .offices reorganized after a massive program of

' . T . \

. v
district consolidation. They have a broad mission to. provide speci§§

education, curriculum*deve]opment, “educational planning and a/variety of .

‘ &
other services. Tn addition they may offer any other services'agreed'to
- - . A f ] ‘ .
1 . \ - .




R . . E—
\ .o, 4 \ . .

by a majority/of school'boards in the regions served (Dario, 1976). Over

PR ‘ )
80% of TU budgets in the '70s were for the operation of special

¢ v

education programs; 'special\ education funds. go to TUs rather than to

school districts in Pennsylvania.. The average lU has,241 staff, and the
& . . - -
latgest portion of these people are special education teacheréi and

supervisors. In the speclal/gducation area, these agencies have some

‘
y‘. ’l

enforcement responsibi]ity since they must ensure “that their own staffs

r v

and school district educators follow state and federal special education

r

mandates, including those requiring that. children be "mainstreamed"—v

ile., placed in regular classrooms—-wherever possible and that an indivi-

dual educational p]an (1EP) be developed for each special education
student. N C :

For the most . part, hoyever, TUs promote the ,image of a general

e

- ‘assistance agency'providing help in many areas including’those outside of

S
'

special education. Most have from one to 12 individuals who nprovide

N <

training and technical assistance services in a varietx’ﬂ; curriculum and -

_administrative areas. Thege , people coordinate regional inservice

-

programs, provide workshops forfspecific districts, serve as consultants

; to curriquum development efforts, and coordinate contacts between the

°

region and assorted state and federal educational agencies. The average

IU serves a 'region of over 1600 square miles® includin& 19 ‘school
3‘”" H ,..g
districts. o L ' 2#

) .
. New Jersey's F r- EICs were formed between 1967 and 1975. ' Their

~

¥

1
vﬁssion is to "gh request. . . provide support-an assistance to local

. ! i

,schoo] districté and - to members of teaching a administrative staff

through the de]ivery of materials, techniques and expertise necessary to

’
v ,-

S T A

10
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improve gghool programs and services (State -of New .Jersey, Chapter 58,

Laws of 1978). Thus their mission is narrower thap’ that of the IUs and

focuses specifically__qn lpggvision_ of knowledge through' training and
technical asgistarice., Kt They do,not provide services to.students.~'ELC
sgéffs fluctuate considérably in siée because these agencies rely heavily

v
-

on special program funds:won from state and federal agenciesM"In 1980,

IS

i

the average EIC had a proximate]y 60 staff, half of them served he]ping

roles by offerlng w ks*ops in & variety of content areas *to, school

. .

districts, providing oq thing serviceq in those same areas, and operat-

ing a small resourc cgnter/library « The average FIC serves 148 dis-
bt 3

tricts spread over 1940 square miles.

H . .
/ While the EICs an'}IUs have "their own boards of directors, New Jer-

4
-

;sey s 21 County Oﬁfices operate as branch offices of the State Department
C

of EdUCation, and their respbnsibility is primarily regulatory. In 1975,
i
New Jersey passed 1its Thorough and Efficient Education law (T&E) which

required -among other things, that school districts follow a state mandag—
ed planning process. and that schools achieve above minimum criterion

-~

levels of a state-designed basig skills test. Should districts not meet
these requinements, the state can legally take over operation of the
district (New Jersey Staxe Qoard of Education, 1980)., This stdte educa—

tion legislation is among the most regulatory in the nation (Wise, 1979),
. ) s

and sinte its'gassage, the 1egislature has passed additional laws and

-

-

mandagtory ‘*high -school graduation competency requirements as well.

. From 19?5 through 1980 County Offices.yere responsible for monitor-

-

ing school di'stricts to ensure- that they. complied with state require-

ments. Since 1980 although the monitoring responsibilities have not been

-

M

14 : L -

~¢
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N

o . .
- .
H . "

relaxed, the New Jersey Department of .Education has encouraged/;he Countv
. . ' v - N . . 3

"

Offices to take on more—assistance roleg as well. The average Countyw.w-

* ’ - . LI 4
.

'Office has .seven professionals, six of whom work in- the field by Gisiting
schools to nonitor\bompliance, responding to requests for infbrhaqion,
. g .
énd'overseeing']ocal'careeE'education, vocational educationm, and special \

L4 . . . .
. L3

education programs. . S Y

»

- s . U Data, Collection

a .

o -1n the fall of 1980, .site visits were made ‘to 23 agencies: i1 1vs,
" two FICs, and 10 Cnunty Offices. These agencies %ere selected afger
A ' - )" .

* consultation with staﬁé depértment qtaff and agencv directors to ensure

variation. in size,‘“population denqity, distribution throughouq each

ts

state, and reputation for, helping eduqﬁtors keep abreast ‘of knowledge

relevant to their work.3 Tt was assumed that the best information on -

the nature of the aséietanee and enforcemént roles played in'S%ch‘agency

would come from the field staff. Therefore, in each agency data Vere.

collected from thréee to 12 field staff. These individuals were selected
¢ . . .

"by the agency director after discussions with' the research staff to

clarify that we were 1looking for individuals doing assistance "or

v

enforcement work. Peop¥e providing direct. instructional services

ésémarily in the IUs) or supervising such work were eliminated. In the
¥,

1],§mallest agenc we,collected data from all égents avai]able, and in

thé“%eét mo?e than| half were included. Each field agent was interviewed

&
.

one%whedr and asked to complete a “questionnaire.

-

for approyimately

.,
-

Oomplete data were ned from 138 individuals.

LY »
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TN Mission and ‘Action L

Before addressing "the questions about assistance and enforcement

raised above,

it is important to determine which agencies ‘played which

Yole.

A review of the missions of the three types of agencies in the

13

study suggests that County Offices are enforcing - agencies while EICs and

IUs-are more assistance oriented.

L]

’ind vidyal field. staff actually p}ay

field

However, McLaughlin (1981) notes that

4 0

some state agencies charged with enfo;cement responsibilities actually

¢

phasf;e providing assistance. Hence, it is important to know what role

The surbey administered tq all

taff (N-138) included one auestion asking to what extent each

individua

AN
YAl

Iplayed 11 different roles.

A facton analysis of thése res-

ponses identifies three different types of*mctivity played by agency

field scaff.4

are as folleéws:

-

e

B

The “definitions and items which make “up these three roles

75

a

Expert/Trainer

. 3
mﬁ ’
22 s

.

e L ” o . l

*

Definition' A speciaLdst in a specific area who makes

-~

Tteks:

e Liaison’

-

" 2) Workshop®presenter

knowledge available to schools through
workshops, Inservice, and/or more intensive
consultations.- .

1) Eipert on a curriculum area -~

b

- . ¢

-

Definition. A go-between who does not provide knowledge
’ . directly, but who

helps schools diagnose
problems, find resources and/or match appro-

_priate clients with resources. o~

1) Resource finder .
2). Needs assessor/planner ) N
3) Coordinator . )

[y

e :

-
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e Monitor ’ . .
— [ . P
» “ .
i ”e . . . « : f
. Definition: Someone who collects information from schools
. . to determine their compliance with law and _
gode. »
l . Item: ° Nonitor who identifies discrepancies between

> o

UL i
-

) regulations and practices.
» ’ *

‘ . +

Basically, monitoring is an enforcement act1vity while training and ¢

.

M ° - "¢ N\ >
Q; liaison are forms of “assistance. The diﬁference betWeen the latter two -
R < [
i, activities is partly in the kind of assistance. Trainers are more likely’
9 7 .

to work through 1ssues with 103?1 educators and to provide, training and

- “ -
N ~

assistance‘to solve problems while liaison people 1denti§y needs and find

L -

resources, including trainers.

.

individual field agent scores were computed for each of the three
* < .

roles.5 "These dividual scores were then aggregated to obtaih a mean

— St - - — - —h

agency score for each activity.

wn

\ © §

Figure 1 presents a bivariate.scattergram distribution of the agency
. - L]

N e .

.
-
A .

Figure 1 about here

.
N .

-
LR -
scores for the two activities of training and monitoring. As would be

expected from a review of agency missions, tnere.are two distinct clusters,
4 , ’ o
What distinguishes the two groups is the extent to which they ‘do.monitor-

¥ .
. ing. One cluster, including all the County Offices and -two small 1IUs,
fmonitors a great'deal while the other does very little. " The latter group

- — . V4 .
.- if¢cludes both EICs and most of the IUs. The training pattern is not quite

as stinct, bat for the most part, the non—monitoring agencies do more
- 4

v
-

-
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\ . training/than the monitoring agencies. -Thus, our data suggest that
/" - L

makes _sense to speak of sets of enforcement and assistance agendies. ‘
»

: v Enforcers Seek Out Assistance Roles . . .

- . \

.To‘ex mine how enforcement can be accomplishcd in education?‘jt is
instructi to 1ook]£t the New gersey County Offices. They represent.one
of the 1arg’st systems for enfﬁrLEment pirposes in.the cougﬁ?%. ‘
: before the T&E 1aw passed, the 2% County Offices were staffed by 56 profes—

sionals. Most of these were in rural counties, especially in the southern

. part of the state. Ry 1978,

-

with some formal responsinility to monitor compliance with state and

federal legislation. In comparison‘with other programs, this is a favor-

LR -

v -

able ratio for moﬂitoring purposes.\ With 573 operating school districts $n

the professional staff had grown to 155, all

In 1975,

£

the stateu‘ ehere “are approximately ~ rour district7——per—"staff——member.

[}
However, the County Offices have a broad mandate to monitor compliance with
‘. /

- state mandatéq Rlanning procedures, tenured teacher evaluation regulations,
uilding codes, and budgeting procedures as well as federal laws. They
also are expected to visiX w11 2411 schools in the state annually. As a
) result,'their monitoring bu den is substantial. "f >
_wInte§¥iews with the field staff of the County Offices indicate that
[ » N L
they are often uncomfortable with the enforcement aspect of their work.
v \A -
Some seek ‘to deny that it exists:
L3
. ‘ The primary thought in our work is not to ac€ as a monitoring
agent. N
\ ) . ‘\
R 14307 v i C
. o - Lo
. \ -t 18 .
~ \ \
- 15 -
+ ‘ K “ ] B




I don't do checklist monitoring. I feel more iike at TA
person. help districts identify needs.

1531 .

Tn many casedg they .seek to define their work as an assistance

activity: S ’ ¢ .
In the internal kind of work we do here,\ we try to provide
service kinds of activitiés to local districts’ in terms of
! helping them meet all of the state and federal requirements$ for

all the kinds of school programs that they offer.

y

\ L. 1730 .

\

..

. A lot of my time (one-half to two-thirds) is spent on the phone
answering field quegtigns. The rest of my time is spemnt doing
policy clarification and giving solutions to problems in
‘meeting state guidelines and mandates for special education. 4

o v

B ) 1530
Some even seek to identify themselves with the districts they monitor:

I_am_viewed as an ad1unct member. of the management team of the

T LEA. Tn some cases I- give workshops, but 1 usua%ﬁy serve 1ike
an administrative role in the district.

.o 2037 ‘ ¥

- There are two reasons for enforcement staff to deny or dowfiplay that

. -

'aspect of their .work. First, they are drawn. from the popdlation they.

monitor. The bulk of their brevious work experience (83%) is in education,

either. as teachers or administrators. Moreover, these people,are;dfiWn

e )

from the very geographic areas they now monitor. This is apparent in both

their education and their experience. For instance, just over two—thirds
.

of the field staff who score high on monitoring8 report that they received

L4

their highest degree within commuting diqtance of the region they now

. %

'serve, Less than half of the rest of the sample received their degrees so
Bl y
close to home. " We also,constructed a localism—cosmopolitanism scale by

. 2 -
" .

. ' e - S 19 " "

a
-~
~
-
(

o " . - - 16, , | - . . C

&




v

expressing the field agents'

A

, professional work experience as a ratio of the

difference hetween experience outside the state and inside the state to the

v

‘.

. ' :
he or she now works.

¥
total years of experience.
.0 s * -*

- &
"Thus, large negative .scores 1ndicate that the

A4

largest proportion“sf a person's previous experience is\frem the area where

’,

‘ing is -.69 while that for the rest of the sample is -.46,

The average score for theﬂindiuidualg whordo monitor-

)

-

Second, the New Jersey Department of Education lacks the political

muscle to monitor agressively even if fielﬁ §taff want to. Field staff are

awvare of their limitations. As one ®f them explains, ¢'You can't hold it °-
_You can't say 'its the law'" (1632) ;- Tn fact.efforts to
carry sout monitnring’requirements have been costly to the Denartment of .
Educatio; and its County Offices.

over their heads.
i

In the surimer of 1978, the New Jersey

Departmeng of Education's budget i&ne for County Offices was cut by one
[} : . <
millier dollars, a loss of approximately 45 positions. These posi

-—

were only restored ,after extensive- lobbying by’ the Department. ‘More

>

recently, in the fall of 1981, both candidates for governor of New Jersey

»
- -

stated that the Department s <¢ystem for monitoring local districts was

LY -

wasteful and expensive, and both pledged to change the system if®* elected

(Camden Courier—Post;'October 20, °1981). Planners within the Department

began seeking ways to recast the County Office iunction almost'a year

before ti election.

[y

*

e e .

Fnforcers Do Not Do'T{aining

Given the

o

redefining their toles,

-

r

,

combine assistance and e

Fd
‘interest

of people with enforcement

responsibility in

Is it possible to

Examination of

‘I-nat 'option's are, available?
#orcement in a single position?

,\. iy . .20‘! \ . .
\ | R

. v
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with liaison aséistance, but not with training, .
% "‘q" >

: ’ R
The first step ds to look at the survey data on roles piaved to see -

‘ﬁ

.what combinations were apparent.9 The ﬁistribut;on of eld agents is -

presented in Table 1. ., ' ey ) . R
' i

Tab}e 1 aboutxhere « . " . , g

The data in ?able 1 ?yggest.that combiningjtéo k#t§§ q?:activitie > ' .
not unusual (44 individuais?gcére high on two. dimensions énd 49 ot ‘_e), ‘
" but that déggg all” three is quite rare, .Moré to th; Eoint, coabiding '
ﬁonittriﬁg:and training is unhsua%& pnly,seveﬂ people report déinglgt, . 3

-
13

However, combining monitoring and liaison is not so difficulg. C >
- - « .. " .’ , R
To- better understana the differences betweer people whoténgage.in o
'3 , ~ . . ' N P . ¥ ‘\

different roles, we ‘investigated the context in which the field agents must

operate. We identified seven broad questions which m{éﬁt‘xiefd.differen—

.
[ N -

tiation between roles. They included: - - -
¢ What are the content areas in which they work? - o

.
. i
’ N -

o How do field Aagents distribute their time across activities?’

e How intensive théir work with schools? '

e Who'do field dgents work with? ’ o ‘ o Cow
- .o . ° . . B . -t -(‘" _.. . . ~ ~.
" @ To what extent are activities initiafed by field agents? . .

* =

e Where do field agents’ turn for ‘the knowledge they need - ‘_'
to do their work? . . . L
» . ) h“ . .. . T ) b“
‘ @ VWhat strategies do they employ in working with schools?’ ‘ ) Yeos

Y
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¢

. . : L4
.. ) (R
t - . ’ ? . . - v

. : ’ . ! i v R . N ¢ oo >
These gquestions xgenérated 32 measurable! dimensions taken from the inter- N

-
. N ° ~ N - 23

. views and surveys. A comparison of people doing diﬁferent activi'ties along

~ . . ™ . +

LarY

. . thesg 32 dimensions can help us answer two questions. Tair"st,,where a’o'pure
. -

-
- . ) . N . -

monitors diff(r from the two 'sorts of assisters? ’Second, ‘o_n what d1men—
. > 2 Cor 2 - )
sions are the combinations ‘more lilke one pure type than’ another? .
. . - . -~ . . .
[ ¥ bl L3 >y . .

The differences between monitors and, t;-ainers are substantial * They

\
. . - 8; 0(.

appear on 14 different,d‘imensions as descrip)d in Table 2 ‘For ‘d1mensions

. ] L]
AW / N . S . -
* N ~. Y - B L " (A . ¢ &'
o . Table 2 abdut here . - co . °
; \ . .
- vy R ‘;} P “ . . ¢ ..

. vhere statistically significant differences exist between’ the twq pure role

- o . S > Toe >~ ~
-% oo -

types, we have'plotted the scores” on a continuum and Mindicated where.

‘\

.

v i <x q- S~
oy

B} the mixed types fall along ‘that continuum s0 that_: comparisons_ can be -made.

v . — “ - °

. ¢

As might be expected, trainers provide substantially more ‘gervice- to Ioéaal\

- . s T o,

o ' . - . c
+ .  educators andx@(: more wel omed in school districts.' .More trainers work in ,
¢ ) - h A ‘ T
¢ . areasgrelated to ctrrriculum, conduct woakshops, and writ& mdterials and .

proposals. Trainers also engage in more long term\arojects requiring three

+ b N -

or more contacts with a school distd!ict ‘work with teachers more, oand‘are
] 3.

o

o

Y e more frequently invited into school d'istricts by the districts. 'They also
: refer to sources of information more often than do monitors, and use a
- M - ~ ’ ..
greater variety of ‘strategies to build rapport with, educators.’ Monitors
»’e more concerned with \legal matters, and enter”the ‘d¢istrict more often in
i ; a A4
. . ’ ¢ . 2 . * .
response to state mandatés. The' ‘seven monitor-trainers’act like monitors __ -
} on 9 of 14 dimensions. They find a middle 'ground between the twd pure
s types on the other 5 dimensions. These'l_attep data are iMicated by the
] : ' .
2 7 ' - ‘ i t .
- ocation-of the symbols (8). . N
o . . . . . * ’
- . o N ) . . R .
Y ‘. ‘\ N ~ » .
“ \) ‘ 'rl' A . . . . _ - s . 22 P ) . -
-ERIC . - L. 19 Co.
e . P . c s . 3 .
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The differences between monitors and those
= .

. . . !
who spec1a1i7e in 1i}ison

These differeénces appear

services are similar.a]rhough not as extens1\e.

’

&

in only 7 of the 32 dimensions (Table 3).

~

.. assistance on administrative matters.

They "also engage "in. more long-term

More liaison specialists provide

E % - ‘. . ‘ - . . B
. projects and are more proactive about delivering services than are moni-

tors.

i r

~

. 4

Liaison peopie also—use a wider range of knowledée sources -than do

monitoers.-

)\ - ’
. %
3 X

¢

.

Liaison activities are usually not initiated by the state.

. .o . Table 3. about here . .. - ,

s

. . The monitor-liaison is mucH more of a olend‘of the two pure’ types than

Monitor-liaisons score closer tb tHe pure monitot

>

\ . e
is the monitor-trainer.

ing in

- \ e

“on, three dimensions .and the pure liaison on three others while
£

the nigdle on the remaining.one.

AR ]

-~ Explanafions ‘of the'incompatibi1ity*between—t;aining—and—monitoging :

-

turn in part upon decisions-made hy, the -New Jersey Department offEduéa@ipn ;.

[ \ » 3 ) . -
when the‘current enforcement system was set up. At that: time, , dominant

forees—in—the ﬁepax;meat_argued that its responsi@iﬁtties for assisting and
. e . rd . .

' -
L)

. . a ) '
enforcing were differept.

’ -

. 7

The role of monitoring and ‘approval is clearly vested 'in the
SEA. The aim of school improvement is vested in the LEA .

The legislation is clear that the SEA can only dntervene in the
local' school program if the LEA fails -to etake appropriate

action.

, However, while the legislation does not rniagndate an SEA

~"area. But thay expect assistance»in a manner which will not
. jeopardize their autonomy .
. - . (0gden, n.d.; p23) . .
N . L
- - J - . ' .
In ‘addition, theze/éas also apparently’ some concern thatkif enforcers .

role in school improvement,

<N\

.

LEAs expect assistance in this - .

o8

.Pffered assistance they might be limited, by theirown advice. That is, they-.




-

" County Offices before passage of the T&E law indicated that they spent more
time providing assistance in the earlier’ period. "Monitorieg tasks preclu- ,
-~ o N . . < . . a : L RN
- —ded~helps > : - : ¢
‘ ' Y ¢ v P . ) * ) - ':
Moreover, the Tield person's relationship to the ~state affects the - |

s - [y 4 © aéﬂ

strategies {:hat are used t/develop relationships with local edu’ators. s

s the law to higher sfficials thereby creating problems for locals.

./ .

might be unwilling to disapprove districts that followed’ tl(ir recommenda— c

.~ tioms. without achieving\ the desired effect.

The outcome of this thinking

was that for the period from 1975 through 1980, when our data were ‘colljec-
. " .

~

or
‘]e

‘ted, County Offices had the responsilgility for monitor]ng and EICs

. v + L 4

offering training ’ .. ‘ '

‘ These- deli/b.erations did not totally preclude County Offices from

&
Offering-assisRance, but when they did so it.was at the -initiative of an-

. .
> - —

. S ~ -
individual field person or County Superintendent. <iMoreover, .monitoring

resporisibilities were not reduced. #As a result, field staff found signifi—

)
cant barriers to erpanding their role in the direction of more assistance.
-~

. . - f N "

In ~fact thei’n time for assistance declined

Y
-

Field ‘staff who worked  in x

* |

}Nonitors rely on state initiatives to bring them in, ce-ni‘act with locals‘

.,

(Table 2,_#tem E).

. #
. .use of
-

media. (items Gl1-2).

-

They are less likely \to stress technical expertise or

..

) As a result, local _edcators have relatively

- little reason to trust the monitors. \There is no personal basis for .such
o - /

trust. The monitors have not established that they Thave a special knowl-

‘

edge base to be relied xpon, and they are known to report infractions of .

" For this

/—/
reason, locals are less rikely to request the monit,ors services "(item El).

e
Th* factors that make- monitoring and training incompatible &10 not

1
impede the combination of-monitoring anyaifson t%the ‘same extent.

"4

e

S -
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Liaison work is more a matter of identifying needs_and finding resources to

L}
¢

réduce\ﬁthem than actually .develop}ng solutions; Tn the 1nterv1cws  we

- .a‘ 7

conducted honitors argued $hat their work is, in effect, a needs assess-

L_ .

ment activity. Discrepancies between the current state of af?airs and "

S ‘
< Lo
mandates are needs, /or at least they become so onﬁe they are reported -and

e
-

N
thelthreat of sanctibns is in@oked : Mor%over, there is 1ess risk for the

PRV 4 b

local'educatqr in following a sugge tion to try a resource than there is'in_-

- \ .
T -

developing the give—and—take relationship required. to receive assistance.

Finally, Idaison activities——making referrals,'passing on bits of tnforma—
tfon, and so forth--are easier to fit 'in with more formally .defined moni-
. ‘ \ s — '

.toring.resppnsibifities than,are training tasks. Fo¥ instancé; the same
‘ N . . » 7 . .

? . » ) . .t .
- d old timersswho reported they had ‘more time for assistance earlier indicated

T

‘that under T&E the help they cotld offer was limited primarily to making

d ~

referrais_to_otheg_agencies,whichcis a_liaison\;cfivitv.

v @

. \ , ‘ ~
s Looee o - . o
C . , X . )
, s .. . Implications .

. - o . B

- N J . ) ~

0ur exam1nation bf the role of Regional Educational Service Agencies

in working with school districts has provided a useful opportunity to

. »

- <«
explore a number of questidns “about how external agencies can :promote,

- knowledge use. In this final section, we turn to the policy and research

o

.implications of our findings. . -
\ .

-~

Policy Implicationg

<

~ * - o

-~ s

Our findings offer a number of insights in the design problems of

‘

~

combining enforcement and assistance strategies.for promoting school
. N s

. a ‘ 4 ‘. I - -
: , . 25 R o

.~
}
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improvementh.{;;e'problems of employing an enforcement strategy are very
. \ N .

- . - -

1

unlikely that New Jersey s’ monitoring system w1]l continue in its current,

- - : ’ ) S et

"« form for much longer beqause%@f’external,pressures for local autonom%
" - 'ﬂ P )
o FE W
'Qecond it i clear that | the monitors‘themselveq dislike their role and

. L. .'; ,:"'\ . };.,‘L.
seek to expand %ﬁfredefine it so that it has a more positive, ossistance-

oriented . cast. .This predilection ré&lects both personal preferences and

recognition of the likeléhood of counter infldbnce attempts. < i
® -
e ¢ ; T ) .
. We have also identified*some?gf\the-difficulties of gombining certain

w
- .
N e . . >

[y

to our conclusions is that we examined a situation where assistance ang

> \ < -

enforcement .functions were separated by policy. Still 1€'is difficult to

L ]

b

¥ ﬂﬁa . :
that characteriZe training—-including offering wofkshops, . developing

/

materials, working\pn curriculum concerns, and keeping up with information
& ° ‘4"‘ —

in those fields. Even in;a wefl—staffed system where distance ‘is not a

- . v . . .

'problem, the time requiﬁements of monitoring seem to force. out * extensive
training efforts. Local educators also seem more willing to seek assis-=

-."
B

~ . - ~

to ensure that araining is delivered, it is impqrtant to divide monitofipg

/
and training functions by putting them in separate agencies or at least
- ! 4 .

¢ N ‘ v

different offices. On the other hand i; d4s feasible for monitors to serve

a liaison function by hefping to identify.needs and resources and providing

. + . R - [ .

information Qn upcqming mandates and changes 4n 1nterpretation. Without~¢/ "

s
—

someonefelse.prdwiding trainingI:fsistance, however, the impact of such;

~

( . ' N i e

apparent in our work. First, enforcemént leads to a backlash. It seems -

kinds of°assistance and enforcement in the sameép6siti .- The major caveat

combine monitoring witn actual training. When pressed the people who sav -

they combine—the roles jind#€ate that théy rarel?%@ngage in such activities |

"k
tance frém individuals who do not have monitoring responsibilities. Thus, )

: I RS

-
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-

liaison®work is likely to be modest. Moreover, the.political benefits of

creating good will with the targets of enforcement seem to be minimal,

Still, our datd suggest that the best way to combine enforéement and

+ ¢

assi§tance is to develop a dual system where monitors concentrati on

A4 -

enforcement issues and make referrals to trainers.

..(\ ,

Y "
.

' N .
- Research Tmplicatigns
- ®0ur’ study has begun to explore the dynamicé .of the operation 6f
. . . . ) v N .
gceneggl—:i.e., state and federal--systems for pr0qgting local reform and

» ] -

knowledge use. However, it suggests a number of lines af inquiry to be

[3

pursued in the fﬁturefincluding questions about’ (1) why central decision-

kers make ‘the deciéiéns they do when designing systems to impact local
. -.) .

ser)ice égenci@s, (g):the dynamics of those systems, (3) how local profes-

( -

sionals>™ esponts:o those systems, and (4) the tonsequgnceé of thé resulting
p

changes for serMce delivery.

S

Studies such as this one“;ndicate that the quesEion of how to design

e
-

- and implement a central system to impact on local- practice is quite ‘com=

plex. How do the decision makers invo}ved decide.what tfiey. should be doing
" and what is feaéibTe‘undef their paréicg}ar circumstances? One can imagine
,that.a vériety’of economic, political,. and cultiral fgctbrs come into play.

For instance, a gpmber of ‘observers haye

,-‘Wt(

identified the state's political
- *

culture——in particular its tradition of interventionism or recognifibn of
locai.perogatives——as a major factor determ;ning whether central agencies

. 3 ' .
will even contemplate efforts to regulate localvprogr?m§ or -offer improve-

- -

/ . y '
ment-oriented assigtance (Berke and-Moore, 1982; McLaughlin, 1981). The

LS . - .

‘national context is also undergoing a'majér change, not only with regard to
. .. - . : ‘ - N

- .
.

s x9n

o m
Yy



tne levels of funding and the regulations governing programs .in many area;,

-

but also in the nation's willingness to give high priority to social |

programs. In addition to. these factors, the knowledge base that decision-

makers have about system design issues could affect the options they
o ¢ . (
consider. Thus, it would be useful to know what alternatives they believe

exist, which ones they see as technically feasible, and what they consider

to be relevant evidence for the stility of different options. .
Another issue concerns the dynamics of the operation of systéms for

affecting local.practice. This study indicates some of the difficulties in

scombining training and enforcement in two state contexts. However, it
- L N '

'would be useful to examine how enforcement and assistance are combined in

other contexts—-both other states and other program areas~-to learn how
Ly P :
much the difficulties’ identified here are situation-specific and how much

o

. . R
they are generic to the assistance and enforcement tasks.

A third question concernd the way in which local officials respond to

varioos combinations of enforcement and assistané@“activities. It has been
. . »

suggested that enforcement and assistance are,nmtually reinforcing;;but
when enforcement -becomes the motivating factor for school districts, it

« .could undercut assistance efforts, in at least three ways. First, it could
\create an "opportunistic" demand for assistance (Berman and.McLaughlin,
1975). That is,. local offic;als could request assistance not toaSolve what

4

ghey see as real program problems but to indicate their willingness to
comply. Then, assistance mighc have more symbolic than substantive value. -
It would not receive adquate administrative support, and the resulting

efforts to strengthen programs would suffer. Second, enfofcement efforts

could curtail the sort of risk—taking that is often a part of constructive




.
< -

o

-

,change (G;aéduinta,°l975). If there is a likelihood that extreme sanctions

+ will be.appfied quickly,Jlocal educators may be unwilling or unable .to
. o - i . _ . . s
explore local conditions and  seek new understandings and action alterna-

tives. There is some evidence that this does happen Yhen school districts
’ ) > . ‘ - - - /
- are under pressure to comply with court desegregation orders (Pauly, 1978).
Finally, too close an association between enforcérs and helpers could

-
»

A

!
preclude the development of a truii’zsjationship between locals and the-
helpers. ¢ .
. The fourth issue concerns the ultimate consequences of enforcement-

>
-

initiated knowledge use activities. The knowlédge use we examine here is a

¢ -

benefit to professionals and their‘organiiétion. To what extent does such

., v 4

9

knowledge trickle down‘tq where it benefits students? This is an extremely.

. - -

.

+difficult issue because knowledge-use processes 'are Eomplex, intermittent, .

stretched ‘over ;ong time periods, and indirect (Weiss, 1977). ufhe method-

A

‘ ological, probléms of tracing out such” impacts are severe (Fullan, 1980).

S;ill; this is a concern that plagues:pptsjust énforcement-ariven forts--

o

but. knowledge use programs more generally--ard efforts are~underway to -
T L :

address it.

N

o
-

- .

This review.of the {accivicie's of field staff in three different kinds
Lot , -t T ' . N o L
of RESAs fn two states suggésts that those charged with enforcement respon-

P v s . -
% B

sibility would, like to- provide such assistance themselves. Theré are’,

’ . . ,
important limitations, however, to .the kinds of'asﬁisnaﬁce they can pro-

.

-, vide. Jﬂﬁ!rcan link districts tQ sources, of training and spegialiied




L

@

. -
bd s

- -

t .

assistance, but they cannot provide it themselves. In sum, it seems to be

. . 1]

useful to have someone "wear the black hat," ‘but no one wants to,do it. " .
; ¢ .
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i - . *  FOOTNOTES . . , s L
B 3 . ko . 1y
s ", . ) . .
. i 1. The work up ‘wiiich this publication is based was funded by the
National Ins te of Education, . Department’ of Education. The :

* opinions expressed in this publication do not necessarily reflect the
position of policy of the National Institute of Education, and no
official endorsement by the National Institute of Education should be
tnferred. Our thanks to Dick Corbett and Karen Louis for provoking us
to write this article. Jerry Murphy and Karen Louis provided helpful

* \ critiques to an earlier version of this paper.. \ ' |
* %2,  The main mission at RBS is to ". . . apply the latest results of ’ )
educational research and development in the improvement of elementary . - ¥
and secodary schoals . ..." within the geographical region. Since .
Pennsylvania and New Jersey -are within our regional boundary, the .
R L agencies in those states were obvious candidates for this research o
) effort. ' v
} o ’ .

‘3.  The County Office site selection was determined by our choice of EIC
sites. Once we had decided which EICs to visit, we chose to visit all
. the County Offices in the two EIC regions. .
& 4, An orthogonal factor analysis with varimax rotation produced the three .

: cL clusters of activities which we have labeled expert/trainer, liaison, ‘
monitor. A technical discussion of the results may be found in -
Firestone and Wilson, 1981. Briefly, our criterion for inclusion in a
. - - factor was a loading of *.50 and with that in force we found that 8 of »

our initial 11 activity items fell into one of our three activity

clusters. Lo -

% . -
. N R .

5. Individual role scores were calculated by gumming the items, which the
. . factor analysis quggested woild cohere to form a single role. - The
- - _ factor analysis indicated four items in the expert/trainer - category .
.but upon closer examination we found that two of these items were the "? 3
least frequently mentioned of the eleven we asked so they were dropped B
from subsequent analyses.

« 6. One-way analyses of variance were performed on each of the indices.

Results indicated that there were significant bétween- agency scores A

for - training and monitoring but not 1iaison. Therefore' it 4ds .
appropriate to examine agency scores on the two dimemrsions "of field . -
agent rdles as an indication of the extent to which helping (training) - o

% . N and enforcing. (moniforing) missions are cargied out in practice.
- - ‘, ,ﬁ'
L 7. * These numbers refer to ‘specific interviews. The first two digits for
the field agent interviews (p. 21) represent an agency site. Wumbers
. 01-11 are from the IUs in Pennsylvania, 12-13 are from EICs and 14-23
" " from County Offices in New Jersey. .
. \ ‘

R ., 28 S . -
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. N _
TR 8. « We defined as a high scorer any person who scored in the top one-third
256 E\i the distribution for the activity. Note that it is possible for a
feld agent to score high on more than-one activity. '

9. As described earlier, a high scoring person is one who scores in the '
top one-third of that activity distribution. Any one field agent can
conceivably score ‘high on anywheré: from none to all three of the

p activities. The distributions from ' our sample are’ presented in
. / ‘Table T. “The combined or mixed types are those who score high on more
’ : than one activity. . %
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’ ' $able 1: Breakdown of Field Agents.
.o . .+ by Activity Type
N ¢ . . \ .
4 . ® v
“ - a LY
Adtivity Type . R N~ 4 . - ¢
Monitor only - [ ° 19 . 14 ’
Trainer only : 17 - 13
. N
. . T.iaison ozmr . . 13 =~ 10 -
Monitor-Trainer . ) 7 5 . . .
N
Monitor-Liaison’ P 15 11 . ' » -
- . .
- Trainer-Liaisdn -, . , 22 17
’ Monitor-Trainer-Liaison 1 1 °
N 1Y . A d
None 39 29 .
- A S N _—
’ - . ro ol U
: ( ) . 133 100 .
.8 ’ . .
. & ’ .
3 . e - . » ’- 3 -
[ . " ’ |’ - I - — " ;-'_*.—
1There were '“fi_ve respondents who did not report sufficient data to be
- included in this analysis. : s RS ¢
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A,

C.

“~(3) Monitoring

TABLE 2: Distribution of Mdnitors, Trainers and Monitor-Trainers (a)

¢

Across Distinctive CEntexpual Dimegsions1

"

L
“PURE- , . PURE
MONITORS ¢ TRAINERS

Content Areas (% who mention):

(1) Curriculum a2
.

[
(2) Legal Issues

Activlties (% who ‘mention):
(1) Workshops

(2) Writing

Intensity of Contact

(1) Number of Long Term
Projects, with LEAs

.

(2) Pct. of Time Spent
on Long Term Projecfs

Level of Contact in LEA
(% of time spent with):

(1) Teacher AP

7Initiation of Contacts

" (% of contacts initiated -by):

(1) LEA

(2) State

- AN

®aowledge Sources (frequency of use):/

(1) paper (e.g., books, grticles)

(2) Institutional (e.g., state and
federal agencies).
L4

- »

. - Strategies for Creating an ‘Interest and

for Delivering Services % who mention)
(1) Expertise

(2) Media

1 -_ Categories A, B, and G are taken from ‘our semi-structured interview data

while thé balance are from the survey data. The rationale for including
these partigcular dimensions from the total of 32 was.statistical. We
computed a t-test for the survey items ‘and- Chi squares for the interview

: i;ems. We only included those items in this table which showed signifi- .
cant differences at the .05 level between the two pure types.

“the symbol (A) indicates mean score for monitor-trainers,

34
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' .o * . ‘.

' ¢ . . - T u:..\ ’ ; .,
( L0 TABLE, 3: Distribution of Liaisons;, Monitors and Liaison-Monitors (a) .
. —— \ .. . - ‘" . - - ‘ ~ .‘:
, _ Across Distinctive Contextual Dimensions™** . . K
- N B v"p ’ ] . ' -‘ » . b -0
o . . ’” ‘9 ' ° L0 . -
.- ' PURE | L ‘ " . PURF .
MONITORS = ¢ - U LIAYgONS.
)
) \ M ] i . g ’ - - g *
:E;. Contént Areas (% who-mention)r . ‘ > . °
‘ (1) Administration. . | a2~ B . : - [
. . . . 0 13 o - 77 .
"B. Activities (% who méntion): . E .o T . 3 .
. @ Monitgring ’ { o PA e ‘ o] L
’ T . .81 €0 ‘ e 8 .
C. TIntensity of Contact _ S .
(1) Number of Long Term i v . . t. .
Projects with LEAs | A [
: Y 2.3 . 6.3 9.2

v

D. Level of Contact in
(no differences)

- Ay

E. Initiation of Contacts

- . [ _“' - o t 7oA 4 ‘
() REsa .. l A ) | -
o T . 25, 297 - SRR S S
(2) state t : | , A _ e
N N ) . . i ;- Y - -
. ) ’ ) . h ,‘? 38 - ., 26 _ - 10 7
' ’ . . s a , 3
F.” ¥nowledge Sources ’ _ ' o =~ . .,
'(1).Paper (e.g., books, articles) N | . : - A« J
S - . 10.7 ' R & 1% -
(2) Institutional (e.g., .state and _ o - : o | o |
s federal agencies) . : [ 5 L4 "
% -~ . o . > 5.8 . * ’ . » 8-68'9
G. Strategies . \

(no dif ferences) . ' o K

s
i
- @ .
. o -
. : . . ) A v .
h . ’ - + Y oa s
v . B T

Categories A, B, and G are. taken” from our semi-structuredJinterview data - :
while. the balance are from the survey data. The rationale for including -
these” particular dimensions from the total of 32 was statistical: We —- - - - .
computed a .t-test for the survey items and Chi squares forsthe interview .
items. We only.in€luded those items in this table which showed significant i
differenc s at the .05 level ‘between the two pure types’.

The symbol ). indicates meancscore for monitor—trainers. : LY .
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