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PREFACE . - . .~

) s .

The co]]ectwon of papers that appear in th1s report 1s the resu}t
of a collaborativé effort among the National Institute of -Education,
“the Far West Laboratory for Educatienal Research and Development, and
students and practitioners of educat1ona1 dissémination and school im-
provement activities. Be un in 1978 with .the publication of John Emrick

- and Susan- Peterson's A Syntheésis of Findings Across Five Recent Studies
, of-Educational Dissemination and Change (Far West Laboratory, 1978), an

+ thei
o oﬁ/fﬁe part of anyone.seek?
1 iftermgdiate, - or Tocal edbic

L

impressive series of over 30 papers representing the contributions of
many scholars é&nd practitioners from thrdughout the country has fol-

Towed.  Each of the papers has been related to d1$sem1nat1on and the

use- of information for the- 1mproyemept of educational practice.

-The recent1y published Improving Schools: UYsing What We Know,.
edited 'by Relf Lehming and Michael Kape'of the National Institute of
Education .(Sage Publications, 1981) and the selective summary of.thatg
"volume prepared especially far practitioners; Using Knowledge for
Schqol Improvement: A Guide Educator$, edjted by Sue McKibbin, -
Ann Lieberman, and David Degener.(Far West tabogatory, 1981) signifi-
cant]y contribyte to a m&jor goal of this Educational D1ssem1nat1on
‘Studies Program (EBSP) publication series; name]y, to’define areas of
agreement and disagreement with the resgarch,’ development, and prac-'
tice communities on those factors that are most important 1n support1ng
the process of Qoucat1ona1 improvement. ) » -
e. & ' .

With the recent shift: in federal éaueat1ona1 policy toward greater
emphasis on state and local educat1ona1 agencies and encouraging more
extensive use of'the capagities of other existing educakional support
organizagions, a synthesis and assessment of selected literature des-
cribing the various-major types of educational agencies in terms of
their school improvement: capqc1ty seemed timely and useful.\ EDSP pub-
lished a comprehensive.review of ‘the 1(§$rature in this area in 1978
(Paul, D. Hood et al.; Statewide Educativmal Disssemination Capacity:
A'Review 0f. Recent Literature and Current Information, Far West
Laboratory).  During the ensuing four-years, much-pew--research-has.
“been produced ‘and an upda;? is in- orders Moreover while the earlier

EDSP review was almost entiyely descriptive, the current. peport goes

beyond- description toanalysis and assessment in terms of implications
* for federal po11cy.ﬂ Recdusg the authors of ive papers are each

unusqa]?y we]] quaJ1f1ed to®review and 1nterpret the literature in

assigned areas, the 1nd7v1dua1 papers deserve special attent1oJ

’ng *a, cogent and useful orientation to state,
ational agencies’, colledes of education, or -
egdonal educatignal 1abora$or1es and,R&D centers as research and
‘prgggice 1mprovement @genc1es. f’” :
\
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INTRODUCTION ¢ - ' ’

- ’ ) \ Lt
£

In the spring of ]981, the Educatjonal Dissemination Studves Pro-

gram (EDSP) proposed to synthesize and interrelate selected. studies and

‘research reports describing how various tyges of organizations dissemi-
 nate information for school, improvement. he synthesis was designed-to
, provide the Research and Educational Practige Unit at the¥ational Ihsti-
' * tute dof Education with additional insights into recent research grouped
by five organizational types: school districts; schools, colleges, and
‘ departments of education (SCDEs); intermediate service agencies (ISAs); ]
.- - laboratories and-centers; and state education agencies (SEAs). .

This ddcument presents five papers, each of which summarizes and
interrelates relevant research. Implications for federal policy .on
disseémination for school improvement-are then discussed in the papers.
Unique conclusions emerge from each work: - S
X‘ . " e After synthesizing-recent research on the use of ex-

i ternal resources for school improvement by local educa-
+ .tion agencies, Michael.Fullan suggests four types of toe .
studies that should be placed on the pational research
) . agenda for LEAs. ;

e . T David Clark provides thorough summaries and-cross-case
" _ analyses of reseagch reports on schools, colleges, and
departments of eddcation. He concludes that because
. a SCDEs will continue to pldy an important role in dis-
o : semination and schodl improvement activities, descrip-
tive and evaluative data about their activities should
be collected. : - AT

-

L 3

¢ Carolyn Moran and Larry Hutchins conQyude from the re«
.search that although intermediate service agenc1es /
represent a significant capac1ty fog‘educat16ha1 im- = =
. ', provement their future role in the dissemination .
T “process is jeopardized by 1mpend1ng federa] cuihacks
Yo in fund1ng. : .

’ o Lesl1e Salmon-Cox traces the deve]opment of labs and ° e
centers, recommending that NIE continue the support .
for these organizations in erder to maintain an
institutional capacity for e cational problem solving. '

- e I'n his essay on state educat¥gEagencies, Henry M. .
. Brickell} argues that federa]]y supported SEA efforts to
improve schools beyond minimum educational needs are not -
N 11ke1y to be maintained by states when federal funding
is eliminated. After examining dissemination as a field
;. 0f study,” Brickell offers implications~for NIE résearch
« on the role of SEAs in dissemination. ] . -

- .- vii

Co
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Each paper has three components: summaries of reseagch relevant
to the organizational type being considered; a arison of these
"research findings and a discussion of their inferr ationships; ‘and
policy implications for, further research on dissemination and sthool
improvement. Although the papers vary in the(way they address these

three components, the’gssent1a1 contents of edch can be found in every
paper.

-

The literature included in the five syntheses was selected by
NIE's Research and Evaluation’Practice staff in consultation with
staff of the Educational Dissemfnation,Studies Program at Far West '
Laboratory. The papers are mot intended to provide comprehensive
reviews of the literature; rather, their purpose i8-to- ~analyze sign-
ificant key.documents of special interest to NIE and dissemination
practitioners._ One study, Performers of Research and Research-related

Activifies in the Field of-Education by Frankel, Sharp and Biderman
wa%$ included in several of the reviewd because it surveyed a broad
spectrum of organizational types. ‘

The five papers in this collection offer inférmat1ve, thought-
provoking perspect1Ves on the roles that vartous educational organ-
. izations play in d1ssem1hat1ng 1nformat1on for school improvement.

o N
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Introduction.

&  This paper will review and synthes1ze se]ected research stud1es

on the topic of Tocal education agency (LEA) use of externa] resources -
for school improvement. The paper. is divided into three main sectdons.
Section I contains a short summary of four individual research studies,
‘in which the main findings of the reports are highlighted. ‘Also in-
cluded in Settion I- are a small number of references to other recent
research studies that make an important contribution to the topic under
consideration. Section Il contain$ ‘a cross-comparison of the four stud-
ies angnother references mentigned in_Section I, noting similarities-and -
d1ffer ces. While Séction I contains .a brief descr1pt1ve overview of
f1nd1ngs, Section II examines cross- comparisons using a more ‘analytical
framework. In the fihal section, quest1ons of definition of key terms,
research gaps, and promising lines: of 1nqu1ry are noted for the purpose
of suggesting a research agenda on-LEAs' use of external resources for
school 1mprovement. \ .

) : 1 :
Three. other préI?ﬁTnany comments shouTd be made., First, discussiom
of the problem of defining terms 1ike "external resources" and "school
improvement” will be postponed until the final section. At this point,
it should be sufficient to note that external resources include informa-
tion, programs or products, and people relevant to the p%ovi;ion of as-
sistance for school improvement. Sthool. 1mp{gvement is conceived very
broadly, to include any individual or organizational outcome represent-

" ing an improvement ovér existing copditions. A second introductory
comment: My task was to focuS on a small number of selected reports,
not on the field as a whole. A thorough geview would no doubt turn up

=~more information, although such a review would be complicated by the
fact that .LEA "use of external resources" is not~well defined in most
research studies of*focal districts. A third and related point is that
__L’EA use of external-resources appears to be a neglected topic of study .

. " if we. use *the LEA as the unit of analysis, i.e., if we examine use ~

.~ -of resources from the perspective of the LEAx~—There have been several

' exce]]ent stud1es of the role of external consultants, or of the fate-
of 1nd1v1dua] ‘program 1nnovat1ons, but not of thg LEA as an entity
vis-a=vis the ecology of resource utilization. .




) 4 ~ -
- .. . . . Séction 1. A,Summar} of Selected Studies* T o8 =
' . . . [} ) - . (. R )
* . -
o = "' The four pr1mary studies-to be rev1ewed are: Adams's A Surve =~

of the Capacity of Se]ected Urban School Districts to Utilize and D1s- -
) -~ seminate.. Innovatlons Educational Technology (1978); the Alkin et al.
BRI case .studies of "fiv hool districts, bsing Evaluations (1979); the
: ‘Lyon-et a]. survey of Evaluation and-School Distriets (1978); and por-
tions of the Frankel et al. work-.en Performers of Research and Res@arch-

N . Related Activities in the Field of Education (1979). Four other stud-
7 jes w111 be referred to although not summarized: (1) the Huron Insti- ,
- tute's study on The Role of Evaluation and Test Information in Pubkic \

Schools (Kennedy .gt .al., T3980); (2) Bank's extension.of the Lyem study,
, School District Management Strategies to Link Testing with Instructional
' . Change. (1981); (3) the Targe-scale Study of Dissemination Efforts Sup-
[ . L porting School Improvement (Crandall et aT., fprthcoming); and (4) the.
N ~ study of Research and Development Utilization (RDU) (Lou1s .and Rosen-
blum,: 1981). ™ For further research see also the chapter in.Fullan (1982)
' on the role of school districts in educational change, which describes-
findings based on research in several school districts.

P

N
A .
-

~ ’ . .
I..Adams. A Survey of the Capacity of Selected Urban School Districts
~ ' to Utilize-and Dlssem1nate Innovationy in Educational Techno]ogy

S L ON ; . -

"
+

- % The Adams study is based on “an 1nforma1 survBy of 27 1arge urban
school districts to inquire about thejr capacities to adapt, utilize and
especially to disseminate innovations in education" (p.1). A telephone’

s Survey was conducted, usually focusing on the heads of departments of ‘
- planning, research, or evaluation. Adams classifies the districts into
Co " three .groups: those with fqrmal institutionalized processes to identify,

- . evaluate, and adapt 1nnovat16ﬁ§‘(N 12); those districts in which the

- * ‘. 7=. process of knowledge utilization is highly routinized as an ongoiny
function of ‘the basic administrative® structure (N=8);* and ‘those that
. have no formal mechanism for dealing with innovations (N=7). There
are brief comments “on each district. '

The Adams study make§ virtually no contribution to our goal of -
finding out how districts use resources. The study does ‘not address

-

!‘ its own key questian concerning the "capacity" of districts to utilize
innovations. The information presented is extremely superficial and N
» ’ ‘. e f . :
0 « . ‘ R ) ~ }

A .

*Each study~s'summary is ‘very brief, providing onTy h1gh11ghts.§EThe
purpose is to set the context for mﬁ?e-analytldal d1scu551oh in
.Sections II and II1. ‘
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. 'se1ect1ve, the conceptua] distinction between the first two groups of ‘IF
districts is unclear, and there are rea]]y no "findings" beyond a few :
ad hoc, undevelpped statements. ) v -

The report S one substant1ve contr1but1on comes in the appendix by
Fleming which describes a multi-year, reform effort in the Cleveland pub-

" lic schools. The descr1pt1on, essentna11y relating to insularity and lack
of coordinatiqn among major groups and elements in the change process,
identifies a number of problems refevant to our review. These problems
include: (1) school ptanning teams isolated from central district staff;
(2) use of outsidecdistrict consultants without provision for follow-
through; (3) sté??QHevb1opment programs not explicit]y focused on the
demands of the change programs, lacking followzthrough support and evalua-

\' tion, and conducted in isolation from district' support staff; and (4) an ,« e

overall breakdown of the evaluative 1nformat1on gatherTng system due to

‘\xfm1strust and lack of coordination. These "negative" findings are con-

sistent with. those from more> “pesitive" cases referred to later, where
planning, staff development, and information- gather1ngxsystems are
Tinked more: ‘tightly to school 1mprovement systems.

3 , . s
M. ?1kin et at. Using Evaluations: Doe$ Evaluation Make 3 Difference? -
1979). | , - -

[ 2

-~

-~

: ATkin et al. conducted case studies concerning the role of evalua- . /&/
tion of ESEA Title I or Title IV-C programs in five school districts.**
-.The five cases were selected on the basis: of referrals from professional
col1eagyes, proximity to the researchers' heme base, and relative_com-
pleteness of data. An attempt.was made"to avoid "showcase" examp]es.

A brief profile of the five districts’ (identified by pseudonyms) . -
- * follows: - ] . '
‘ s 3 { \;
) v ~
" o« . : ‘ 4‘ _ , :

* The author, notes that the study was informél and the results tenta-

N tive; but in my assessment, there was little we could confidently . .
_refer to as-"results." I I .
~ ** Title I (funds for pragrams, for the disadvantaged) and Title IV-C - *f‘

(formerly Title III, providing monies for 1nnovat1vq'programs) are

funded by the federa] _governmerit: and, adninistered through state de-

partments of educat#on. Evaluation- of the programs is a requirement,
. for the receipt of funds. - _

» * A

[y . Y




" Figure 1. Profile of Districts

C = , ( .

District

- Bayview

Clayburne

Garrison

Population ,
McNaught Jr.

igh, 11%0 .
students ~(65%
black, 22%

Mexican-
American,

. 13%-white)

-

Sierra Elefen-
tary Schodl,

-7 780 sttdents

(7.0% black,

11% Mexican-
American,

16% white, y
3% Asian) -

. Five'of 13 elé-

mentary schools
in the district
qua11fy1ng for
Title I (mostly
white, 12-15%
Mexican-American)

Edison High

School (up to ..

250 students,

mostly middle-

lower-class

wh1tes, m1nbr1ty

enrol Iment "well

below city average")
]

McNair Elementary
School {1200 stu-
dents, -up to 540
involved in the pro-
gram; population 99%
Mexican-American
with large percen-
tage monolingual
Spanish speaking in
early grades)

¥,

s .
S N

“Program
. MORE (Mot ivation

_ for Retention--

Title III/IV-C.
proaect designed

to “reduce truancy
and dropout by
Mimproving overa]]z
academic achieve- ~
ment and genera]«
1earn1ng environ-

“ment")

IGE (Individually
Guided Education,
Title I program;
IGE is a program
designed to im-
provgsachievement
through individu-
alization.)

K-LEAD (Title I
program; a kinder-
garten learning
diagnosis and reme-

dial program involv- -

ing 120 chéjdren--
24 from, each of the

. Title I'«schools)

Outreach (Title III/
IV-C project--an ex-
perimental alterna-
tive career high
school focusing on
career -training; on-

the-job training, and

p]acement)

Alternate Language

Strategies for the
Second-Language

Llearner (Title IV-C--

a bilingual ‘program
designed to involve
students in the de-

-

’

~ Primary Mover

V-P, and’

ﬁnci’pa], -P, an
téacher-counsellor

king with dis-

‘trict's special

7

projects office
wrote Title LV-C
proposal - '/

Unclear.
district administra-
stion brought IGE to

. the attentfon of

Title I sc oo]s and
principal &nd staff

> of Sierra decided -

velopment of b111ngua1;

bicultural materials)

to adopt it

District .requested a
school psychologist
to write a proposal
and direct jmplemen-
tation of the Title
I program. Close
working relationship
with principals

District evaluator
wrote proposal,
associate superin-
tendentystrong pro-
ponent

4

/

School principal and
a teacher wrote
Title IV-C proposal
3

-,
-
B »
.

Y

Apparently
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Itnis very difficult to summarize the main. findings of the Alkin
case studies. The five cases by definition used external resources for
the funding of programs. In four of the five cases (the exception being

-Valley Vista IGE) the proposals were written by personnel internal to

r

the district. It is unclear, however, how much use was made of external
information, ideas, and the like in the preparation of these proposals.
The Gse of external resources for staff development is also not clear,
although staff. deve]opme t was part of each program. The question of
resource utilization is Turther complicated because there were @t Teast
two separate but.overlapping aspects in the cases--one pertaining to
resource use for program adoption and improvement, the other tg the .
more specific questidn of evaluation utilization (the primary interest
of Alkin's study) ‘. . '

-~
~

Alkin and associates do g nice job of identifying the multiple
facets of evaluation use. They found that the formal evaluation re-
ports were used_actively in only two of the cases’ (in RockTand, in mak-

ing decisions about program continuance; and in Garrison, jn altering

community, district, and funding attitudes). In every case, Alkin
founq that informal evaluation activities (mini-reports, feedback
sessions, informal discussions with evaluators or among users) had a
variety of impacts on program leaders and participants, although it
was difficult to identify the influences precisely.

Finally, Alkin et al. Tist eight categories of factors that they
believe affect evaluvation utilization: (1) pre-existing evaluation
bounds (e.g., mandated requirements), (2) orientation of the users -
(e.g., information interests of users), (3) the evaluator's approach
(e.g., involving users, facilitating use of information), (4) evaluator
credibility (e.g., specificity of credibility vis-a-vis the program),
(5) organizational factors (e.g., district offfce/school site inter~_
relationiship--which incidentally.in most case§ was not very-close),

(6) extra-organizational factors (e.g., community and government agency
influence), (7) information content and reporting (e.g., format and
substance in terms of test data,. program implementation information),
and (8) administrator style (defined as organizational -skills and ini- |
tiative). .

We will have more to say about the Alkin report in Section*II, but
all in all it was not intended to zero in on external resources and
their impact on improvement. Therefore, while some of the findings
are relevant’ to these topics, the relationship is not systemat1ca11y
exp]oredJ

C. Lyon et al. Evaluation and School Distritts (1978).

Pl

Lyon et al. were 1nterésted in the existehcé and role of evalua-
tion offices in LEAs. They conducted a nationwide survey of 750 LEAs
with student populations of 10,000 or above. Among the main findings:
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* Only 43 percent of the 750 districts had a central office
responsible for program evaluation. (the percentage may be
N ‘_increasing-with most units established since 1970);

' 9~ . - "o Only 26 peﬁcent of the units that did exist reported doing
. . all of the district evaluation--in the rest of the cases,
’ other units in t&g:centra] office alsb '‘conducted-evaluations;

e . e Evaluation unitssreceived about one third of their funds L
from federal and state sources, and two thirds from local
.~ sources; - : N
o About hﬁ‘f-of tﬁe“uhits.did not spend -any money on consul- °
tants (relying engire]y op district personnel);

=~ R S
i ¢ About 75 percent, said that’ testing studeht -achievement was
. ’ the dominant activity;
: aghere vas 1itt1é9evidqnce that achievement scores or other

*evaluation daty were Jinked to instructional improvement
procedures; s ~

e Evaluation heéag‘were more likely to identify additional. - ¢
d staff, increatgd- access to computer time, and information
- about effective evaluation practices as-more important
i ' than staff development, comm&nications, and organizational g

N\k . " changes.. K ] . .S

«

LI

Lyon et aT. also, found that only 38 percent of the evaluation
units were located in the instructional division (as distinct from be-
ing Tocated in the administratjve division, or being totally separ*ate).,A
Thus, 62 percent of th® units were not in the "instructional Tline"

(p. 36). Of the district _evaluation report? examined, gnly 17 percent
described program implementation. Finally, evaluation personnel spent

60 percent of thejr’tin® with administrative clients (superintendent
, - . board .members, federal/state .agencies) and some 40 ‘percent with teach- \\
ers, principals, and parent groups. Time spent witl/teachers/principals
was devoted primarilysto inservice workshops, infoyming them about t

. ts
_administration and interpretation.

§

In short, there was little use of external resources and limited
intra-district coordination of evaluation and program improvement
+ . activities. . :

N »

~

« . 't
J. Frankel et al. -Performers of Research and Research-Related
Activities in thé Field of -Education (1979).

, o

Pa E]

Portions of thefré%earch‘by Frankel et al. (1979) provide éqme ’(\

useful descriptive-overview fnformation relevant to our interests
(but .again, directly related details are limited).. Frankel et al.
.’ ” 2
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" conduéted a nat:onwﬁde census of organ1zat1ons perform1ng edutat1ona1

« research, development, disseminatiaon, and evaluatidn. Their final sample
cons1sted of 1,530 1nstmtut1ons 4prthe public, academic, and pr1vate

. sectors. The pub41c sector inciGded 37 state’ education agencies, 193
" - Yintermediate~sérvice agencies, and 401 school districts (minimum enroll- °

ment: 10 Oﬂﬁ) .The report contains some interesting comparative ana]y—
ses, but [ will confine my summary to some of the findings most relevant .
to local sehool d1str1cts

- . N a

e Of the total $734'm1111on spent on RDD&E in stcal year .
1976-77, $54 million (or seven percent) was spent by the& . .
. Tocal d1str1dts in,the sample. 3 o

o.In the publlc sector; over 80 percent of the funds for
"research came ‘from the federa] (46 ‘percent) -or .state (35
percent) levels. B
o About two thirds of the 401 districts spent less than
. $100,000-0on educational RDD&E (19.districts spent more ) ' .
than $500, OOO) ‘
r—l
9 One quarter of the, districts ‘doing RDDE had no full- -
"41! time profess1ona1s conductihg those activities, and
-another quarter had only one full-time professional.

,® §eventy percent of the districts conducted fewer-than 10
projects during the year.

) ¢ Projects, in the public sector, <as “would be expected, cons
centrated on development and evatuation projects as
distinct from research. . -

I S ' . :
? Franke] et .al. conclude that only a small number of districts :3’5'

_conduct development and evaluation. projets,* and speculate that the

usé of results (to adopt, modify,-discontinue programs, etc.) is less -

likely when’1oéhls are not condusting evaluations, i.e., in situations
where either'no evaluation is being conducted or where RDD&E is carried
out by those outSide the district. They_ imply that more locally based

projects wou]d’begdesdrabLe (p.2185). Of course, the more fundamental .

question is: - What are theéhﬁéracteristics of effective district-RDD&E  °*

353%% compared to less effective ones? This question of effective-
beyond, the - scope of the ‘research by Frankel et al., but their -
*ﬁé]n conc1us1on--that school districts do not conduct much development
-~ and evaluation research--1s congruent with other research findings
.~ (e.g., Lyon et al.).- ) : .

-

*The researchers note (p,. 185) tha¢ Gver one third of school systems
reported zero RDD&E activities. This presumably refers to the 1argé?
sample they began with, of which only a certain number met their cri-.
teria. In any case, the1r sample wassselected on the basis of presumed
ifvolvement in RDD&E, and,even with this select sample the activity is- 1
concentrated in a sma]ler number of districts: .

) I Y
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. M. Kennedy et al. The Role of Evaluation and Te;t Informat1on in. v
Public Scheols (1980) R ~ .

H4 " \:'

.
0 N .
+

A. Bank. School District Management Strateg1es to L1nk Test1ng with ;
Instructional CHange (71981). ] . - .

i , . , ot - ‘
' D. Cranda]] etral. Helping Schools Get Better: Strategies for School, -
Development in the 80s (?orthcomtgg). i i N
\J\ ‘:\ ' 7 . .
K. S. Loyis and S. Rosenblum. Linking R& with Locéﬁ Schools: A X
Summary of Implications for Dﬁssem1nat1on and $chool Improve= K ¢
rent Programs (1981). . - ’ j{ J -
—— - N B - ;{
There are four other studies relevant to local district 1mprove- v

ment processes to which,I would~<like te refer, although it will not
’ \\V‘ .1 be.possible to-mention mone than a few highlights across the, studies.*

J “Kennedy et als (1980) set out te identify ' exemp]gry school dis-_ .
d = ' tricts" noted,for their use, of test information to improve ingfruct “
: Oneé hundred eleven districts were nominated, from which-the researche s ’
selected 18 for closer study. Kennedy et a]? stress two major una

_t1c1pated var1at1ons in the déstricts: o R
- 1, One 1mportant variation related to' "the 1nst1§at1ona1-

ization of decision-making strategies incorporating
. available data; the pogctice of collection and applying

various kinds of data pervadéd the decision-making pro-
. e : cess of several districts" (p. 16). Many of the exem- N A
Yo plary districts systematically collected and used data.
_ . The norm was to discuss issues in relation to research
_— data. p s » '

€

[
2. Districts varied in terms of the pnésence or absence: of
el . _major changes. One half of the distrjicts were experienc- -
Al Ve ing at least one major change (§tr1kes, reorganization,
' ‘ desegregat1on, crises with superintendegts). Major . Y
changes unconnected with the progran wgf fair]y "normat" '

. . and affected whether and how informatiog could be used.
;4 . ) -

.-

\]

- » 0
*ry brief comments merely introduce these other studiess , The original
eports should be examined directly. /J7

q . . . b
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At the diitrict 1eve1, four program themes recurred (p. 47 ff.)g

1. Authority. District program ‘directors frequgnt]y sa1d
that- they lacked sufficient authority to superv1se pro-
grams for which they were respons1b1e.

2¢ Compliance. " Program directors were frequently occupied
by providing compliante data to extarnal agencies (state,

- federal), with Tittle t1me for interacting with users and
focusing on program improvement. (See Elmore [1980] for a
disdussion dy compliance versus capacity.)

3. KFundind. Program directors were frequently preoccupieds 4
with establishing and maintaining funding, and with stav-
ing off budget cuts including complete elimination of

, their programs. (This was especially true for projects
that depended on external funds, but was also the case for
those involved in competifion within the d1str1ct for
local funds.)

[}

X

———n

4, quggam 1mgroveméht. ‘In 10 of the 18 d1str1cts, program,
* direchors gave several illustrations of how they used
data to bring about _program tmprovement.

—

Ve T

r

from the Kennedy study. First,.in nine distficts, school staff indi-
‘cated that implementation of ‘district policTes was-a major problem
(p. 67), especially because of ambiguity in the policies and/or diffi-
culties in providing requested data. ' (In this case, greater ‘emphasis
on data without correspond1ng assistapce created many more problems
than it solved. Concerning "efternal use," it is also important to
note that in this equation, ‘the dn{tr1cf office is the external
agency and ghe school “the internal’one.) Kennedy aJso found that at
the building 1evel, few interviewees had any data‘at all on bu11d1ng-
level issues, and hence few used-data to resolve problems (p.129)

(See Neumann's [1981] parallel paper which provides some examp]es‘!&
effective use of data by school principals. ) a

-

At the school buildjfg level, two™ issu;i in partiéu]ar emerged

Lastly, as in_the Lyon researah,.Kennedy and her colleagues found

~very great variations in the kinds of information gathered and in the
way in which districts were organized.- Qne urban district had five
evaluators, another slightly smaller district had over 100; one dis-
trict depended entirely on federal money for its evaluation budget,
another for only five percent; some evaluation units designed most of
their products for use by the central* office, wh11e others saw teachers
and principals as their primary clients. J

In'a fo]]ow-up‘to the Lyon survey, Bank (1981) conducted extensive .
field work in six school districts selected because of their reputation
_for linking testing or eva]uation act1v1t1es Wwith 1nstructlon. Some
fam111ar f1nd1ngs ‘, .

-




. ﬁ]] s1x d1s€r1cts were "in the midst of tumult and frob-
lems" y €400, desegregat10n orders, large popula- .
R . tion sh1f€§, new immigrants with 1anguages other than -
L S Q.Eng11§hg‘ _ Qo . ] P (
v - - o It four, of the six-districts, testing programs had been
oL - deVeldped in response to federal or state Junding.

'S

. i«Three conditions weré present to varying degrees in
- all cases. Bank refers to these conditions as the
. .. . .Sine qua non of data-based instructional change strate- .
; .+ gles: 9TT) motivation or the presence of-a strong incen- -
. (_’\- ’ . tive to make-improvements (e.g.,, frustration apd concern .
N ' about low achievement; board policies, parent pressure,. K
federal or state requirements, or other external pres-.
, . sures to change); (2) the presence of idea champions--a . '
v small grouf) of key people in _the district who cared and =
. persisted in advocating the use- of test information‘to
imprdve instruction; and (3) a coordinated delivery sys-
, . tem--instead of autonomous units with little <interaction, ‘
the six districts evidenced coordination'and ipteraction .
among divisSToRs, units, and schools in the collettion and -
use of testinginformation. I%; districts ranged in the ~ A

formality versys informality of)the co#™inating system, .
but, alT six djStricts were characterized by frequent * .ot
interaction—and flow of commun1cation and information.*

3

o e Bank discovered three

jfferent management apprpaches
S TN to-connecti

instruction: ~(1) a personnel
(two districts); (2) a - .
building-Tlev 1,prob1em-so]v1n strategy (two districts); : ‘
- and (3) an in i
. : strategy. Bank s that sorle districts used mixed
. approaches, but that most had a fairly coherent” primary .
A e strategy. . '

’ The fipajl_two references Cranda11 et al., Lou1s and Posenb]um)
. represent an important shift 1n re]at1bn to most of the‘above studies,
, because, they focus on the broader topic of innovations and school im-
. provement rather than on the role of evaluation. Crandall et al. are
B just. completing a large-scale, Study of Dissemination Efforts Supports! :
.- * ing School Improvement (DESSI) Among other things,: they_have investi- y
' gated the adoption, impliementation, and impact- of National Diffusion
. - Network progrﬂﬁﬁ, Title IV-C, Bureau of Education hand1capped programs,’
N ~and state education 1nnovat1veeg;03ects. They carried out surveys as
well as 12 case studies, and were able too"tr1angu1ate" and cross- . ‘
s ' compare many. of their findings. Their study s comprehensive and

[ o !

b ¢ v

*Note that it is the three conditions in combination that a}e'important.
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deta11e¢ in ana]yz1ng the processes of improvement, - fram gdopt1on through
impl€mentation.and impaets ~and Jin study1ng intra- and inter-level
relationships at the classroom/school, " district, state, and federal
"levels. The fxna} report and full f1nd1ngs are not yet available,

and the study iS in any case much tod comprehensive tp“discuss in. any
detail in this paper. Suffice it to say that the stu&y deals exten- *
siveTy with how and why school districts adopt new programs, and with
the-variofls kinds of internal (district) and external support and,

’ techn1ca1 assistance necessary for 1mp!ementat1on,~ ' , Ve

The study documents several- types of s&%cessfu] outcomes. The find=__
ings are consistent withthe research “discyssed ‘in this. paper but are
much more spec1f1c and explanatory..as-regards. fhe'eVents‘and processes
of educational change (se g_a]so Fullan, 1982). .More to the point, the

- DESSL research demonstrates that there are useful'programs, information,
that -~

and technic8l assistance externally available for school districts;
effective use depends on a capbination of factors related to certain
school and school district capacities interacting with external resources;
and that when these external resourcesgand internal orientations and ca-
pacities are combined, pos1t1ve school imprevement outcomes occur. The
DESSI study, in short, is the most direct research examination of ,the .
factors related to the topic_ of this paper.. (I refer to it again in -~
Sections II and III, but a systematTcrrnterpretat1on must await the ar-
rival of the full report ) e - .

e

A second valuable, large-scale study which has becowe available
in the last s#x months is the research evaluation of the R&D Utiliza-
tion (RDU) Program (Louis and Rosenblum, 1981a, 1981b). The RDU research
is important because it addresses multiple aspects of resource support
(1ncTud1ng both product and process support) and improvement outcomes
(use of new produgts,, increased problem-solving capacities).” It is also
a weIl—designeg4aﬁd -documepted.piéce of -research. (See Louis and Rosen-
blum,[1981aJ for an overvilew of the project fimdings and reportss)

The overa 1 objective of the RDU Program was to help schools clarify
and solve local jroblems through the use of externa] resources (prqghsts
and technical ass\istance).” Seven major projects were supported by
RDU Program (The Northwest’ Read1ng Consortium, the NEA Inservice Educa-
tion Project, The Consortium of the Metwork; Inc., and four projects
operated by the state education agencies of Georgia, Pennsylvania, Flor-
ida, and Michigan). More than 300 schools participatediin the program,
which was funded for a three-year per1od.

aOn]y a.few of the basic finding w111 be 11sted here:
L]

1,0 Approximately 75-percent of the schoo]s successfully
adopted and implemented new-programs and practices;’
externally developed products were found to be very
relevant to the needs of schools.

2. External human assistance was found to be very cy
4 important, if characterized by intensity (frequent )
interaction), initiation as well as responsiveness,

AY
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and the- involvemeM of a variety of external agents
rathenr than only one., .
3. Internal problem- so]v1ng act1v1t1es weFe important if
the following elements Were included: an emphasis on
: B building consensus and "ownership" through. communication -
- .7 ‘with teachers not on the ‘teag; a strongly.committed team
.leader; explicit attention to planning and_implementation; 0y
- and 'strong but tactful intervention by “the field agent,
¢ ’ who could connect the schools with negessary r%sources
A small amount of extefnal funds.($1,000-$8,000 per: ¢ S
. site) was used at each site, primarily to provide re-
‘ Tease time for teacherikon prob]em-so]éing teams. "

Louis and Rosenblum draw severa1’conc1us1ons First, the com-
« bination of technological and people/process support is cruc1a1 it
1s important to provide support for high levels of effort and broad a
v vylvement in a problem-solving process designed to’decide on and-
’ } *° impAement new programs and practi!es. As to the RDU Program's twin
. goa]s pertaining to new product use and increased problem-solving
+ capacity, the researchers found relatively high degrees of success
- in the former but much less évidence &6f success in the ‘latter.
Three years was insufficient to incorporate problem solving that

4

‘ i Tinked intra-school processes with external resources. et
v Let ugQow. turn to a more analytijcal treatment of the studies.’
. * . v
) - L
”»
j ~ 2, ,
. ; v :
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~ “Section 2.~ Cross-Study Comparison

.
L M
2 : - . L ad h

. In the four main studiesfneviewed, the major variables of interest

are not isolated-and examined directly, so a formal systemat1c compari-
son is not possible. T facilitate some cross-study companison, I have’
organized this section into two partss The first presents a,simple
anaﬁyt1ca1 framework for cons1der1ngRsome findings acro the seyeral
studies. The secohd part Tists some dilemmas, gaps, and \unknowns--the

" Framework arid Findings

1atter providing a link te the concluding section of the pq@;r~1n wh1ch

(~d

F1gure 2 répresents an overview of the e]ementsiof the change pro-

[ P

-

-

some po]1cy/researdh agenda recommendations are made.

)

s

1

cess in relation to external resources, school district factors, and

N

improvement outcomes.

[ -

=

- ) -
Fﬁgure 2. ,Elements in the external resource/
schoo] district 1mprovement process
2
Al ‘ﬁ‘
- Internal X ﬁi External Resources
School District Factors" '

! Phases of the Change Process
Commitment of leadership Adoption Implementation| Outcomes
~to improvement . .
Exbﬁ"c;jt coordination Funding Funding Funding N

and problem solving at ’ ]
district and school levels . : Lt .

. ~ Information/| Information/ | Information/
Staff" development” of ad- programs programs programs .,
ministrators and t€achers . '
Eva]uatigz;i-/data gathe'r"ing TeChni’ca] N TeChnica] TeChn.lca]
linked to use for improve-|| assistance/ | assistance/ assistance/
ment . _ staff devel-| staff devel- | staff devel-

. opment opment opment
Crists events ‘ ‘
. , L
]5 +
. - 2 -
) s - .




i

» ~

The logic and maih concepts of Figure 2 require som& comment.
F1rst, external resources are classified accord1ng to three types:
money, information or programs, and technical assistance. This divi-
sion closely parallels Louis and Rosenblum's:threefold classification
of resource support in terms of fiscal strategies, technological
strategies (information, materials, products,) and process/people
strategies. Thus, school districts' use of external resources can
be conceived of as irivolving none, one, two, or ‘all three types of
resource support.

L)

Second, there are different phases of the change process. Dis-
tricts are sometimes exp]or1ng, considering, or making decisions about
newdirections or programs; "adoption" refers to what. happens leading
up to the first use of new ideas in practice. "Implementation" consists
of all those events and activities designed to support actual use of f
ideas from the time of first attempted use until the new ideas or prac-
tices are routinized or rejected--a period nearly always covering more
than ‘one school year. "Qutcomes" refers to a variety of consequences
resulting from the implementation phase. Crandall et al. (forthcoming)
identified and assessed five type$ of outcomes:. degree of implementa-
tion of 2 new practice; attitude toward-the practice; impact on students,
feachers, and the organization; ‘instifuionalization; and-attitude toward

. school improvement.. Louis and RosenbTum (1981a, p.#149) idedtified a

somewhat
implementa
solving process, problem resolution, and personal impacts. Note that

the three types of external fresources may (or may not) be available.

or used (to support and/or assess what is happen1ng) at each of the

three phases of the ghange process. ’ -

imilar set, of six outcome®: organizational change, scope of

Third, characterist1cs of the district determine to a great extent
whether and how the district combines external resources with $nterna]
resources and procedures. Indeed, these characteristics are so’power-
ful that if they tend strongly in the negat1ve direction, no amount of
external resources is 11ke1y to result in significant improvement; and
if they tend strongly in the positive directiop,, districts can bring
about major improvements in the absence of s1gn1?ﬁcant outside support. .
In between these.two extremes, the right combination of external re-
sources can help districts to bring about pos1t1gg change d in many
circumstances small amounts of external resourc®s canh make a critical
difference. Whatever the situation, the characteristics of the district
represent very important variables which heavily*influence external
use, ,internal procedures, and consequgnt]y school improvement outcomes.

Using this framework -as a point of departure, what are the main
findings from )_the studies in Section 1? These main findings, with cor-
responding references, can be summarized as follows (organjzed under
the three categories): _ .

.

External Resources

l' "
1. External funding does play a major role in providing
resources for program innovation, evaluation, and other
\

16

ion, incorporation of the product, incorponation of a problem- -
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* improvement- reTBted ac;;v1t1es. 'Six of the eigyt
studies-~Adams and Lyon'be1ng the exceptions--indi-
cate the presence of major external resources. e

- 2 There is some 1nd1cat1on that 1nformat1on/program
resources combined with technical assistance/staff
development resources are necessary for improvement

. to 'occur (Crapdall et al., Louis and Rosenblum); ,
- stated differently, one type of resource without the
other may not have much impact. " Inclusion of the
third resource--funds--by itself does not mean much,
unless the funds are used to purchase program and
“techinical help. .

-

. —

LEAs : ’ : '

3. Although there are no thorough studies of use®of ex-
ternal resources, there is considerable evidence in
our studies that most districts do not carry out
systematic program planning,-implementation, evalua-

- tion, etc., efther through the use of local resources
or through obtaining external resources to support
these activities (Lyon, Kennedy, ?ranke]) - .

4, The smaller proport1on of districts that are success-
ful ("exemplary") possess some common properties:
.commitment of top leaders and other key advocates
an eXplicit coordinated delivery system or plan for
problem solving, collecting and usipg.information,
otc., to bring about improvement; staff development
and other forms of technical assistance-and support

from both internal*and external consultants; proce- -

¢ dures for usang program information and other evalua-
tive data; crisis events as common occurences which

either generate pressure for 1mprovement (incent.ives)

or interfere with plans for improvement by diverting
.energy and attent1on (Bank, Kennedy, Crandall, $u1s

and Rosenb]um) .
5. Despite some common general properties, variations and
untqueness in conditiong and approaches to improvement

en-amang apparently equally successful LEAs were obvi-

ods: ‘presence or absence of evaluation or other similar
units; differences in how central offices were set up,

independent of size of the district; differences in how'

]

i .
i

*See also Fullan (1982), Chapter 10, for a review of “the role of dis-
tricts in educational change; and our case study of Adams's district
(Fullan et al., 1978), which takes a thorough and systematic approach
to using extermal resources (programs, consu]tants) for training in-
side teachers and administrators. ~

et N




explicit the objectives. were, .and in how formal the .
prqcedures were; differences in pr1many strategies
(dstrict-wide staff development versus school-based
problem solying versus district-wide 1nstruct1ona11y
oriented objectives-based approaches); differences in
. . orientation of district evaluators or data gatherers
. ' toward external agencies versus central office staff
V//A T versus school-based staff; and the presence or absence
- and differences in types of crises faced by districts--
nine of 18 districts in Kennedy's study and six of six" i
, . ~in the Bank study were facing major crises of different:
- ' k1nd§ (A1k1n, Bank, Kennedy, Cranda]] Louis and Rosen-
blum).~

Qutcomes

6. Except for the Crandall study and the Louis and Rosen-
blum study, little has been done to relate external and
~ district factors to school improvement outcomes. These
two studies discovered high percentages o ugeess.
. (Several factors should be kept in mind: Success was
' rélated.to the presence of external assistance combined
- ' - with certain LEA and school characteristics as +indi- .
céted @bove the two studies focused on the population
. of districts/schools-that had selected external innova-
tions, and therefore were working with select samples.)
The conceptua11zat1on and measurement of different types
of outcomes are major contributions of these studies. <.
t As for the other six studies, there is either no discus-
sion of outcomes (Adams, Alkin, Lyon, Frankel) or else ..
- « there’is a discussion of positive outcomes but without *-
any formal attempt to represent the outcomes (Bank,
Kennedy). ’

Dilemmas, Questions, and Gaps

' .
1. We know very little about how LEAs interact with outside®™
agencies (in relation to the three types of external re-
sources-- s, information, technical assispance) Some
studies h2§ gfocused on, particular products or programs -
bﬁt not 6ntthe array of information and products avait=
able. :

»
.

2. There is no clear distinction of clients in the LEA ‘es-
pecially central office versus school personnel. In ’
most studies of external resources, we do not get & =
¢lear differentiation of whether each of these two types
of clients benefited or not from access to and useugg

i

external resources. We also need to examine the ex rna]/ )
: internal relationship within the LEA between centrd} off- ~

-~ ice and school respectively. (Crandall et al. and™ttuis
and Rosenblum address this question.) P
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3. Is Tt-befter for LEAs to concentrate on adopt1ng spe~
cific external programs or 2o attempt to-maximize the
. range of information flowing into the district? Weiss
(1979), for example, stresses the incremental enlighten-
ment function of knowledge as distinct from jts spe- .
t1f1c problem-solving role. '

*Is it better. to'attempt district-wide coordination and - \
program implementation, or to support 1nd1v1dua]-sg290]-

. based development? A
Is it better to have tightly coupled, formal integration
and procédures or more informal interaction and coordina-

tion?

-~

=

6. What js the best combination of exterqa] and internal re-
gsources in terms of~developing the LEA's capacity (knowl-
*edge, “skills) to bring about school improvement?

7. What are the relative roles of and relationships between
evaluation and innovation? (Four of the eight studies :
examined the role of evaluation, while the other four o

. involved research or innovation studies.)

‘There are more unanswered questions that could be, geﬁerated but
perhaps the above list is sufficient for drawing some conc]us1ons about
future research priorities in the area.

'

o | « |
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’ . -Section 3. Research Agenda Implications

E

The dei?n1t1ons of the three main concepts presented in Figure 1--
external resources, LEA characteristics, and improvement outcomes--are
-not entirely refined, but as a context for future research they offer
- some basic guidé]ines. External resources .can be defined in terms of
'money, information{programs, and technical assistance. In this paper,
“the *0 tional definitions oquEA characteristics, especially demo- -
\ graphic ones, .are incomplete; the general Tist in Figure 1 summarizes
~Some Qf* the main LEA characteristics. Crandall et al. and Louis and -
Rosenblum have contributed much-needed conceptualization and measure-
ment of improvement outcomes.

There are four types of studies that I would place on the research
agenda.a

P “ - a

L DetailegCase Studies of LEAs’ Use of External:-Resources and Related .
i Intgrm!I Processes -

-

Coa ! By Fa} the most important research priority is.to discover what
' the use ‘of {external resources looks like from the point of view of LEAs
(district and school level included). Taking LEAs as entities, we sim-
ply do not know very much about how they think about external resources,
how they go about obtaining them, and how they use them. There are -
studiesthat have examined particular programs (e.g., Title I, NDN), but
) thesp only address segmented use of certain external programs; they do
= . not Rttempt to capture the totality of LEA involvement with.external
" B resotirces. (For example, these studies tend to examine the impact of
particular programs on a district--a kind of outside-in orientation,
as distinct from the ‘inside-looking-out orientation I am suggesting.)
Thus, my first recommendation is that a small number of very compre-
hensive comparative case stud1es be undertaken with the explicit
mandate to identify types ‘of external resources,.to carry out a care-
ful .study of external-internal relationships and internal-internal
* - relationships around the use of externa] resources, and to assess,
‘ mu1t1p1e impacts or consquences.
. Two recent” effort$ might contribute very useful research designs
K -~ 3and methodo]og1es to such case studies. Mooré and Hyde (1981), focus-
' ing on staff deveIOpment, conducted a first-rate .study of all -aspects
. PR of LEA activity in three urban districts. They discovered many com-
plexities, hidden costs, and unrecognized staff deve]opment activities.
; - For example, they found 50 times more staff development going or than
‘ ' district staff developers estimated. Moore and Hyde did a masterful
job of identifying different types of activities and calculating vari-
ous direct and indirect costs. [ suspect that a study of the use of
extegnal resources in LEAs wou]d uncover similar complexities and
. hidden uses, and would make a‘major contribution to this topic. The
case studies should in particular use fiscal costs {(direct and indi-
rect) as a driving indicator, because this would provide more specific

L]
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information about the use of resources. This strategy is h1so'condu-"
cive to the identification.of concrete activities rather than amorphous
generalizations,

T

A second medel with important empirieal and methodolpgical’impli~
cations for us is the DESSI case study research of 12 districts. The
cross-site-comparison and synthesis of the case studies is especially
useful in suggesting how multiple comparisons can be fruitfully made
,and displayed. (See Crandall et al. Miles and Huberman have been” ’
pr1mar11y responsible for coordinating much of tits research, and have .

a separate grant to-do-further work on the case study -comparisons;

but bear in mind thatzggpir studies were not designed to do what I am
suggesting here.) . % @
. "In brief, I recommend a small number of case studies (something
on the order of three to six) that comprehensively examine the external
resource use question by taking the LEA as an entity.*

2. Survey or Mini-Case Studies of How LEAs Are Organized for txterna]

Resource Use . . .
ReS0Urce vse PR )

A11- of the studies that have something to say about how LEAs ‘are
organized (central office units, district-school relationships, etc.)
comment on the incredible diversity of set- -ups even among LEAs of ~

. comparab]e s'ize. None of these studies, however, was exclusively “inter-

ested “in external resource use; most concentrated on the role of evalua-

tion information. It would seem worthwhile to conduct a survey or

series of mini-case studies of a larger number of LEAs (larger than the

case studies would permit) to inves igate how the districts are organ-

ized and what consequences this organizationtias for external/district

office relationships, district office/sch o] relationships, and external/

school relationships. It is important that this be more than an examina-

tion of the formal organizational charts. The study should ask questions

about the interrelationships. flowing from the way in which the district

is organized.. Of course, the intensive case studies proposed in item ]

would consider“These questions, but only for a very small number of

districts. The survey/mini-case studies would include a much largert

sample (perhaps 50 districts sellcted to represent d1fferent sizes and

geographical locations). ) . ’ e
. ;.

3. A Survey of 'LEA Access to aﬁd‘Use of External Agencies**

It may be that this~study could be incorporated into the second ¢’

£

"d"ﬁ

* 1 have not attempte3 to summarize the ma1n variables that should be ex~ -
amined. in the case studies, but most can be culled from Sectiofds ! and
JII and from consulting the Moore.and Hyde and DESSI designs.

** The NIR Interorganizational Arrangements (IOA) research program is ad-
dressing-this issue, though possibly without adequate attention to the
question of variations in access. , .$

<
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reéommendation. We want to know about “various types and degrees of

" access that LEAs ‘have to external agencies that provide one or more

of the three forms, of resource assistance (funds, information, tech-
nical ass1stance) .Gfven the array of different external agencies
(state departments, intermediate agencies, labs and centers, universi-
,ties, etc.), the fesearch question should .properly be phrased: '"What
access to’ externa? agencies do different LEAs have and what use of
them do they make, and to what extent are these factors related to

the location of the LEA?" Proximity to external sources and the par-
ticular configuration an®&role of agencies in the accessible environ-
ment of the LEA would be two important variables to study. For this
research, a jarger-sca]e survey (N=500 or more) should be used. _

)

4. Additional Synthesis of Selected New Research

The main message of our present review is: There are few direct
stud1eS'of LEA use of external resources. However, it also seems to
be the case .that more recent research (cited as our secondary sources--
Kennedy, Bapk,.Crandall, Louis and Rosenblum) has more to say about
LEAs and exgernal resources than do our four primary source$. Since
some of this research has just been released--or is not yet available--
and since a.more careful search may identify some additional sources
of direct reTevance, consideration should be given to a review and
synthesis of.*this more recent work. Such a synthesis should attempt
a more formal specification of variables w1th1n each category, using
the present review as a gu1deT1ne.

3
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' ILtroduction

by Lo -

. This know]edge-synthes1s covers a number of studies that address,,
: .at least in part, the role of SCDEs (schools, colleges, and departments
of education within institutions of higher education) in the pursuit of
school improvement. These studies emplgyed only four independent data
sounces. : .

¢ 1. The Clark-Guba study of SCDEs, which was reanalyzed
°  subsequently by Lotto-Clark concentrating on knowledge
R d?ssemination and utilization. ) .
2. The Frankel- Sharp-Biderman study ,of research performers
in .education, including SCDEs. T =

3. The Have1océ§et al. case studies of three interorganiza-
tional arrangements (IOAs). linking colleges of education
and school districts.

* . v
’ 4.~ TherTDR Associates case studies of three [0As in Boston,
1nvo]v1ng universities and school sub districts.
~ The power of cross-case analysis is 11m1ted here by the small_num-
ber of.data sources and the variability of those sources,in the areas
. of methodology, organizational, focus, and $ubstantive concentration.
Consequently, in Section I tKis report will place greater emphasis on
summarizingsthe individual papers than m1ght otherwise have been called
for. The cross-case comparison in Section II will be organized around
a central table picturing the extent to which the studies cover similar
Swbstantive areas and variables. Data from the studies will then. be
used to addres$ sik questions of special interest to policymakers con-
cerned with school improvement programs and initiatives: . .
1. What -is the scope of *SCDE 1nvolvement in school 1mprove-
ment activities?

2. What organizational characteristics seem to influence the -

. . scope or effectivenaess of that inv?lvementg
. +~3. What incentives or disincentives exist that influence
/;—-1 ~ . the participation of SCDEs in school 1mprovement?
& 4, What fund1ng sources are used to support these efforts’
ps

5. How can SCDE act1v&¢y in school nmprovement best be
described (e.g., in terms of clients, types ¢f services,
organizationa® arrangements to support the services)?

o
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6. What is the perceived and/or actual level of effect1veness of -
’ . ‘ v - these school improvement activities? —

Finally, in Sect1on III, implications will be drawn from this data base
. for further research in the field and for federal/state support of f1eId-

based school 1mprovement programs that involve SCDEs« 4

O
The reader should not be misled by the foregoing reflections on J
the narrowness of the knowIedge base into assuming that this base was
treated casuaIIy. Each of the eight available documents was content-
analyzed using the foIIow1ng framework :

s , ’
”
- .

’ . -

2 Figure 1. Structure for analyzing literature on the .
role of SCDEs in school improvement. . )
’ ’ - fv: : ’
e Context
. Organizational characteristics .| . T
Incentives ‘
Funding sources _ =
‘s Operations : :
. SCDE poten- Implications for’
Scope: . tialities and ’
Clients . > limitations > Policy
Type of service in school '
Interorganizational arrangements improvement -1 o Research
| .
: » Effectiveness " ~
Actual .
\ Perceived

o ‘ 4 / k i
‘ ' . 0 . . (
Every entry germane to these topical areas was identified, coded, ang.

recorded. To the extent possible, the flavor of the stud1es has been
; reta1ned in the summaries and analyses. .

'S
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. Section 1. Su;maries ;?\FQve Stud?es on the Role of
. Schools of Education in School Improvement

/ +

2

% . . @ ‘ ;
' D.‘L.jé;étk and E. G. Guba. A Study of Teacher Education Institutions . (:\
N as Innovators, Knowledge Producers, and Change Agencies (1977). N
" Background/Scope \ . e ) . ‘

- This natjonal study of schools, co11eges, and departments of eduea-
tion (SCDES) included in its exagmination of ingtitutional productivity
in research ahd knowledge utilization the total population of 1,367
SCDEs; a sample of 135 institutjional respondents and 1,387 facu]ty re-
Spondents who were queried about institutional missiens, arrangements, , ‘
and programs in R& and knowledge utT11zat1on, and 20 in-depth case
, Studies of schools of education chosen on ‘the basis of typ1ca11ty and
Uniqueness after the normative survey phase, of the inquiry was comp]eted.

The purposes of the inquiry were to: (1) portray the status of
SCDEs as components of the nation's.educational knowledge production and
utilization (KPU) system; (2) identify internal and -exterral facters af-
fecting that status; and (3) posit most likely and alternative futures
of schools of education in KPU. .

The focus of the entire study is pertinent to the current papér. ‘
The limitations of the data from this study spring from the inability of .
the researchers to identify school improvement (knowledge utiljzation)
activity as distinct from R&. In the case- of R&D, much of the activity
. occurs on-campus or through very "visible arrangements with local educa-

-tional agencies. And, more importantly, thé product--typically a
publication--is eas11y accessible for examination. School improvement
activities, however, are often not 1nst1tut1ona11y sponsored; they are
frequently of limited duration (e.g., two-.'or three-day consultancies);
.and their products are typically difficult to -trace and assess. This
project was well geared to handle KP (knowledge production) activity;
but poorly designed to identify KU (know]edge utilization) pr#jects or
outcomes. . 1y

B

Context . * <
g Orgénizational charactéristies. This study identifies two catego-
ries of organizational characteristics that influence the involvement of
schools of education in school improvement: census-like demographic
features and contextual qualities that influence institutional behaviors.

¥

~

s . . * T
Regagg1pg the "census" features, the researchers note™
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N

] Personﬁé] in SCDEs are_ highly téained and experienced--
the model faculty member has the doctorate and f1ve to
10 years of public school experience. -

¥ e SCDEs are everywhere; there are 1,367 'such units. Seventy-
two percent of all four-year institutions of higher educa-
tion (IHEs) maintain a teacher training program.

e However, regarding KPU activities, the institutions are
easily divided into "haves" and "have-nots." KPU activity .,
is concentrated in units with advanced degree programs, -
roughly one half of the institutional population.

These institutions do have a quality of organizational life that

influences the activities their members undertake:

¢ ‘The organizational culture is primarily ideographic.__. The
role of the professor as private entrepreneur (circa 20
percent time) is legitimated in IHEs,

- o The organizational mission of SCDEs is to train educational
_personnel. "Missions involving the SCDE in KPU activities
must be considered complementary rather than integral to the
SCDE in all but a few such sites (perhaps 50-60 of 1,367)"
(p. VII-10).
. ..
e-School improvement (KU) missions (and, to a lesser extent,
activities) are concentrated in public rather than private

SCDEs.
. . ~ )
e SCDEs are low-status units -§n IHEs.
¢ Professbrs have limited KPU training, little supervision, N

and minimal retrainipng possibilities. . '

hgve wer priority than either research or feach1ng., "Promotion and
tenurg ¥riteria.are applied differentially so that 'worKmanlike' per-
formapce™\j

performance required in emergent and low-status areas
improvement]" (p. VII=29). On the positive side of the
ledger, professorial personnel are providedﬁWith réleased time to en- .
gage in KPU programs, and individual consultative relationships between
professors and locdl edycation agencies (LEAs) is permitted.

n trad1t1on;;/}g1gh -status areas [e.g., R&D] is sufficient,

Funding sources. Released time for faculty and the support, of
special bureaus or institutes for'KPU aré characteristic of graduate-
level SCDEs. Roughty $23 million to $25 million supporting 1,000 FTE
faculty was investéd in these bureaus and institutes in the mid- -sevens
ties. At the time, that constituted approximately three percent of the
faculty in, SCDEs.

¢ _ 30 ' O K“\
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-

)

Operations . el

Most SCDEs are engaged in KU activities through the personal in-
volvement of their faculties if not through institutional commitment.
Seventy percent of faculty respondents reporked that they worked with )
LEAs rendering ad hoc services. The inability of this. study to dis-
tinguish between KP and KU activities reduced ,reports on “operations.”
Since the Lotto-Clark study attempts to tease out the data that applied -
specifically to KU, this section will be expanded in that summary. *

-

#

Clark and Guba focus on KPU products visible at a national level.
SCDE contributions to knowledge utilization at this level were substan- .
tial:

Effectiveness

‘.

) Fifty-nine percent of the articles published in practitioner
journals come from IHEs; 90 percent of those from SCDEs.

o Universities dominated the production of books in education ‘
(82.5 percent) and textbooks (72.1 percent) .

¢ Presentations at practitioner conferences were dominated by
SCDEs (35.6 percent) and LEAs (34.8 percent). /////’

No qualitative assessments of SCDE programs.in KU or sthooi imnrove-
ment were reported in this study, other than those implied by the accept-
ance of KU products by Journais, publishers, and convention monitors. v

v | o | | %

Po]icy[Research Recommendatiohs ‘ ‘ )

The authors review the capaCity of SCDEs.in KPU and conclude that {
the levels of organizational and individual capacities Aanpd institutional
ctommitment were high enough to justify the following thréé recommenda-

r \ ]
1. To sustain the research and development productivity of
SCDEs Currentiy'functioning as "KPU Center" institutions.

2. To expand modestly-thé number of SCDEs produCing at the
"KPU:Center". level.

3. To expand the role oﬁ SCDEs in the federal government's
dissemination in education program (KU). (p. IX-35) ) ‘

With a focus on (3) above, they suggest: -
*»0
a.},KU capacity-building grants- coordinated with the capaCityA i
building grant program already begun with SEAs and/or the -
new teacher center program. These grants might well include
a local matching feature which could be met by most doctoral

k ) " o b




public SCDEs through their current budget aJlocation$ to KU
but which would force most masters public SCDEs to support
‘ " the1r KU mission with added 1Q§;1pcontr1byt1ons.

b. Tra1n1ng grants for students and™prtactitioners interested
~in building up their expertise in KU activities, perhaps
tied into teacher center programs or at least using such
centers as field sites for 1nternsh1ps.

)

.C.. Programmatic sbtpport of some operating KU centers, e.g.,
school _study colgcils, networks or leagues of schools,
in which the presknt level of effective dissemination
activity justifies\the investment. (p. IX-37) ,

L. S. Lotto and D. L. Clark. An Asseésment‘of Current and Potential
Capacity of Schools of Education with Recommendations for Federal
Support Strategies (1978).

‘Background/Scope -

The purpode of this study was to portray the current effort in KU
being made by schools of education and to project effective' federal
policies to optimize that effort. The popu]at1on studied was made up,
of 671 SCDEs' offering at least a masters degree in education. A samp]e
of 92 schools was chosen from this population. The data had been gath-
ered in the Clark and Guba study and included institutsional and facul-
ty questionnaires from the 92 SCDEs, case study notes’ from 14, and
secondary source data on productivity from the entire population of 671.
Although no new data were gathered in this 'study, some of the data were
"new" in the sense that they had not been analyzed in the Clark and Guba
study (e.g., open-ended responses from the institutional and faculty

*questionnaires and documents gathered during the case study visits).
Other data appear to be new because-a conscious effort was made at every
step of the analysis to distinguish KU from KP involvements. However,
weaknesses in the original data-gathering design still caused many of
the school improvement efforts-of SCDEs to.be overlooked.

Q - ¢ \
Context . . . -
Organizational cHaracteristics. Demographic features and contex-
tual qualities that weré noted in the Clark and Guba report will not be ,
"repeated. The following observations focus on KU or school improvement.

-

o Twenty-eight percent (182) of the SCDEs stated.a positive
-organizatiofial mission in disseminatign and utilization
(D&U). Another 20 .percent had mission statements that -
-would be complementary to D&U involvement.

0
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. ® Knowledge utilization activity had a broader base, of SEDE
] involvement than did R&. "In contrast with the1r Tow-
involvement in R&D activity,the masters public school of
ﬁL education is a rich resource of talent and institutional
1 support in educational D&U" (p. 33). : . A
X

o The status of $DEs within th§1;,3§hvers1t1es was not en- 2
. hanced by their éengagement 1n\schooﬂ 1mprovement activities.

. ) Part1c1pat1on of SCDE faculty in D&U programs is 11m1ted by
“ ‘ (a) the professor as entrepreneur, (b) the professor:as
b specialist, (c) the tenured security of the professor, and
) (d) the upiversity's collegial governance pattern. : g

’Incentives. Added observations about the effect of incentives on
SCDE facuTty participation in school improvement include: ;

: e The emphasis on research in the IHE reward system is -not
“adverse to involvement in school improvement. "In only
’ 87 SCDEs did it appear that faculty 1nvo]vement in D&U
: would be in conflict with the formal system" pp.f"4 v
, In contrast, 194 noted that it was conS1stent1y 0
> portance.

.

L
Y

ag

o\MasterSTIeve] institutions have the least difficulty in
* . incorporating D& into their reward systems.

/ # “Freedom of individual choice on the part of'professors

in SCDEs increases flexibility in response but impedes .
institutional commitment to goal and activity areas"— )

(po 36). , . '>

e SCDEs have an advantage over competing‘educatiohal agen-
cies in responding to-new program areas becaduse of the
SCDE tradition of faculty released time for non-teaching
activities.

Funding sources. Little fiscal data were gathered in the Clark and
‘Guba study; but bureaus, institytes, and centers were queried about
" their sources of support. Surprisingly, Few of the 551 organizational °
entities that had been set up to attain KU ‘goals appeared to be either
oubgrowths of or dependent on federal or foundation doTTars.

-

: Operations ) -

Schools of education reported substantial opergtional comm1tment
« to school improvement. Three hundred seventy-two SCDEs (55 pércent ‘of
the popu]at1on) maintained at least one formal dissemination or util-
ization structure (e.g,4 school study council, buredu of field services).
In 411, the population was estimated to be operat1ng 551 such centers. <
RN The authors c]ass1f1ed the popu]at on of schools of -education as

- v
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1nc1ud1ng 90 D&U cengzrs, 130 poteht1a1 D&U‘centers, and 208 schools
that were .sometimes involved in D&U activiti%es. .

Schoo]s of education have tended to be involved in interorganiza-
tiphal—arrangements where they are the dominant or keystone agency.
This reflects the traditional view held by m&y in SCDEs that they ane.
1mpart1ng information to the practitioners. ™"s demands for parity in
school improvement programs increase, schools of education'will be
forced' to mod1fy this traditional view. ’ {ﬁk

. 4

-

Effectiveness o ' : ~

Based on the productivity studies summarized in the Clark and Guha~
report, the authors ‘conclude that "faculty in approximately 2,250 SCDES
are significant producers of D&U artifacts being distributed to practi-
tioners and are conduits for ‘the“distribution of this material™ (p. 24)
On the other hand, many practitioners have negative perceptions,'of the
role that\SCDEs p]ay 1n school improvement, typ1f1ed by:

e suspicion. fhat SCDEs are divorced from the wor]d of -
pract1ce, .

"o 1ncredu11ty about R&D as a vehicle: for educa@]
improvement; - .

e doubts about whether SCDEs - have sufficient 1nterest or’
. fFlekibility t assume newer linking agent roles in sq&eo
™~ improvement. <

Policy/Research Recommendations

This ‘was a policy study that assessed the Tlikely impact of various
federal - policies in D& on SCDE involvement in school improvement. The
authors conclyde by recommend1ng federal programs of training, capacity
building, and.networking in which they-think schools of educat1on _should
be involved. More 5pec1fﬁca11y, they recommend

Training: o ' '
e The initial emphasis for SD&U training should be-

placed on program development—gfants rather than operating
grants. (p. 47) ‘

e A major thrust in both program development grants and,
subsequent]y, training grais should be placed- upon tra1n-
ing for linking agent roles. (p. 48)

o The design of a training.support program for D&U in SGDks
should reflect a comprehensive/view of both training needs
and tra1ners. (p 48)

a
-




T bapacity Bui]ding'
(] SCDEs should be 1nc1uded as agencies wh1ch are e]xg1b1e
to compete for capacity building grants in D&U. ' (p. 50)

oA capaC1ty bu1]d1ng grant program for SCDEs shoudd inclufe
(a).grants to SCDEs in which D& capacity is already well
established and (b) grants to developing institutions.

-t

’ (SCDEs) which m1ght be encouraged to expand or improve e
: their D&U capacity. (p. 51) -
Networks: o T .

' :

e A first step should be the establishment of "netwo%k evalu-
ation grants" to assess the effectiveness of intact networks
i@c]uding SCDEs, LEAs; and other educational agencies. (p. 52)

. @ Explicit attention should be given by such federal programs
as NDN and RDU to creat1ng a mutually sat1sfactory mode of
involvement by SCDEs in such networks. (p. 52)

' »
¢ A new program of grants should be initiated to provide for
the support of networks operated by SCDES. (p. 52)

e An exp]oratony design program...should be 1n1t1ated in a .
few selected states to experiment with the use of SCDE '
faculty as linking or extension agents to LEAs. (p. 54) - -

- . -
. h . . : 4
-J. Frankel, L. M. Sharp, and A. D. Biderman. Performers of Resdarch
& -and Research-Related Activities in the Field of Education ¥1979].

Y

L. M.‘Sharp and J. Frankel. "Organizations that Perform Educational
R&: A First Look at the Universe" (1979).

»

';Backgr3und/SCOpe

’

The American Registry of Research and Research- Related 0rgan1za-
tions in Education (ARROE) project was primarily descriptive--portrayed
by its authors as "designed to provide a map of the universe" (Sharp
and Frankél, p..6). The final product was a registry of educational
research, development, dissemination, and evaluation (RDD&E) agencies.
-~ From an 1n1i1a1 popu]at1on of 6, 300 survey4eligible organizations, |,
2,434 organizations in 1,530 1nst1tut1ons re subsequently determined
to g involved in educat1ona] RDD&E. : ’

. pdrt has a pervasive disalfility. There is no way to dj saggregate dis-
semination or school impr vement activities .from res yarch, development,
4

For the purpose of 5%2 presgnt cross-case anaﬁys1s; the ARROE re-

’
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and evaluation. The authors address this jssue on only the most general
level and their conclusions should be noted:

-
A

® Research is emphasized most heavily in the academ1c and

private sectors while development and evaluationistudies
dominate in public education agencies. Dissemination

emerged as the area of lowest emphasis, réceiving the

smallest allocation of funds—by—performers-except -for -
state agencies and large public school systems. (Frankel
et al., p. ix) o '
Organizations of all kinds spend only a small proportion
of their f§nds for dissemination activities. (Frankel et
al., p. iX

o

. -, yar

The ARROE study did not have schools of education 5% its primary
target; SCDEs appear in these data because they are RDD&E producers.
When they do appear, they may be a school as a whole, a depantment, or
a.bureau or center. Thus a single university may have multiple- -entries
as academ1c'organ1zat1ons performing RDD&E. =

‘a
Context _ . ' -

Organizational characteristics. "In the academic world, most of
the work is carried out in organizations whose primary function is in-
struction..." (Sharp.and Frankel, p. 8). ARROE classified roughly one
fourth of the_jdentified academ1c organ1zat1ons as<RDD&E specialists.
Most of the involvement was within SCDEs. The part-time nature of the,
enterprise is emphasized by the size of thg investmepnt in RDD&E on the
part of academic organizations; 37 percent spent less n $100,000 per
year, 55 percent spent spent less than $250,000 per year, and 76 percent
spent less than a million (Frankel et al., p. viii). Another view of‘

the same basic point: One quarter of the organizations had no full-time.

professionals primarily engaged in RDD&E; 53 percent had f1ve or fewer.
Incentives. The ARROE data do not directly ref]ect 1ntra-SCDE or
-IHE incentives for engagement in RDD&E. The authors do note, hoyever,
that RDD&E functions are complementary (not primary) missions in IHEs;
and that across all types of organizations, but especially in IHEs, d1s-
semination 1—_nﬁf‘a common staff specialty” (Frankel et a]., p. X).

Funding sourqes. Modest as the investmentamay be, ' 'in terms Of .

dollars spent, the academit sector outdistances the public education and .

private sectors" (Sharp and Frankel, p. 10). In fact, the academic sec-
tor accounted for 47 percent of the RBD&E funds reported received from .
various sources (Sharp and Frankel, p. 11). _The ARROE researchers note,
"It is clear from our firdings that, in the aggregate, state,'interme-

diate, and local education agencies have made meager allocations for r-~._JJ/

research and research-related activities, and that relatively little
truly)]oca]]y anchored work is being carried out" (Sharf and Frankel,
p'u ]O . ) * & ,
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The ARROE prdvides no descriptiye data on school improvement opera-

tions 1nvo1v1ng gchools . of educativn, The report is most usefyl in
picturing the rg]at1ve o pe of RDD&E. act1v1t1es across a-ency types,

e. g..

T

2

“s The academ1c sector accounted For approx1mate1y One half % - p
of the organizatigns, staff, funds involved in educa-
t1ona1 RDD&E.. ] l . :

L AN
2

e The. study 1dent1f1ed 25 maJor performers in RDD&E--agencies
- with yearly expenq1tures of ‘$5 million or more. Thirteen '
¢ of ¥hese. were- university-based. Fifty-three percent of
\\ge organ1zat1ons exteeding. $1 million in RDD&E expendi -
. thres, 1n 1977 were 1n the.academ1c sector.

v

Po]1cy/Research ‘Recommiendations PR ' -

The ARROE, recommendations are ch1ef1y coﬁteragd with furtﬁer
studies, to w1t SN ; ) : :

L

depth, a group

q§tween 200 ana’300 performers....[Oﬁe
hundréd to 150
“would most Tikeny:;

»these sited, based on the ARROE data,
¢

¥ be in academe.] (Sharp and Frankelatﬁ/lg) . -
N - . P
e In the academ1 y “tor %g a]so suggest classifying e

organ1;at1on tyjpe (e. ., colle e, schooTl:; division/
departmert; insti: ute; enter/offilce; and program) and by - ,
whether t zat1on is spec1a11zed to the field .of .
éducat ,of these: var1ab1es would allow further
studygof more omogehgous groups and a better sense oﬁ

_ the extent toq wh1ch 1nterd1sctp11nary approaches and

-0Qy are brought'to bekw uponfthe study ‘of topics related ' . .
. “to education. franke] et aﬁ., p. 189) .
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R. G. Havelock, A. M¢ Huberman, N. S. Lev1nsbn, and P. L, Cox. Inter-
organ1zat1ona1 Arrangements as an Approach to Educational Pract1ce

Improvement (T98T7

)

. M. Huberman, N. S Lev1hson, and R. G. Havelock.. Outcomes of

- Un1vers1ty Linked Sphoo] Networks (1981).

School- Un1vers1ty Collaboration Support1ng School‘
The Eastern State Case (1981).

N. S Levinson. .
Improvement :

Y

BSckground/Scope

© 77 The Knowledge Transfer Institute (KTI) conducted an 18-month field
study of three interorganizational arrangements, each of which linked
a college of education with a set of school districts, The arrange-
ments were chosen as being relatively stable (with four or more years
in ‘operation) and not dependent on federal fhnd1ng for core operations.
KTI employed 1nterorgan1zat1ona] and knowledge transfer theory as the ©
Togical structure for the inquiry, and used techniques of investigative
social research in developing the case studies. Each arrangement was
considered "a case"; within each.caseq sub-units fleré studied inten-
sively. Cross-case analysis focused on identification of common varia-
bles in an effort to "isolate 'streams'! of antecedent and intervening
variables leading to the principal outcomes" (Havelock et al., p. 2).
The three cases involved the pseudonomous Eastern State University (an
arrangement between the office of field experience and five county
districts plus three teacher centers); Eastern Private University (a*
venerable school study council that had_.been recently revived); and
M}dwest§rn State Un1vers1ty {a federat1on of teacher centers spanning

+ a state

3
»

Context )
A number of contextual items in SCDEs will be described in the next
section on operations, since the researchers attempted to link operating
characCteristics of the I0As (including, of course, the schools of educa-
tion) with outcomes. In this sub-section, however, it is worth noting
that the university context does provoke conflict in incentives and re-
wards between R&D and service or school improvement. In fact, the-.
researchers were concerned that the two do not mix well. In.the most
research-oriented of the three sites, Eastern Private Universdty, de-
spite the success in revitalizing the school study council there, "the .
university appears to be reducing its support and rechanneling funds
toward research functions which most faculty covet afd. value more highly
than outreach and service" (Have]gck et.al., p. 7). The stronger commit-
ment to service On the part of public institutions, noted in\gﬁg/éhrvey
studies, was reflected in these cases. ’

“r
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@perations -

In this case study, "operatdions refers to the functions of the
interorganizational arrangement itself rather than to those of the
school of education. With a caveat about generalizing from three ‘in-
stances, the researchers note that positive outcomes for the IOA seemed
to be assqciated-with the following variables:

[

)

« 1. Antecedent variables ,
e a foundation of informal ljﬁks between school and
university personnel

- e a positive history of éo]]aboratibn

e goal congruerice among member units

e agreement on turf
, o 2. Staff and leadership variables

e "homophily" oR.the linking agent and staff at the 3

- o school and uni%ersity
e amount of influence the linking agents( ) wields(s)

within the university

e 2 va]uing of craft knowledge by’university )
participants ' {

3. ' Project/structural variables ) ) \

e formalization of the 10A

.o fewer but longer-term projects .
4 '
e a multiplexity of ties across agencies; multiplée points
of linkage .
e a multiplicity of roles played by the bdundary spanner
(resource finder, soltion giver, process helper)

In terms of the type of service rendered, the 1nqu1rers “note that "the
modal pattern--and the most successful--entailed college-based staff
taking on directly a problem-solving role with local’ schools and in-
dividual teachers. The knowledge base used here was less scientific
or research-driven than craft-validated products" (Havelock et a].,

p. 9).

[

Effectiveness

. The researchers tracked outcomes in five areas: changes in

power. or status, linkage, practice development,.capacity changes, and
TR )
'Y ] , 29 N ’
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institutionalization. The sites were diverse and the\evidence varied,

f but most sites exhibited positive status in most:areas. .

Power/status. A1l sites evidenced some change. At Eastern State

, University (ESU), practitioners felt the arrangement brought districts

into the educational mainstream; both ESU and Midwestern State Univer-
sity (MSU) reported heightened professionalism for teathers.. ESU showid
evidence of- enhanced university leverage .in the field. Eastern Private
University (EPU) reported the arrangement served an enrichment function

for participat#ng school districts. N

/ Linkage. All sites offered some évidence of improved linkage, e.g.,
better awareness of needs and resources to meet those needs, or increased
" exchange of ideas ‘andmaterials.
Practice improvement. Although a few examplés of positiye change
. were noted, evidence in this area was ambiguous. The study had in-
sufficient outreach to document such changes if they occurred.

Capacity. ATl sites reported positive changes. For ESU, the ar-
« rangement clearly enhanced the university's field-based operations. TFhe
three cases offered evidence of increased actual or perceived problem-

solving capacity in the LEAs. -
Institutionalization. A mixed*bag: EPU is an IOA in JeOpardy, MSU
is likely to continue at one field site, but not at another; ESU is
likely, to institutionalize at all sites.

'S

Policy/Research Recommendations .

{e

. ld

< ‘ Their requigites for effective I0As reflect the policy recommenda-
tions this team would make to schools and colleges. At a broader policy
level, they suggest that:

e University-schoql collaborative ventures can and should
include more #&han ay transfer of information from
¢ : a knowledge-producing agency to a consumer.

¢ The university is an effective vehicle for practice
~ improvement, and investments in this vehicle ought to
be made in institutions with strong service orientation
, and a stable, active clientele.

i

TDR Associates, Inc. Case Studies of Inteofganizationa] Arrangements

' for the Exchange and/or Delivery of Knowledge Resources to Improve
‘ Elementdry-Secondary Education (1987). )
! . Y
Background/Scope ’
_‘_‘” TDR Associates conducted three case studies of inﬁs;ordanizationai
» e r;‘:."
\‘l' . 4 . ) 40
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arrangements involving institutions of higher ed catipn and school sub-
districts (referred to as the.Boston Pairings). qlThese particular I0As
shared five chagacteristics considered significant by the inquirers:
They were (T) imposed (mandatory for®the schools); (2) externally.funded;
(3) tripartite (or larger) in membership; (4) decentralized and semi-
autonomous; and (5) focused on educational excellence and equity. °

The purpose of the project was.to judge the "success" of each
pairing according to the extent that-movement occurred toward the fol-
Towing curricular goals: (1) éxtended programs, (2) improved programs,
(3) new programs, (4) increased access to high-quality education for
poor and, minority populations, and (5) institutionalization of goals "
1 through 4 and of the pairing itself.

Context
As was noted in the KTI summary, the researchers linked the oper-

ating characteristics of the I0OA to outcomes, and a number of those cdn-
textual features will be discussed in the next section. However, there

was & special effort made to test out the stages of development of an

I0A, and these seem worth noting in this contextual depiction. In its
project proposal, TDR had "hypothesized that the 'career' of each pair-
ing could be recapitulated as a struggle for power among the partners"
(p. 3). Although that struggle turned out to be less dramatic than

the inquirei% had imagined, they did document a six-stage process that
was found in each pairing:

N rm——

1. mutual wariness

2. cooperation by necessity in order to move ahead
3. development of understanding and respect

4. collaboration among trusting equals

5. fighting against the outside world as allies

6. devising mechanisms to preserve the I0A.

AN
Operations i A
The researchers conclude that\ﬁ&g following five characteristics

all play essential roles in the successful evolution of I0As 1iké the
Boston Pairings. The mandatory nature of the arrangement, the threat: °
of intervention by the Bureau of Equal Educational Opportunity, and
pressure from the local media all served ‘as forma gative reinforcers
of -the pairings. The availability of external funds was a powerful
positive formal réinforcer of a successful pairing. The trigartite
membership strengthened feelings of ownerhsip of the pairing's activi-
ties, avoided two-party standoffs, and extended the I0A's resources.
The decentralized nature of the arrangement made the IOA programs more
responsive to local needs. And the substantive focus on educational
excellence allowed the partners to avoid becoming helplessly entangled
in jssues of desegregation. :
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“"'An interesting observation about knowledge transfer:

’

.~ The*participants in the Boston Pairings...seem studiedly unin-
terested in [formal R& products]....The predominant form of
knowledge transmitted was situational (based on specific en-
counters in actual educat1ona] settings); followed by craft.... .
Research-based. know]edge "4 Vs éxtremely rare. (pp. 6-7)"

Effectiveness

The Boston Pairings all achieved at least partial progress on the
criteria of .extended programs, improved programs, and new programs. ¢
Each made progress toward 1nst1tut1onq]1zat1on. The report npted that
it was difficult to.judge progress toward increased access to quality
education by poor and minority clients, ‘but "...it is likely that
movement toward this goal also occurred," since the majority of chil-
dren in the districts studied were from poor or minority homes (p. 1). .

N

v

Poi%qy/Research Recommendations

TDR makes one obséfvaiid‘xwhich, if correct, would clearly affect
change agents or organjzatioﬁiﬁ%once(ﬂsﬂ with establishing IOAs:

We believe that approximations of these characteristics of

the Boston Pairings--mandated participation, funding from
outside and additional to regular budgets, multipartite mem-
bership, decentralization, and a noncontroversial general
goal--are required attributes of*I0As constructed to change |
education through the exchange of educational knowledge. (p. 3)

The -researchers also suggest further inquiry 1nto the role of
research based knowledge in school improvement:

Perhaps this hypothes1s ought ‘to be expanded further, to
state that the exchange of reséarch-based knowledge re-
quires the scene-setting exchange of situational and craft
types before it [the scientific exchange] can take place.
Lack of appropriate -attention to the preliminaries of
research knowledge utilization may be an important reason
why the R&D dissemination process is usually so discour-
aging; so many proven curricula and discoveries available,
so little uUse of them....We can hypothesize that the need
for knowledge utilization fits into a hierarchy of needs.
It would seem the schools are not ready to utilize knowl-

T\ ,edge for improvement of schools until basic needs are met.
...The wider the participation of all individuals in the
process of exchanging knowledge on how to bring about °
change, it may be hypothesized; the more effective will be
the eventual use research knowledge. (pp.'7-8)

©
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Section 2. €ross-Case Comparisons df-Studies on the Role
of Schools of Education in School Improvement

¢

J -

o, -

As was' rigted in the introduction, there is. ]1tt1e po1nt in at— .
tempting to sum or aggregate variables across cases within this popu-
lation of cases. However, Table 1 depicts—the: ‘extent to which a
~variety of variables were studied in the five cases and notes the

PR Y. .\

ef fect they seemed to have on the involvement. of SCBEs—in%chool
improvement. Table 1 will be used to address égx questions about the
rote of schools of educat1on in schoo] improvement. .

~ TABLE 1

]
-

Cross-Case Comparison of &rganizational, Operational, and Outcome
Variables wh1ch Have Been Used~to Study SCDE Invo]vehsnt’in School

» Improvement Activities ! ,
Cases in which Likely Effect on
. ~ Variable Was - SCDE Involvement
Inventory of Variables Examined *. 1 in School Improve—
) ’ ment
i ’ 1 2 3 4% + 0 -
Personnel Characteristics )
-highly trained; % with doctorate X X - = ko
-limited KU training X X - - X
-limited retraining opportunities X X - - - X
-substantial (modal 5-10 years)
~—  LEA experience X = - - - X ~
-inconstancy of administration X - - - - X
SCDE Unit Characteristics . )
-large no. of institutional sites X X - - X
-widespread geographic placement | X - - - - X
-frequency of _formally stated <,
KU mission X X - - - X
~-primary mission in preservice
teacher training XX X - - X
-involvement in KU on part-time. .
basis X X - - X
-commitment of public SCDEs to KU X X X - X
-lack of commitment in pr1vate
SCDEs to KU ) X X - X - X

*Cases were (1) Clark and Guba, (2) Lotto and Clark, (3) Frankel, Sharp;
and Biderman, (4) Havelock, et al., (5) TDR Assofiates, Inc. The reader
should recall that cases (]) and (2) employed the same empirical data base.
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TABLE. 1 (continued)/
Cases in which Likely Effect on
- . Variable Was SCDE Involvement
~Inventory of Variables ’Exam1ned d .| in School Improve-
) . ment
12 3 4 5 + 0 -
Contextual Features of SCDEs & IHEs
-ideographic culture . X <X - - - X X
-professor as entrepreneur CXTX S = oKX R S
-professor as expert: X X - - - X X
-low status-of service in IHEs X X X X - X
Incentives 1 - .
-dominance of R&D in the reward . R
system - X X X X - X
. -released time for 1nvo]vement o . N
in KPU X X - ~-- X - X R
-legitimation of pr1vate con- B . 7
sultative re]at1onsh1ps with - ' :
LEAs - ’ - X X - - - : X
-inclusion of KU in IHE reward ~ ] .
v system ) . X X - X - 1 X S
.. -large no. of masters-level SCDEs ' )
’ in which KU is "honored" by ¢ - - :
. IHE .° X X+ = X - X ~
A o sources. © Lt e
Funding Sources v
-local support of KU bureaus and '
centers XX .- -« X
~general local support through ' }
B released time X X X.- - X
-concentration of external- sup- \ ¢
port for KU . . XX X - - X
Scope of Operat1ons : ; .
-over 500- operative KU centers :
~=in SCDEs - X - - - X . « ‘.
.1 -circa one half of all organiza- : " v )
- tions 1nvo]ved ¥n RDD&E ) SR ST X
Type of Service .- . . /
. -individual ad hoc services to T .
" schools 1. x X - - - | X
-university staff as problem- ¢ -,
, solvers, . - - - X - X ‘
~knowledge type v o
-research-based . 17 - - - X X X
. -craft validated - - - X X : X
~-situational ’ T X

L

oy

}*Caseskwere’(l) Clark and Guba, (2) Latto and Clark, (3) Frankel, Sharp,

and Biderman, (4) Havelock, et al., (5) TOR Associates, Inc. The reader
should recall that cases (1) and- (2) employed the same empirical data base.
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TABLE 1 (continued) )
) Cases in which LikeTy Effect on
. _ Yariable Was .| SCDE Involvement
) Inventory of Variables Examined* in School Improve-
4 . . ment
1.2 3 4 5 + ., 0 -
Effect-iveness - . '
. -quantitative productivity . _ - - | .
-predominance of articles ,
published in practitioner’ .
journals X - « - - X 4
-production of books in . .
£ education . X - - -« - X
-production of textbooks D L T X
-presentations at practitioner- .
é oriented cenférences X - - - - X .
Perceptions ) T .
-divorcement from world of ’
practice o - X - =z - X
-incredulity regarding educa-
tional R&D role in school . . . ‘
improvement - X - X X ’ , X
//// : -doubts about interest. oﬁﬁ
S g flexibility of SCDE in KU X X - - - X
Achievements of Operating IOAs
which 'Include SCDEs
-power and status changes - - X - X
-linkage improvement ‘ - - - X - X
-pract1ce 1mprovement -,72\ - X - J]. X X -
-increases in capacity -f=- - X - X \‘
-institutionalization - - - XX X X
-extended programs ' - - - - X X C-
_-New programs - = - - X X
-educational access - - - - X X
s : ~ _ )
- . $/
~ *Cases were’ (1) Clark and Guba, (2) Lotto and Clark, (3) Frankel, Sharp,
and Biderman, (4) Havelogk, et al., (5) TDR Associates, Inc. The reader
should recall that cases (1) and (2) employed the same empirical data base.
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Quéstion 1--What is the scope of SCDE involvement in school improve-
ment activities?

v Schools of education are involved extensively in schoo]rimprove-
ment programs: . ’

_ e Seven of 10 facu]ty members in graduate-level SCDEs report
'“°°f>cgq£§ona1 ad hoc service arrangements with schools. /
> ol . .- - =
~ _ e-Thye? hundred seventy-two schools of education maintafin one
or’ more KU.centers, bureais, or institutes (551 in all).

: o Lotto and Clark -estimate that well over 400 SCDEs could be
classed as at least "sometimes involved" in.KU activities.

e The products of SCDE faculty work in KU are visible nation-
ally in journal publications, texts, and convention presenta-
tions. . =

[N

’ ' Even faced with a paucity of detailed information on the involvement

" of SCDEs in school improvement, it is cPear tHat schools of education are
Yo . # old-Tine agencies in this field; knowledge utilization, dissemination, -

and school improvement are defined as institutional objectives by hundreds
of graduate-level schools of education. Any picture of these adencies as’
somehow cut off from the field of ‘practice is inaccurate. Despite the——
status attached to R&D productivity in collegds and universities, schools
of education are quantitatively more heavily .invested in knowledge utili-
zation and service programs. - -

§ . ‘ , ) .

< - ¢ s
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Question 2--What organizational characteristics seem to influence the scope
or.effectiveness of SCDE involvement in school improyeément activities? .

This answer begins where the last left-off. At least within the
_confines of doctoral-level universities, and especially among those
that maintain major R&D programs, involvemenk in school improvement proj-
ects is a Tow-status activity. It is not competitive with research in
T the formal reward system. It exacerbates the SCDE's already low status
in the university. relative status is surely not alone as a.character-
: istic interfering with instituti®nal productivity in KU. Schoolg of
education are bound to instructional head-count budgeting. Also; profes:
* sors tend to come to an SCDE with a doctorate but 1imited training in KU.
For the most part,” retraining or inservice education for faculty is an
innovation that has yet to be institutionalized on university campuses.
School improvement projects are high-risk ventures. The problems are
. tough, the solutions complex. 1t is obviously tempting for the pro-
fessor to stay within the confines of the classroom.

On the’other hand, there are definite pluses for school improve«
ment programs in this_environment. There are literally hundreds of
graduate-level SCDEs”{circa 250) in which R& is not a primary mission
and in which knowledge utilization programs fit very well. ~Even in

0 N A\
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- most of the research center SCDEs, KU is a part of the formal institu-
tional mission statement. School of. education budgets are built around
the teaching function, but in contrast.with SEAs, LEAs, or private R&D
. agencies, SCDEs have greater budgetary flexjbility in spendlng local
’ \1funds on school improvement. They do,support KU bureaus,- centers,
and institutes, and faculty receive re]eased time for individual and .
institutiona?ly based work with LEAs. . .

Professors in SCDEs may not be formally trained as linking agents,
. but they do have strong roots Of experience in local schools (modal five
. to 10 years of experiencé). The geographic spread of schools of educa-
- tion across the country creates opportunities for close personal contact

with clients.. The historic commitment of SCDEs to school improvement N
. " {entompassing such national movements as laboratory schools, school study . ~_
councils, curriculum and materials centers, agtion research, and more L

recently, tedcher centers) provides a stable institutional base for con-
tinued KU activity. :

g

-

Schools of education fare djfferently in relation to this questagn
depending on whetHer criterion-referenced or normative tests are used )
* to evaluate them. In the former instance, the organizational character-
istics that impede involvement in school 1mprovement projects stand outs
However, when tontrasted with competitive agencies which contain even . -
greater-organizational 1mped1ments, SCDEs seent relatively hospitable
sites for KU programs.

a B

X Quesfion 3--What incentives or disincentives exist that influence the o

This question needs to be addressed on both an institutional and . :

< an individual basis. Schools of education exist in an institutional,

environment that vacillates about gervice or KU involvement. This is “

frequently not constdered a high-statug area; but most IHEs need to
demomstrate service contributsions to their states and regions. Service
" activities.often require -the mobilization of insti®utional resources
but IHEs operate as primarily idiographic organizations. Colleges and -
universities are funded to meet classes but the level of fundlng is
frequent]y‘determlned by ‘the satisfaction of thelr inservice programs'
clients. , ) J 5”2\““1“ g

There._ are two relatively clear and consistent pattdrns “that emerge
~from the several studies about institutional cdmmitment’to school im~
‘prévément. First, public SCDEs assert a more vigorous role in KU than
their private counterparts. And segond]y, Tower-prestige doctoral insti-
tutions and masters-level SCDEs exper1ence less conflict in asserting T

+ an unambiguous commitment to service. : ¥

-

. 0f course, SCDE prdfessoria] staff share in the ambiguity of the
IHE posture toward KU activity. At the level of formal mission state-
ments, professors see an institutional commitment to service. Their
superordinate administrators often voice the.commitment publicly. But
it is obvious, at least in doctoral-level SCDEs, that no one tan be e
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® Q Q§tioh 4--What fun
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promoted or granted tenure .on the basis of his/her serfice contribu-
tions; such rewards are made, however, on the basis of excellence in
R&D. From the IHE's point of view, most professors are provided wkig
released time for (either or both) institutionally sponsored or in
vidually negotiated KPU activity. And it should not be overlooked
that KU achievements' are a part of the formal IHE reward system--just
last among equals. For many professors, incentives ﬁp work with
schools come not from the university but from the.scliools in the form

of consulting fees and positive interpersonal reinforcement. o,
. " > - F +
The unj is schizoid in its commitment to and reinforcement 8

of knowledge utilization or school improvement activity. This condition g=,
is 1ikely to eddure because the conflict on which it is based is rooted
‘deeply in the traditions of the university. This conflict. is dramatic-
ally illustrated gy the current budgetary and enrollment declines in ‘
IHEs. Universities have responded to' these exigencies by searching for
a]ternqﬁéxe areas of per?hrmancq that might offset deficits. Tighter
linkageSRwith Tocal and regional public agdencfes and with business and ‘ ‘
industry--more emphasis on service--have been naturgl areas of growtfy, éigé
Many universities pave .initjated or planning suCh véentures. Simul- °
taneously, almost all 'IHEs have increased the intensity of their pro-
motion and tenure processes,” andsthey’have done<this chiefly by increas-
"ing the emphasis.on R& as'-a'criterion for promotion and tenure: an
organizational dilemmg that will not go away. -

>

¢

’ -
*

g sources are used-to suppért these SCDE school:

~ improv

R « ? . . e _v‘

Lpere'are no precise data on how school improvement programs are ‘,'

paid ¥or in SCDEs. Schools of education receive more federal and founda- g

tion support for educational KPU actiVity ghan-any other educational T

agency.§’ But most of that support is for-R&D.” Schools of education

have -been excluded from the major dissemination and school improvemafit™

programs of the:Department, of Edycatioh, e.g., the National Diffusion

Network, the Research and, velopment ‘Exchange--even stbstantially from

- Teachers' Centers. The capacify-building programs in school im- :
provemeMp have involved Ms or SEAs. -Schools of education are heavily %
deperident on‘foutside funding, but the bulk, of that funding goes for

’ °training or general student fellowship and loan

.

»
A

~

everal studies have noted that SCDEs do place some of «their

nies into school improvement; bureaus-and centers dre evidence

. of this location. " 'When.such centers receive outside funding for,
school iMProvement projects, it is more’ﬂiﬁ;}x\&g»come‘from'the client

. ®served than from the federal government or #fom™oundations. The *

major ‘budgetary allocation by SCDEs comes, ‘of.cou¥se, in the fqrm of”
20 to 25 percent geleased time for faculty to engage in KPU activity.
J Sincé'this_is a hon—épeé&fic way to fund such gctivities, it.is diffi-
~cul® to measure how much mopey is actually expeMded on school improve-
ment,- However, -most observers quess that the figure is sizeable.

s o
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N Quest1on 5--How can SCDE act1v1ty in schogd improvement best be descr1bed ¢
fe.g., in terms o of clients, types of s ce®, organizational arrange- ¢ v
' ments to support the services)? . y
-0

. t T ~ ] P o
Ysing the studies on SCDE involvement in“school improvement con-° ’
ducted so far, the answer is: Such activity can hardly be described
at ‘all. More recent efferts, such as th KTI “and TDR studiesy® begin, . .
. to build up a base of descriptive data o partfquar 10As for school
improvement. Normative. studies such as jthe Clark-Guba and ARROE effa:s e
offer nn]y broad descr1pt1dns of SCDE operations, e.g.:
. ) ] There appear to be a large number of professors work1ng Fe M
- 1nd1v1duaJ]y with LEAs on specific, ad hoc’ problems.

: e. Many SCDEs operate f1e1d service bureaus to contract pri- V ‘ 4&
marily with LEAs on, ad hoc prob]ems.‘ - o -

i“SCDE staff make frequent one-shot appearances at-work-
shops, conferences, and sem;nars for practitijoners. - They . )
are used as; “outs1de experts.” - . ¥ T

' 0 There are from 50° to 100 schoo] study councils 11nk1ng SCDEs ‘

L with LEAs for purposes of dissemination and local prob]em ~ ’
P ‘ so]v1ng. - - . o '
v, -7 ¢.Much of the contact between "SCDEs and LEAs is only tan-< °
> »gentially re?ated to school improvement--it involves student

. observation, teach1ng, and_internship areangements to ‘support
' the SCDE'% 1nstruct1ona1 function.

A e More_recent SCDE-LEA arrangements have been built around
P 1ocaf§y sp0nsored or jointly ma1nta1ned teacher centers.

oy S e Many SCDE facu]ty exercise their KU function in the .conven- . . .
- 7. tional media of the university, e.g., writing for practi- . . 5
“ . . - tioner Journals, publishing textbooks, and speaking at | '
,’7\\' : ) conferepces and conpventions. - )

vt - . - . ¢
Question 6--What is the perceived and/or actual level of effectiveness .
i “\‘haﬂf-5%9ﬂ5§choo] improvement activities? ‘

Clark "and Guba argue, sans pe$ception datg, that practitioners and -.
policymakers hold negative views of SCDEs as effectivé school improvement’ )
< ,agencies (i.e., they are divorced from practice, not skilled in prac-- ' a
titioner interaction, more interested in R&D than in KU). Whether or ~ °
< v . . not tHis is true of individual practitioners or agenc1es, it seems SR ’
’ to have been true of federal-level palicymakers in shap1ng dissentina- '
tion programs, and of the orgamized teaching prOfESS]On 1n prop051ng R E
and supporting teacher centers. . , el . : oo

-ty 0 ,p"n

A
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There are, in fact, very few data on the effeetf&enessﬂof SCDEs X
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4ZF “in school improvement. The reason for this paucity of data is §§mp]e. o
- * Almost all evaluations of school improvement programs have been com- '
missioned and paid for by the Department of Education and its prede-
‘. cessor agencies. The department was concerned with evaluating its .
own programs and SCDEs were not a part of those programs. , W& thus .
® have been provided with substantial evaluative data on, for example,
the National Diffusion Network, but nothing substantial on school
study councils. The currently available evaluative data on school
improvement, efforts- ihvolving SCDEs would not surv1ve close scrutiny ~
L . and criticism. -

The few data that are available seem positive. SCDEs are domi-,
nant in the publication of material read by practitioners (practi-
tioner journal articles, textbooks). Both the KTI and TDR studies
report positive gains in most of their criterion greas in the I0As

. they studied. Many of the SCDE ventures in school 1mproveggnt haye

# required funding by clients (bureaus of field service, individual
consultancies, school study councils). These serviices have continued
to "sell" over long time periods. —’// . )

?
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Imp]ications for Researtch and Poijgz"

»

PO

The readerehas a]ready had the opportunjty to review the 1mp11ca-

paper. FollqQwing are the implications that appear most important to

_tions and recommendations offereg by the five cases summarized in this

this author.  -"» < .

¥
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Research . /-

$

®

<
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1. The dearth of descriptive ‘data about school improvement pro- -«
. grams in SCDEs--data that can on]y be gathered through case studies--
makes it very-difficult to use'the existing data base for:policy plan-
‘ning purposes. Such' data should be gathered-for var1ous SCDE types
e 0 and forvaried school improvement programs. .

2. SEHEs are tod’extens1vely involved in school improvement to,

-4

D

allow their efforts to go on without eya]uatnon.

Evaluative data

‘would surely support policymakers- in dec1d1ng how, if at a]]

to con- }

tinue this involvement..

.
»

-
, - N »

3. Orbanizatﬁona] studies, following up on the earlier contextual
studies of Clark and Guba and the more recent IOA inquiries by'KTI and
- TDR, would provide a befiter sense of -factors inhibiting and facilitating
-the involvement of s in school improvement. "Equally importantly,
such studies would guide policymakers in determining the variables and
institutional types that could be favorably affected by.outsitde funds.

4. _Experimenta] pfbgrams involving SCDEs in school improvement
(e.gs, a capacity-building program) should be tnitiated and evaJuated
to provide a basis for subsequent involvement of schoo]s of education
-in s¢hool improvement ventures. .

Policy ' ‘ N

1. Most of the research conducted to ddte 1nd1cafes that SCDEs
(a) have a substantial capacity for KU activities, {b) will continue ..
to instifutionalize school improvement as an ‘arganizational goal,’and.
(c) are effective partners with LEAs.in" school. improvement. To the
extent that current budgetary provisions and program 11m1tatlons will
allow, the federal government should focus on increasing the involve-
. ment of schools of education in its programs of support for dissemina-
"tion in educatien.

2. Since many past contacts between the federal government and
SCDEs have concéntrated on a small number of research center doctoral
institutions, the Department of Education should extend its scope of
* support in dissemination and school improvement efforts to masters-
Tevel program centers. ) P
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3. Administrators and policymakers at the IHE/SCDE level should
view school improvement as a.rich outlet for SCDEs over the next
quarter-century. Major efforts should be mounted to reduce the tensions
between KP and KU and to reinforce the involvement of professorial
staff in school improvement.

) 4. Public school practitioners and the organized teaching pro-
fession siBuld re-examine ways in which they can work with SCDEs in
school improvement. Schools of- education do have considerable human

and fiscal resources to bring to such an interaction, and the profession
is now strong enough to negotiate mutually advantageous alliances.

-
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Introduction

~

* . This paper summarizes three recent research efforts that ‘studied
the-activities and services of educational service agencies (ESAs):*

.the collection of reports by Stephens Associates entitled Education

Service Agencies: Status ‘and Trends; Yin and Gwaltney's case studies
of three regional education agencies, Organizations Collaborating

to Improve Educational Practice; and relevant portions of Frankel

et al.'s-Performers of Research and Research-Related Activities In

the Field of Education. A comparative analysis of these three studies
is’ then presented, followed by four major policy conclusions for
consideration by the staff at NIE/REP.

*Some ESAs are.called "intermediate service agencies" "(I1SAs); some

_others, "regional education agenctes" (REAs). -

*
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Review of Selected Reports

4 .
Stephens Associates.. Education Service .Agencies: Status and Trends
(1979). : :

This study reviews the development and status of educational
service agencies; it also discusses ‘trends and issues related to these
agencies. . - . .

I3

»

The bulk of the study contains data from a large-scale survey of
ESAs. An initial chapter gives a historical perspective on the growth
¢ of ESAs. Some agencies date from the creation of county school super-
intendencies in the nineggenth century; most developed in the 1960s
and 1970s. Stephens idefitifies three classes or types of ESAs:
N ]

e e Special district agenciés that constitute an official level
. of school governance between the state and local schools.
These districts provide services to local schools as
well as state education agencies. In a majority of states
having special district -ESAs, the system is state=wide,
encompassing all local schools.

¢ Regionalized systems that represent an intra-state decentral-
ization of state education agencies; ESA units are considered
arms or branches of the state education agency. In almost
all cases they are state-wide, involving all schools.

’

Toose consortia of schools, banded toget or common pur-
poses. Few of these State cooperatives tnvolve all schools
in the state. ) . .

r

o Voluntary cooperatives amond school distEZCfg; Thé%é&é;;
r f

.

-

Some states had networks of more than one type of ESA.
- The study does not examine all such ESAs in the United States.

It reports on 31 networks of such agencies in 26 states. These net-
works do not represent all of the networks within each of the 26
states; some were judged “insignificant" apd not suited. No‘rationale
was provided for the selection of these pfrticular 26 states=-except
that resources prevented a wider study. data collection was done
primarily by mail survey, which uncovered 989 ESAs operating in the
26 states during 1977-78. Five hundred and bne of these were surveyed
and 314 returned the questionnaires. The following paragraphs sum-
marize data around specific topics (underscored) covered by the study.

Membership in ESAs was voluntary in some states, mandatory in
others. 1In 15 of the 26 states, all of the LEAs in the state were
served by an ESA. .Only some of the LEAs in the other states were
members of ESA networks.

(-
e
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Some states' ESAs served general populations (the term pas not
defined) as large as 1,039,000 (Massachusetts) the smallest served
22,000 within the state (Nebraska) The geographic area served by
these state-wide systems ranged from 91,Q§¥ﬁsguére miles (I11inois) to
1,672 square miles (New Jersey). (Note: ese populations and areas
were-not served by a single ESA, but by a state system or network.)

& ~ The variation within each of the tiree ESA types identified above was
as great as those among categories. The mean number of school dis-
tricts covered by each system ranged from 162 (New Jersey) to three
(Ohio). The mean student population served by each state’system ranged
from 342,000 in New Jersey to 11,000 in I11inois. The number of

< students seérved fell most frequently within the 1,000 to 5,000 range.
No distinction between rural/urban membersh1p wa's notab]e--except that
the largest districts did not tend to belGng to an ESA and a sur-
prising number of the smallest districts did not belong either. Per-
ceptlons of chief executives of ESAs suggested that they saw themselves
as serving either urban areas or urban-suburban-rural areas, rather
than rural areas exclusively. .

Two special features of this demographic{data should be noted.
While many ESAs served metropolitan areas in se&yeral states (including
New York), the largest metropolitan school distrNcts were explicitly
excluded from ESA membership. Furthermore, jt isN\{mportant to note
that 56 percent of all of the full-time staff were found in just two
states, New York and Pennsylvania; adding figures from Michigan to \
these other two states shows that 67 percent of all the full- t1me N
staff in all ESAs were in just three states.

No data were reported that indicated the percentage of .schools,
students, or general population that were served by the ESAs studied
in comparisbn with the total number of schools, students, or population
in the states studied--except, of course, that the inference can be
~f made that 100 percent coverage was involved in the cases of the 15
states where participation by all schools was mandatory. —,

The patterns of how the units were established varied, ranging
from mandatory legislation in some states, to permissive legislation, .
to state agency approval, to no higher-authority approval. In some
cases the state systems replaced or reformed county school systems;
in other cases there was no relationship between the county schools
(when they stillwexisted) and the ESAs. No generalizations from the
data were provided about the reasons for establishment; however, from -
their personal kxnowledge, the authors (Stephens et al.) concluded
that ESAs have come about because of (a) a growing recognition of the
difficulty LEAs experience in responding to new priorities (e.g.,
special education), (b) the politital unlikelihood of continued school ¢~
consolidation, (c) the limitations of previous middle-echelon units
such as county school systems, and (d) the trend toward expapding the
SEA role from that of regulatory agency to seryvice agency. R

. - . s /

Most states ‘reported that they expected few if any changes in the
numbers or functions of ESAs in the foreseeable future--except Minne-
sota, which anticipated “a conso]1dat1on of existing £SAs (58) to a
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“smaTler numbér (15 to 25)." Ohio and Minnesota anticipated some changes

in functions« __ < .

Almost all of the ESAs' {except three systems opecated by state
education agencies) were governed by boards of varying size and com-
position. Some members were appointed (e.g., by constituent Tocal
boards) while others were elected. The terms and qualifications of ,
board members were extremely varied_and no patterns were discernable.
Most served with no compensation or with token compensation. Male mem-
bers en the boards outnumbered female members 83 percent to 17 percent.

. Almost all members were Caucasian. -

ESA governing boards had alJmost no authority over the member LEAs
--except in Ohio, which gavé almost complete authority for school opera--
tions to ESAs. In Iowa and Michigan the boards had limited authority
over SEAs. Many boards were supplemented by-advisory panels in spe-
cific areas like the education -of the handicapped.

The executive officers presented as varied a picture as did the
boards. = Some were elected, mos??;ppointed. Their authority was
usually limited to implementing board-approved policies--but not in
every case. Their salaries were predominantly in the $25,000 to $29,000
range, but some were paid more than. $45,000. Virtually all were male
(95 percent) ®nd Caucasian (98 percent). Almost all had previous LEA
experience; ;SEA experience was rare. Sometimes, but not frequently,
administrat?%; certification was required. Age was not reported.

3h1y fi've state systems (of which four were special districts)
had direct taxing authority. Only 18 of the state networks réceived
'state money; most of this was for categorical programs. Cooperative
networks received the smallest amount of state money. Twenty-four of
the 26 state networks received federal money; most of this flowed
through the states. Revenue size from different sources ranged from
millions of dollars to nothing. (More specific data is presented in
Figire 1, page 64.) Increases in revenue over a three-year period
ranged from a Tow of 20 percent to a high of 465 percent. One state
(I1inois) reported a decrease. .

Expenditures by all ESAs can be summarized.as follows:

Category of Expenditure -Dollars (in millions) . %
- IS
Education of the handicapped 282 34
Vocational education 199 . 14
“Federal programs"--not defined 76 ‘ 9
Administration ’ 75 9
Data protessing : 50 6
Transportation 41 5
Media and library services 37 4
Evaluation 30 \4_

B /
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Types of services were broad. Eleven of the 26 program areas
surveyed were offered by a majority of the 314 units. In descending
order, they were: general admihistration, educationéof the handicapped,
media and library services, staff development, curridulum services,
information services, planning services, gifted and talented education,
vocational and occupational education, pre-kindergarten, and purchasing
services. In the special districts, four other areas of service were -
of fered by a majority of ESAs: -data processing, financial services,
pupily personne] services, ‘and federal program services. In regional- -
ized serv1ce units, the three additional areas offered by a majority
were: ~ general academic instruction, research and development, and
financial services. Though services to nonpublic schools were offered
by a few ESAs, most did not serve the private sector. A majority of 'l
ESAs maintained a data base on the Tpcal schools they served; this was
especially true in the case of regidhalized systems.

Seventeen of the 31 ESA networks were formally involved in state N
regulatory functions. Eight of the 11 special district ESA networks _~
were So involved; most frequently this activity constituted participa-
tion in-the- development and communication of regulations. Four of the
seven regionalized networks were involved in requlat#egg-primarily in
the communication and interpretation of state regu]atio 5. Five of the
cooperative networks we[gzlnvolved, voluntarily, in state regulations.

In the 314 ES*%, 40,736 full-time equivalent (FTE) staff were em-
ployeds Ninety percent were in special districts, eight percent in
cooperatives, and two percent in regional units. New York alone ac-
counted for 32 percent of the total FTE; Pennsylvania, 24 percent.
Program areas for the staff were: hand1capped (19,500), vocational
(3,000), general administration (1,800), pre-kindergarten (1,400),

and media/library (800). Eight percent of the staff were administra-
tors, 42 percent were teachers, 17 percent were teacher aides. Nine=
teen percent wdre classified staff. Twenty-nine percent of the posi-
tions were.federally funded. No sex or race data were reported.

No clear picture of the facilities used by ESAs was presented--
except for the information that two thirds of the special and coopera-~
tive districts could own space while most regionalized networks could
not. - How many actually owned space was not reported. About one third
used free space, mostly supplied by county governments. Forty-four
percent operated one or more satellite centers.

No ctear pattern emerged regarding the contact and reporting pro-
tocols between ESAs and SEAs; some SEAs .had a single contact point for
ESAs, others had none. In most cases, working contacts existed between
ESAs and a number of offices within the SEAs. State-wide meetings be-
" tween .an SEA and .a state's ESAS were commonplace.

In slightty less than. half of the cases,.the legislative or charter
provisions for the establishment of ESAs required formal, periodic
evaluation. Twenty-three/out\of 30 of the ESA networks were required
by mandate to be involved in some type of p]anning.

61




&

In\summarizing the differences between the various types of ESAs, - ..
the stud¥ reports that SEAs had more involvement with regionalized
- systems than they did with the other two categories. They had the’
Jeast inva]vement with coo ratives. Public involvement of LEAs was
11m1§ed fon all three types of ESAs, but was greatest in the case of’ -
cooperatives. ‘Accountability to state government was greatest in the ‘
case of the\regionalized systems. Accountability to LEAs was greatest
for cooperatives. Few of the networks enjoyed a large degree of auton-
omy. Federal involvement was critical for all three network types.
Little interaction with post-secondary institutions appeared to exist
for any of the three network types. .

&

The report concludes that the three network types had different
potential for contributing to the improyement of state systems of
education. 0

(/

¢ The special districts assisted by improving state-local
partnership, acting as a platform for resolution‘of state-
substate-local interests, and facilitating necessary state
regulatory processes. They also contributed to state-wide
dissemination and communication capability and saved staté
agencies time and energy.

™~ .
¢ The regionalized networks helped by prov1dﬁﬁb the same type
of platform for resolution of state-substate- local interests; ™~
by facilitating long-range p1ann1ng, and by fac1]1tat1ng
state-wide communication,
r 1Y
¢ The cooperatives, because of their limited involvement in
state education affairs and because most were not state-
wide systems, were judged to have limited potent1a1 for con-
tributing to the improvement of state education systems.*

™ *The Annual Report on Study of Regiongl Educational Service Agencies:
Fiscal Year 1981 (Philadelphia, PA: Research for Better Schools, -1981),
a recent study conducted in Pennsylvania and New Jersey by Research

y for Better Schpols, suggests two functions for RESAs. Political link-

29e offers information to LEAs about the impact of mandates and helps
negotiate acceptable interpretations. Technical linkage provides
research- and practjce-based knowledge about instruction and administra-
tion. Both kindS<gi;{ipkage are enabled by the three A roles of .
trainer, liaison, and monitor. .

Two distinct clusters of agencies emerged from the study, reflecting

both state policy and the regional demand for services. One group, in-
- cluding all the county offices, did a great deal of monitoring and

very little training. The converse was true of the second group, which

.did considerable training apd 1ittle monitoring. This discrete differ-

. entiation of function underscores a state-level decision to separate
r, mon1tor1ng for compliance from training for capacity building.
[ . ! 3‘

¢

.




. planning and dissemination of information.

ct - .
» / : \ ' -

v

In terms of their potential for loliﬁ\public school improvement,
thée study concluded that: '

o The special districts contributed by providing direct
instruction to general and special students, and by pro-
viding instructional services and management services.

@

e The regionalized networks contributed by assisting in local

¢ The cooperatives contributed similarly to local planning,
dissemination, and communication. They also provided direct
instruction to $tudents, and instructional and management
support services. "/

In summary, the Stephens study found that special districts had
many major strengths 'including a structured mode of operation, a rel-
atively stable fiscal support base, and comprehensive programs and
services; their major weakness was the large number of individual units
in many of the systems. The regionalized systems had as their strengths”
a structured mode of operation and a relatively definite source of fi-
nancial suppart; their weakness was their .inability 'to contribute to
improved educational practice at the LEA level. Cooperatives' strength
rested in their involvement with LEAs; but their lack of organizational
ability, the absence of definite funding sources, and the limitations
of their programs and services were major weaknesses. _

%

Y
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R. K. Yin andsM. K. Gwaltney. Orgdnizationsifo1laborating to Improve
. *, Educational Practice (1981). T

Th1s is a summary of a, detailed case. study of three reg1ona1
. , education agencies QREAS The purpose .of the.study was‘'to ' examine
-ka/ * .nterorganizational co]laborat1on factors that contribute to knowledge
*“ufilization--the transfer of information or knowledge about bettervways
, to educate from _a source to "4 user. The authors posited that the knowl-
¢ edge utilizatioff functien would be different in 1nterorgan1zat1ona1
~ sédyings than “interpersonal settings:: .(The focus of this summary is on
zthe REAs and-their potential for school improvement rather thah on
“ informatibn about 1nte¥organ1zat1ena] collaboration per se.)
Three REAs were chosen because Yin and Gwaltney believe.that REAS
“-not* only have significant potential for improving educational practice
through knowledge utilization but also represent broad examples of
interorganizational collaboration-;between local schools, the REAs, and
state departments of education. Some of the possible knowledge utiliza-
’ __* tion advantages of REAs cited by Yin and Gwaltney include: economies of
’——#h\‘\a scale, service orientation, broad gpplicability (they. report'that 39
states ‘had them), political and bureaucratdc legitimacy, and support
- from state or local funds. (The study contains a brief historical per-
spective on*th*%%pve]opd@ht of ESAs, but since it does not differ
substantially- f#8m Stephens s it is not summarized here.)

' The three R As studied were: the Hayne County Intermediate School
District, Wayne County, Michigan--serving 36 schoql districts; the
Northern"to]orado Education Board of Cooperative Services (NCEBOCS),

.. - Longmont, Colorado--serving six school districts; and the Educational

++ Improvement Center-South (EIC- South) New Jersey--serving 144 school
_/"ﬂiizgicts. These were chosen to represent exemp]ary features of
di’erent REA-types. - .
- ) o ( ‘/‘\ , ,
» >, A relatively elaborate conceptual framework was developed for
- analyzing the data emerging from the case studies. This framework-
$pecified three types of outcomes of collaboration: direct goods and
serv1zes, utilization outcomes G nittation of a planning act1v1ty,
changes in practice, changes in-attitudes, confirmation of effectjve-
* ness of current pract1ce), and dysfunctional outcomes (added~time; ~
¥ _ confusion of responsibilities). The framework also hypothesized five

). alternative explanations for successful utilization. Successful col]ab~

oration might occur because it was accompanied by: (a) mutual exchanges
between the cooperating, agencies, (b) access to external funds, (c)
man¥ates to collaborate from an external_source, (d) formd agreements
between cooperating agencies,.or (e g medvrat.ion. of conflicts between the
v agencies. Some personal contributi®ns to success were also hypothesized:
. ) (f) mutual exchanges between individuals within the participating
agencies, (g) contribution to personal or self-fulfillment goals among
. individuals, and (h) careér advancement for.individuals as a result of
_— coldaboration. B _ %
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\\ The study exam1nes the extent to which each REA resulted in speci-
fied outcomes,, accompanied by one or more, of the above hypotheses for .
explaining ‘success. That is, each'case was examined to see-what kind of
outcomes resulted from coL]aborat1on, and each,situation producing an
outcome was examined to-determine which, if any, of the hypothesized
contributors to successful outcomes were present. This andlysis was
performed séparately for three different knowledge utilization services:
(1) staff development, (2] Tinkér assistance, and (3) information re-
trieval or dissemination. Yin and®Gwaltney -label th1s methodology a
) "direct replication design." The data were collected through o per-
. sonal visits to each site and the review of a large number of documents.

e .

/

Before reviewing the conclusions of the analysis, let us note Some
representative outcomes from each of .the sites; they prov1de spec1f1c .

. e%emp]es of some of the work of REAs.
] Se]ected goods ‘and services, outcomes were: semester-long )
N workshops, training information and materials, on-site ad- .
vice, catalogs, answers to telephone questions, and NDN
. products. . -

, ¢ Selected utilization outcomes were workshops, consulta-
- tions, -and product adoptions. E REA estimated that 16,274
. persons participated in their workshops, consultations, and
request services during’ one year another .reported 49 adop-
) t1ons of 20 products. , . '

] Se]ected dysfunctional outcomes were: worksﬁops that had
, N ' to be planned one year in advance and hence were not respon-
- "sive to new problems; facilities that were remote from users,
thus reHDC1ng drop-in. use; and part-time staff which reduced
N . availability of seryices. The authors speculated that false
) starts were created by the néed for advanced .planning resulting
< from interorganizational collaboration; had only a single dis- -~
. trict been involved, such false starts might have been red%ged.
. . 0f the five 1nterorgaﬁﬁzat1ona1 factors--(a) through'(e) above--
" ( thdt were ‘initially hypothesized to contr1bute to successful outcomes,
three were found to contribute to uccess of what Yin and Gwa]tney
called "simple arrangements.” Those ex langtions that were Lnstrume al
in making simple arrangements work were: . \

. o The arrangement facilitated: acc/;s to external resources. Con-
% s;derabTe $mportance is p]aced on th1s éxplanation by the au-

5 - thors. They not hat : ,
7 o= - o
B ‘ : 012perorgan1zat1ona1 co]]aborat1on can be ®Best fostered

o as a result of the co]]aborat1on, the participating °
) orgawization. can gain additional resources from an
, ) externa) source. This situation should be directly con-
"~ ~trasted with an arrangement whereby users' /fees are used '
, ; to support a service. .Based on our thre_f/eses, the
. . latter s1tuaﬁmon dves not seem to work as effectively.

v o« " ’ '
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o The authors found that when users' fees were involved (as

opposed to situations in which funds were available from R

outside sources apch as the state or federal government),
. desirable outcomes were .less frequently observed. They
conclude that "in simple 1nterorgan1zat1ona}/arrangements,,
\ fees for services will probably n]y work where-one’ of the
part1c1pat1ng organizations ot:ﬁ?s a service that the otner
is 1ncapab]e of providing for-i¢self."
¢ The arrangement produced a mutual exchange aof advantage to
.the parties-involved. An example of such a mutual exchange:
When LEA participants paid fees for a course, the university
provided instructors-ard course credit in return for,increased
enrollments, and the REA directed the design of the course in"
return for administering and arranging the program. Although
in some instances mutual exchange alone contributed to success-
ful outcomes,; the authors copclude that in the absence of access,
to external resources, knowledge utilization outcomes were.not
likely to occur.

e The arrangement was @ response to a mandate to collaborate.
Such mandates were arranged, for example, when the state re-
viewed the budget of a particular REA. The authors conclude .
that "all other things being equal,,a strong mandate can
strenghten a cellaborative relationship. A weak mandate may
undermine such a relationship.” . ! \

Another unanticipated ‘factor was found to contr1bute to success-
ful ‘outcomes of interqrganizational arrangements. The authors found .
that continued interpersonal communication between REA and LEA staffs
led to: increased awareness of the capabilities-and needs of eacH;
contacts between staff_independent of otcasions when specific problems
needed to be solved; appreciation of constraints that existed between
the organizations; knowledge of resources available from both agencies;.
and identification of future (fiekds or capabilities. Interpersonal -
netwonks were found to be fostered by: the existence of a strong gov-
.erning board that represented both organ1zat1pns, communications~ by
the REA staff in the profess1ona1 organizations of the LEA; and the
prior service of REA staff in a constituent LEA?

. ' . -

" Another finding: Successful outcomes occurred .in environments ./
that weré heavily "user-responsive." This drientation was defined as
involving: assessment of user needs, user participation in the design

- Of a know]edge utilization service; user sensitivity in the design'«of

" everyday service operations; deve10pment of a user—orlented knowledge
base; user- oriented manners of providing 1mp1ementat1on assistance; and
follow-up procedures for assessing user satisfaction with services.
. . . ]
: In complex organizations--those in which services go beyond knowl-
edge ut111zat1on actrv1t1es to include what _the authors term "inter-
governmental functions"--mutual exchanges appear t be significant.
But the sityation isfurther enhanced when the SEA imposes "congruent
conditions" on both the REAs and LEAs {mandates tq both REAs and LEAs

™~
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that support interorganizatiog cooperation in matters velated to
knowledge “utilization). Thus, in situations like the Colorado REA
studied, where the SEA does not impose or mandate such conditions,
success is less likely. The authors note, however, that this mandate
must be installed for a sufficient period of time so that collaboration
can occur; year-to-year changes in the mandate might be dysfunctional.

In summary, Yin and Gwa]tney found that access to external-re-
sources is critical to interorganizational. arrangements that facilitate
knowledge utilization. It is also important to encourage interpersonal
and interorganizational communications, including recruitment of new
staff from client populations. And third-party organizations should
recQgnize the potent effect of their actions on interorganizational
arrangerents. . *

J. Frankel, L.J. Sharp, and A.D. Biderman. Performers of Research and'
Research-Related Activities in the Field of Education (1979).

-

This is a report on a study of organizations performing research

- and .development work in the field of education. One purpose ofethe
study was to create an American Registry of Research and Research-
Related Organizations in Education (ARROE). This summary concerns only
that portion of the effort focused on information about intermediate
service agencies (ISAs).

As part of the data collectibn for the ARROE directory, a number

of ISAs were surveyed. Subsequently, the registry listed 193 such.
agencjes conducting any of the following types of work: establishing
new facts or principles (research), inventing new or improving existing
solutions to educational problems (developments), assessing the effects
of 18xisting programs or determining the feasibility of new,ones (evalua-,
ti , Ondisseminating R&D results. (Thé‘acronym RDDEE was used for
this Set of functions.) The ISAs studied wefe part of a larger group
of agencies within fhe public sector (as.distinguished from the academic
and the private sectors). Altogether, 1,530 organizations were listed
in the. register. Sixteen percent of the staff and 15 percent of the
funds for R&D were found to be in the public sector. Within that seg-
ment, Frankel et al. report that $26 million was devoted to RDD&E by .
[SAs; this represented four percent of the total national RDD&E effort
in dollars. [ISAs had 1,600 full-time equivalent.professionals primarily
inv®ved in RDD&E. . .

: Thé\study reports that 163 agencies spent in excess of $1 million
each for education RDD&E; among this group were six ISAs. But a majority
(51 percent) of the ISAs spent less than $50,000 and over 90 percent
spent less than $500,000.. One third spent’less than $25,000. The me- -
. dian number of FTEs in an ISA responsible for RDD&E “was two; within any
particular institution, at a sub-organizational level, the median number
was one FTE. Thirty percent reporfed that none of their full-time -pro-
fessional staff were involved in RDD&E. However, 17 agencies reported
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emp]oy1ag 20 or more full-time eaucatﬁon RDD&E professionals.

"Four of

the 10 ISAs spending more than $500,000 were.in Pennsylvania; two were

in M1ch1gan.

¢

4

) Research, as diéiinguished from the other RDD&E functions, was
most heavily emphasized in the academic and private sectors, while

development and evaluation studies dominated the contribution of the

public agencies.

Dissemination emerged as the area of lowest emphasis,

receiving the smallest allocation of funds by performers except for

ate agencies and large public school-systems.

Public agencies were

heavily involved in curriculum issues, the needs of special student

groups, and enrollment and demographic analyses.
the ISA éffort fell in the development and evaluatian areas related to

these issues. \

Presumably, most of

-~

The, study indicates that 53 percent of thessupport for all of

RDD&E cahe from federal sources; what the percentage was for ISAs was
.not reported. But the authors note that much of the work of\state.
agencies and of the large school districts is federally funded and -

. thergfore vulnerable to cutbacks and d1scont1nu1t1es.

be true of ISAs.

In their conclusign, Franke]-et al®

We assume this to

g

argue that the smallest RDD&E

effort was made in thespublic sector and that much more activity should
occur there if RDD&E act1v1ties are to reach a higher level of acceptance

by practitioners and local po]1cymakers.

The authors point:put that

when research is conducted by “outsiders," a perceived gap betweep the

researcher and practitioner develops, making it more difficult for R&D

results to be adopted. *

*

.
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Comparative Analysis

N 4

The Stephens study contains a mass of demographic data about 316
educational service agencies. Its stréngth lies in its documentation
of the existence of these agencies in terms of their numbers, their
individual sizes, and the extent to which they are involved in most
aspects of -education. The study surely indicates that educatjonal
service agencies should not be overlooked when it comes to most oper-
ational aspects of the educational system. By Stephens's count, there
are nearly 1,000 ESA units in the 26 states examined, and since there
are other states with ESAs of some type (¢in estimates from a previous
study by Stephens that 39 states have some form of ESAs), they are too
numerous to ignore. ot .

It should be noted in passing that both the Stephens and Yin
estimdtes of the number of ESAs in the country disagree with the
firgures reported by Frankel et al. in the ARROE study. The latter
researchers identified only 193 ESAs in their data base. Given that
they define R&D activities broadly to include the invention of new
or improved solutions to educational problems), the assessment of the
effects of existing programs, and the dissemijnation of R& results,
it would seem that many, many more ESAs should have been discovered.
One must conclude either that the ARROE study significantly underes-
timates the number of agencies involved; or that Stephens's and Yin's
pbservations about the potential for ESAs in knowledge utilization
and dissemination should be modified. We hope that someone will
either compare the Stephens and ARROE data bases or, if that is not
possible, gather new information. -

One drawback to the Stephens study is that, even with tRe mass
of data reported, we are left without a sense of perspective. What
is the total number of these units nationwide? What percent of the
nation's schools are served by ESAs? What percent of the students?
What percent of the educational dollar is spent on ESAs? Although
these comparative questions 'go beyond the explicit scope of the Steph-

. ens study, it seems unfortunate, what with the great energy that was

spent in collecting such a mass-of data, that they could not have been
apswered. In contrast, the Yin study by design presents afmost no
information regarding the scale and scope of ESA involvement in the
totality of educational operations. But even in the absence of this
comparative information it is possible to infer from all three studies
that individual ESAs have varying impact on the local schools they
serve. They should not be considered a monolithic group of agencies.
A sense of the differehces in functions among ESAs can be drawn from
Stephens, Yin, and fo a limited extent, ‘the ARROE study. Stephens
develops three categories of units; Yfﬁ\?ogyses on an example of. eath.

1. The special districts (for instance the Wayne County

‘ - Internmediate-District studied by Yin) are large-scale *
L4 N
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. operations 1nvo]ved in almost all aSpects of local educa-

. tional practice; their sources of funds are equally broad,
with a relatively small proportion coming from local contri-
butions for services. These units are heavily involved in
instruction--not only providing services to assist others

. J *in instruction, but carrying out the instruction themselves
in particular fields like special and vocational education.
(The Stephens study of the Texas educational service agen-
cies is wholly consistent with the portrayal of the Wayne
County Intermediate School:District).

2.. The regionalized educationa] service units (such as the
oL New Jersey Education Improvement Center-South) are not

*~ involved in such direct .instructional practice.- They
concentrate on quality control from a managerial and reg-
ulatory perspective, in some cases assisting in the direct
administration of state-regulations. Their Tocal school
involvement takes the form of management, staff develdp-
ment, and information services. (In some respects, these
represent the purest form of school 1mprovement services
as defined by Yin.) .

3. The collaboratives (such as the Northern Coloradp Educa- --
tional Board of Cooperative Services) do not engage in
widespread instruction (though some provide very special-
jzed broad services to the handicapped), but they do get h )
involved in the operational aspects of 7ocal schools pri-
marily tHrough administrative activitigs-payroll, for
example. At the same time, they work extensively in the
. 1mprovement domain, but for the most’ part without in-
volvement in a state's regulatory activities. (It should
. be noted that Yin misleads the reader slightly by implying
a formal, vertical relationship between schools, coopera-
tives, and state education agencies. In most cases the
cooperatives are the creatures of state legislation, but -
‘ : have 1little or no formal relation with the state education
’ agency. ) St

’

. ¢
. In the 1ight of. their differences in nature, we a§J1n assert that
these units must not be treated as though they are all the same and can
perform the same functions. Not only are they dramatically different in
size and outreach, they simply, do not serve the same purposes.

Given this diversjty, what can we conclude about the potential
role of these agencies in school improvemeht? To get at this question,
. we must examine severa]'sub-questfons:

4 . ]
e Are ESAs better suited to some problem areas than ) .
. . others? ) . %,
. e What functions carxied out by these units hold o

" potential for school improvement? . ©




¢ Given these problem areas and funct1ons, what is the
Tevel of resources available for work on schpol im-
provement? (We will address- this question.a a sub-
sidiary of the previous two.)} - :

L]

e What are the primary constraints or limitations that
must be taken into consideration?

These questio#s will be answered only in the context of the studies
reviewed.

1. Are there specific problem areas.to which ESAs are particularly
suited? And what is the level of resources available?

One area that would not be a 1ikely one for school improvement
is that of educational equity--at least in the sense of the involve-
ment of women and minorities in educational practice. Given the
white/male composition of the boards and executive rosters reported
by Stephens, one must have doubts that the ESAs represent a major
potential force for equity of educational opportunity. Perhaps, in-
stead, we should look on ESAs as fertile ground for building addi-
t1ona1 capacity in this area.

One area in which these agencies have considerable expertise stands
out clearly: special education. As reported by Stephens,.fully one
half of the personnel in ESAs (20,000 FTE) are:working in this area
already. We do not know what percentage of 'the total special education
workforce this figure represents, but we assume it 4s s1gnxf1cant In
addition, 34 percent of the ESAs' budgets ($282'million) is devoted to
special education.

..

Ten percent of the FTE workforce i ESAs, according to Stephens,
is emp]oyed in vocational education. Adain, we assume that this is not
an insignificant part of the total vocational education workforce.~=Four-
teen percent of the ESAs' budgets ($199 million) is spent on vocational
education. 3

@ g

Six percent of the FTE wonkforce is devoted to adult education.
Expenditures in this area were not reported.

Eleven other areas are represented by FTE f1gures of léss than
three percentleach. Hence, we assume that if major nationwide im-
provements were to be undertaken in proplem areas other than those
identified above, considerable capacity building would be necessary.

13

2. What functions for school improvement do ESAs perform that offer
the greatest potential for school 1mQrovement7 And what is the
level of resources available? - .

Knowledge utilization functions. The Yin study focuses on knowl-
edge utilization functlons, these tTearly represent one major area 1n
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which regional service agencies can contribute to school improvement.
Yin defines "knowledge utilization" in a manner compatible with the

. idea of school improvement: external knowledge disseminated and used
to bring about a variety of outcomes, including changes in practice.
He identjfies staff development, linker assistance, and information
retrieval as major services directed toward knowledge utilization

example, Stephens reports that staff development is supported ky the
efforts of only 264 full-time equivalent people out of a 40,633\ tota
FTE. Informatioh services are supported by the efforts of on]y '
persons. In addition, Stephens reports only 258 research and devel-
opment FTE. A1l of these workers comqlned represent less than two
percent of the total FTE in these agenc1es.

One confus1ng note on the extent of the workforce dedicated to
knowledge 'utilization: Frankel et al, def1 e RDD&E to include the
same concepts as does Yin (though Ffanke] exctludes workshops--a pri- .
mary form of staff development). One’ presumably should be able to
add Stephens's categories of research and development, information
services, and evaluation (although Frankel rules out staff evaluations

., tions and student testing--types of work probab]y involved in Stephens'
] categor1es) and come up with a figure roughly in agreement with Fran-
kel's tally of the knowledge utilization workforce. If .one does the
math, however, the result is 532 FTE--far short of the 1,600 FTE cited
-~ by Franke]. The figures argseven more out-of-joint cons1der1ng that
Frankel counted personnel ir only 193 agencies while Stephens worked
with 314., Clearly, the data from these sources needs, tp be clarified.
But even ds1ng the higher set of figures, one finds a relatively small
number of professionals working in the area of knowledge utilization
or research\and development.

Judging the potential of this group for school improvement re-
" quires making assumptibns about the person-power needed to implement -
a knowledge utilization strategy for a large number of schools. Frankel
would argue that, to the extent that the R&D functions going on in ISAs : 8"
aré largély “"disseminative" in nature {that is, knowledge utilization,
-not knowledge production), and to the extent that dissemination is the *
area of least emphasis in the national R&D picture, receiving the small-
est amount of allocations-by most performers--to that extent, knowledge
utilization is more a potential for school improvement than it is an
existing resource. . On the other hand, at least in the cases cited By
Yin, no matter how sma?] diggemination allocations were as a percentage
N . of the overall effort, they ®id result in significant outcomes. Other
federal dissemination programs exhibit a similar leveraging; the Na-
tional Diffusion Netwprk comes readily to mind as an example. However
the case is argued, it seems' certain that of the resources currently
available to schools for knowledge utiNization, a significant portion
*now exist in regional service agencies-3a fact that policymakers should
not ignore, -
A .
Y Curriculum and instructional service, functions. Curriculum and
1nstruct1ona] services might be considered a subset of knowledge

)
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utilization or RDD&E functions. Yin, by subsuming staff development
within his category-of knowledge utilization, appears to opt for the
inclusion. However, Frankel explicitly excludes staff development from
RDD&E (although she would include development of new programs). No
matter; curriculum and instructional services- seem significantly dis-
tinguishable from other RDD&E functions to be examined separately.
Activities in this area range from the consultation work of specialists
in traditional areas such as reading, language arts, math, and science
to- special projects charged with developing new or better strategies
for improving instruction in such areas as gifted and talented, migrant

" education, bilingual education, outdoor/environmental education; etc.

It is difficult to get a fix on how many people provide these services
or how much money is spent providing them. Stephens is our only source,
and because he combines such functions as direct instruction and cur-
riculum support services in his program areas, it -is difficult to make
an estimate of the magnitude of effort. We would guess that it is of
about the same magnitude as (or only slightly greater than) the knowl-
#dge utilization effort--a fairly low level of effort.

%ﬁé‘s assessment of the policy implications sing such limited
currigulum and instructional resources for schoolsimjrovement depends,

role o¢ curriculum change in school improvement. For example, there

is a septiment in some policy circles that curriculum reform is not
Tikely to result in major changes in student achievement. If one holds
that view, then the presence of curriculum and instructional services
functions in ESAs will not appear to hold much promise. On the other
hand, to the extent that curriculum and instructional services are
va]ued these services will be considered to offer great potent1a1 for

.to a E§:sjderab1e degree, on one's assumptions about the potential

. school improvement.
> AN

As budgets have been cut at the local and state levels, curriculum
and instructional services have been among the first to go; it may be
that cooperatives and regional service agencies are the logical \locations
for such services. But they may also’' disappear rapidly from reg]Snal
agencies if they are financed primarily with federal dollars ( sur-
mise they are). The.greatest changes for regional agencies may come in
this area. If they are now funded largely by federal resources, most of
those resources will go into the new block grants. Whether the state
will continue to operate these agencies is a matter of considerable
policy importance.

Supplanting functions. In-additidh to the obvious areas Just
identified, there are several others that hold school improvement op-
portunities for regional education. One of the most important,we think
of $s @ “supplanting”™ function; that is, in some areas, instead of
assisting schools in’carrying out their work more efficiently, regional
agencies directly carry out the work themselves. Most obvious among
these supplanting funCt!qu i3 direct instruction. To a considerable
degree, the ESA systems ‘in tQ1s country are direct instruction units.
This can easily,be deduced fr@m the Fapt that 59 percent of the full-
time equivalent staff are exther tegchers or teacher aides. Available
evidence indicates th@t the bulk. of th1s 1nstruct1on is teaching of the
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handicapped (and to some eitenf adult andevocational eQUcation).

The issues of school improvement in this area are the issues of
improvement of instruction ip general. There is noth1ng un1que about
teachers who happen to work for a bureaucracy called an "educational
_service agency" instead of a local school. gﬁother words, whatever

policies might be effective in 1mprov1ng instiction in schools will
also apply to ESAS.
Another supplanting function is the regional service unit prac-
-tice of directly conducting pupil/personnel activities (guidance and
counseling, testing, diagnosis, etc.). To the extent that .these ser-
vjces are a part of ESA activities, they beceme a-potential target for
improvement just as they would in a local school. :

" . Admipistrative operations. Regional service units perform impor-
“tant administrative operat1ons for local schools; Stephens's data in-
‘dicate that as much as six percent of the FTE is dedicated to these
services. These operations range from joint purchasing of toilet paper,
to the management of payrolls and employee records, to the operation
of school buses. (The last item probably makes up a larger percentage
of budgets than reflected by FTE data, since the cost of maintaining
and operating a fleet of buses is quite high these days.) The role
.these administrative operations play in school improvement may be neg-
ligible except to the extent that greater efficiency in administrative
operations frees up more money for the instructional program. The role
of regional service agencies in bringing about greater efficiency of
operation is always mentioned a% one of their unique contributions to
the educational system. Surprisingly, however, no real data has yet
- emerged to document this phenomenon.

Governance functions. This area includes not-only the relatively
small proportion of people involved in administration (and probab]y
only a small percentage of those Stephens lists as involved in admin-
istration have much of a part in ggfernance issues), but also those

who serve on adv1sdry boards and tHose tied to the governance of ESAs
through linkage with state and local education agencies. These peop]e
represent the establishment in educ5t10n--certa1n1y, at least, in those - °
states with a state-wide system. Here the potential for .improvement is
probably greater than is currently realized: Reaching the people in-
voTved in ESA governance amounts to reaching a stignificant portion Qf
those who now operate our, educational syst P Viewing the ESA as a
communication link with these people has th'e advantage of blurring
some traditional lines of protocol. For example, the federal govern-
merft has difficulty speaking directly to local school districts with-
out filtering through the states; by using the ESAs as one channel .

for communicatiog/uﬂ topics related to school improvement, it wou]d be
possible- to reach a much broader audienc€. Certainly this channel
could not be used for official, regulatory communications without im-
punity; but it could be used as’a vehic®e for awareness, debate,
feedbgck, and mediation between the schools and the state and federal
governments. This is, in effect, what Stephens defines as one of the

ESAs' major strengths. Yin recogn1zes 1t too when,pe speaks “of the* —_—
‘ , ‘ ' . _ )
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mediating functions of REAs. In particular, Yin's exposition of the
importance of mandates and the imposition of fcongruent conditions"
--mandates to both REAs and LEAs that support interorganizational,
cooperat1on--ra1ses 1mportant policy implications: To the extent that
reg1ona1 service agencies arg part-of a deliberate mandate from third
parties (suth as state education agencies) to bring about school im-
provement, they are gore likely to succeed.. Yin argues that to the
«degree that states separately ask local schools how they are using
regional units to improve themselves, and simultaneously ask regional
units how they are helping schools, it is more likely that collabora-
tion leading to improvement will occur. And if this discussion is _
held in the context of the allocation of -federal or state re50urces,
it is even more likely to yield beneficial school improvement outcomes.

Finance system;F' At no time do any of the stud1es reviewed speak
of the potential role of regional units in the equalization of school
finance resources. In fact, most regional units do not now p]ay such
a role. But there are except1ons. For. example, in New Jersey's system
a school district deficient in providing a "thordugh and efficient"
education to.its students can acquire the additional state resources
for improvement through one of the regional Educational Improvement
Centers. It seems to us ‘that more use could be made of the regional
units by employing them as vehicles. for distributing additional state .
resources where the need is the greatest. This might be a particularly:
appropriate tool for responding differentially to unﬁqua] rural and
urbanineeds.

3. What are the primary constraints or limitations that need to be
taken into account in using regional serv1ce units to improve eduta-
tional practice? = » P

The'constraint most important, it seems to us, is-that focused on .
by Yin in the context of external resources. He-indicates that suc-
cessful collaboratidn and hence successful knowledge utilization -
occurred when external resources were madegavailable to the cooperat -
ing parties that would not have beén available to any of them alone.
Yin cha]]enges the idea that school improvement services are likely
to be bought from regional service units by local schools. He found
that when this was a condition of collaboration, it was not successful.
Only when both parties could cooperate to gain new resources and/or
eﬂthange benef1ts did successqu know]edge utilization thr0ugh 1nter- .
orgghwzat1ona1 collaboration ocqur. -

-

¢ J
To a certa1n extentg Stephens s dataf{support a similar conclusion.
Federal do]]ars seem~to be mpst involved jn the functions we have' de-
scribed that;have'the most potential for tmprovement. Federal dollars
are not involved, for example, in administrative operations.=They are
not heavily 1nvo]ved in many of the direct ‘instruction functions. They .
are extensively involved in knowledge utilization activities and cur- -
riculum and instruction services. The conclusion sees to be that’ if
reg1ona1 units are to act as vehicles for school improvement, they must
be given the opportunity to ass1st the constituent LEAS in obta1n1ng

< -




resources they would not otherwise have been dble to'get. Such re-
sources may not be large in relationship to the total  scale of the
regional service units' operations, but there must be somegmoney there
to act as a catalyst. It would.be an error to think of.this money as
"seed money"--money that once deployed stdrts a self-sustaining effort;

instead, it must be thought of as a continying source of "starts" fop

school improvement efforts. Given the current policy of removing the
federal government from this role, if state governments do not create
this source 4f incentive for interorganizational collaboration, most
school improvement functions of regional service agencies would appear
to be doomed. , ' .

One other constraint: It should be noted from the Stephens data
‘that a preponderance of ESA FTE energy is located in two states--
New York and Pennsylvania. Together, these two states-sontribute 56
percent of the total FTE of all ESAs studied. Adding Michigan's 11
percent reveals that 67 percent of the entire 26-state effort is in
these three states. This raises important questions about the gener-
alizability of ESAs as a nationwide resource. Another constraintsin
using ESAs on a national basis: They do not, in general, service the
private sector.
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4 o 1. “Educatiokal ‘service agéncies are a sdégnificant element in the . . %
: . nation's educational configusation. Well over 1,000 are in exis?nce,,
- ' located in a majority of state§. They do everything from teachinhg -
- children (under contract arrangements with lptal schools) to cooper-- . ¢
* #a  atively buying-buses. They keep payrolls, conduct staff development,
. ~ evaluate programs and students, and de long-range plannjng. . They should .~
< -not be ignored by amy, federal policy or program that proposes to affect .. .
. . public education K-12. ] I . .o
‘2. ESAs are as diverse in their functtons, size, and governance
, structure as they are in ‘their names:« boards of cfoperative services,
. educational improvef®nt Centers, educational service cenfers, interme-
‘ diate-units--and many fnore. Some are formal regional seryice-branches .
- " : of state educatjon agencies; others function by contract with quasi-. > )
., °  .official sanction; others are independent ceoperatives that do.not -
T W answer tq_state-education agenf-ies: Federal policy must—be informed * A
\! g ; by this diversitya\ Pojicymakérs, must not assume that all ESAs can be' e
. © ®., -  reached.through state education/agencies, and must take into aceount
.l ESAs’ diffemgng interests and capebilifies. Mote information-on these
%2 , / .. .. .- 7agencies should be disseminated broadly throughcut gqverilent at fhe -
-~ '  working Tevel. ~ 1 - . R N
- . . . : & L R . L . M
T . 3. The ESAs' pot | for school imprevement: is both substantial, .
. ~ and’limited: * ‘ ’ ‘ | — o
. . . . 4 ‘ - Y ) N
" “ » *a.- There’ are certain.\areas, such as specjal and,Vvoca-
° ."tional educatioh, where almost ali eﬁhationa]' ¢
. . . ,* -service ,agencies.have expeftise, "Many individual
T e o, ' agencies hdve expertise in dther argas, as well.
' e b. The bulk of the Speratipns in many'agentigs' supy
: . .~ plant local. instruction; the ESAs dctually hire\the = = 2
o . teachers and'select the students in such areas as T
. ) ; special and vocational education.. As.a result, they “
N .- are themselves candidate targets for schodl ’improve- '
g LA “w~ ment “efforts. > o &
- -, o - . . N R pu , . e N .
. . .-.L. «ESAs alfeady penform a large ‘numb&r of the nation'ss . .
""’-9:~%* - knowledge utilization functions; they-operate staff :
A . development, linker assistance, dissemination, an . ‘
BN VRN G . information services such as thesk sponsoredby. the . .
L v - "National Diffusion Network. . ‘ ‘ S T
N g e S L ESA% dfsovprovidesto schools a targe‘array of uPric---
\ o, . ulum setvices=-e.g., curriculum development and expe®-
S\ . ) C imental programming. ~ In particular, they have been L.
3 "“\\ '~.- . - " .amdng the elements of the educ%tional system most ° ) )
. \\, g - B ! o T .0 P &\;
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. (:jjz:?auntabie obstacle to the 1mprovement reges of these agencies.

responsive to mandates, in career education, programs for , =~ =,

’. the‘gifted and talented, environmenta] education, etc, -
' “e. 'ESAs carry out research and eva]uat1on functlons,
. ificluding program evaluation and statistical analysis
°_’ of school charai§§r1st1cs. >
f. ESAs perform a variety of administrative services for

schools. Although this area probably has Timited
pptential for school” improvement, the cost savings of
_ these operations (though undocumented) surely contrib-
-7 ute to the improvement of a system so 1nf1uenced by
dec11n1ng resources.
~Because their governance structures involve'all levels
of the educational system (except the federal) in many
states, ESAs have potential as ¥nformal communications

[

"N

) .. channels for enhancing awareness oM needs, issues, and . | *
’ _1mprovements in educat1on., B ¢ ”é
Although™ their supp]ant1ng and adm1n1stratfve funct1ons const1tute the Hrji .

largest elemént of thgse'agenc1es operations (as, measured by FTE ..and

by dollars expended), the other functions mentioned above are econsider-
abde enough to represent & significant capacity for educational improve-
ment; this should be understood by the federal'gbvernment,

. . . EY s ’ H
Some limitations’should be noted: ~/ .‘.’ o @15 : ;
. - N ,h‘ -v . . 3. » ‘.
‘y - — =

‘The ESAs' supplanting, ¢¢ 19¢a Jnstrucb1on s of such- .y
scale 1h three states {New. Yooy Pennsylvaniag and -« *
. M1¢h1gan) that these states make up over two thirds of ,
- s the total’ system; as measured by FTE and budgets. But )
. this lops1dedness in supplanting functions does nots X

seem to extend 't the other school 1mprovement func-
.tions 1dent1f1ed.~ A .

B

he.

PO

The governance structure and execut1ve pos1t1ons of -
khese dgencies are dominated by males and Caucasians’
(about 98 percent). Whether t#ris results in a bias.in.

i.

®

’ gest an area ‘in which some ‘improvement is possible. g
The 11mLtaE2/

ons of geograph1ca] and quJty 1mba1ance need not.be‘an g

" ;.
* " 4. Harnessing the reSources,of these agencies appears to h1pge on
the dvatlabitity of. money outside the local or regional agemties. Suc-"
«cessfu] knowledge ut1T1zat1on functions apparent]y cannot be based on
.Tocal contrrbut1ons.“ §£gte or. al monies are the ‘key to ESAs”. par- "
. tfcipation in the 1mprovement~pbdcess. Given the impendtng cutbacks in
federal resources in this area and the transfer 6f the remaining funds - -
to th¥ states, the futyre of these regional educational agenc1es\(énd
hence the1r roles in the school 1mprovem9nt process) is’ c]eariy 1n doubt.
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Overview v
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Th1s§pape is a review and synthesis of several existing docu-
ments. Its ent is fo distill from these documents knowledge
regarding regional educatjona] laboratories (RELs) and university
‘centérs and their dissemin@tioni-and school improvement efforts. Thé--
paper is presented in three sect1ons. The first contains brief,
analytical descriptions of the reports reviewed. The second section
is a.propositional overview, of the lessons learned from comparing

K and contrasting these reports. .The third constitutes a brief set of.
recommendat’gns that grow out of the preceding two sections.

Data from the reports reviewdd will be augmented by the author's
.. background knowlédge. The major argument that will emerge is, in fact,
a relatiyely simpke but highly compelling .one: In the area'of.séhoo{
. improvement, organized capacity for problem solving is_important; or-
ganized capacity does not guarantee that high-quality work will.be dane
but makes it far more likely; hence, high- quality educational research
and development +is’ needed for school improvement. .
The author urges that an important point be kept in mind during
this discussion. The ‘organizations here considered will be referred
to. genetically as "labs_and centers." Most federally funded labs
and centers are part-of the Council for Educational Development and =
Research (CEDaR)a but not all are members of that organization. The A,
" several reports reviewed that discuss labs and centers focused: only
an CEDaR members. But the arguments developed:here are applicable
beyond the CEDaR membership (e.g., they might be brought to bear on
the Institute for Research on Teaching at Michigan State University
'or the Center for the Stpdy of Reading at the Uhiversity of I]]1no1s)
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principal consultant, Roald Campbell), was published in September 1375 ;
following three months of intensive work by the consultant group. NIE
and ‘NCER (the National Council on Educational/ Research) had charged this
group with ' eva]uat1ng the impact of [educational R&D fundihg] policies
on the nation's educational R&D system, with special reference ‘to the
regional educational laboratories and research and development centers
established by the government in the 19605"'(p. 1). Data for the report
were acquired through: . ol
e a meetin with 1ab and center representatives and the ot
e,xecutwg director of CEDaR; R ST
‘0 questionhaires sent to all Tabs and centers; b .o
e meetings and=inter¥iews with NIE staff; Y ’ T
,A' visits to selected R&D institutions, CEDaR members, and
‘others; . « o . t
e extensive individual contacts with ”frow1edgeab1es" in the ‘<:"ﬂ”\
+ field;
' o a review of available literature; and - -t
e the £011ect1Ve expert1sejof the comsultant group. . )
Desp1te 1ts genera] t1t1e the report focuses heavy emphasis “on
labs and centers. - It is apparent that the consultant group felt com- .
pelled to scrutinize this particular set of organizations within ‘the
-.context of (1) dwindling funds for the NIE and,(2) allocation of an -
-increasing percentage of NIE funds ‘to these orgamzatwns. . .
' \,/“The consu]tant group noted the "1R¥1ated hopes of ‘the 19605 and
the pessimisw of the mid-seventies” (p. 6), pointing to pivotal char- .
acter1st1cs of 1nqu1ry “in the fields re]ated to educat10n. R -
o in other human-service fields, demands for pure’ service 3’ .
n education. always exceed ava11ab1e resources, thus the -
vitable need for. continuing justification for allocating .
unds for other purposes, e.g.,, R&D. ,
o American pub11c education is not-centralily contro]1ed but . . ’
- is open, vulnerable and-complex, and therefore knbw]edge, ’ '
« . » vhich iS in tts nature-tentative, will not'be universally ™ .

%
Section 1. Review of Selected Reports

.

R. Campbell et al. R&D Funding Policies of the National Institute of

Education: Review and Recommendations (1975).
1 .

fhislreport, popularly known asa"the Campbell Report" (for its

"applicable and may appear a weak tool arfong otheracontenders,
. when school 1mprovement is ‘the focus. :

*
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. of others

. Khow]edge is not self-executing but requires implementation
and the desire on the part of those implementing to gchieve \!
the results 1mp11ed by the knowledge producers

¢ Finally, there will be no single "breakthroughs or stdden
_panaceas. (pp. 6-7)

- 'On these” grounds, the group counseled restrained expectations, but at

the same time urged continuation of the effort to improve education
through knowledge- based 1nqu1ry. . .

Against this background 1t is well to ask whether invest-

ments in this difficult field.are worth thé money. The s,,%

only possible reply is that we must keep plugging away at

the difficult proplems of learning and teaching and that

doing so by orderly SC1ent1f1c inquiry is almost certa1n1y f
+ better than by hUan- . (p. 64) d .

The report details the resources for educational ﬁZD‘avai1ab1e in

- 1975. It -has a chapter on the context for policy making at NIE as well,
_and_ another on current po]1cy d1rect1ons.

e - [EPTFDUR O

The consultants assumed a highly critical-stance teward N@E, find-
ing the TInstitute's shifts in policy,and direction vis-a-vis orgapiza-
tions in the field destructive to organizational capacity. The con- '
sultants also paid particular attention to the lack of a reasonable -
concept of d1ssem1nat1on and ensu1ng activities w1th1n ‘the Institute.

We understand the po11t1ca1 preSsure for d1ssem1nat1on of. -
~ . the.resutts of R&D, but we conclude that NIE has done little
to afiack the probﬂem as a substant1ve matter or cluster of
issues, and competing conceptua11zat16hs. We do not think -
that™work in the field can be halted until theory catches up,
but we.do believe an experimental attitude would, be helpful
even- as action goes forwards, and thdt diverse groups within
NIE could be brought togéther more directly to consider :
paradigms for change andthe various roles of dissemination
within them, Research on knowledge utilization could be" -
more extens1ve1y fupded as an essential basis for' policy in .
this "area. | (p. 68) . . . ) . -
The report also cons1ders the need for NIE te view state and local edu-
cation a%§nc1es as R&D ‘performers, "not mere recipiepts or beneficiafes

/

Psmuggle™ it®in (p. 17); and to pay. special attention to expanding train-
1ng and apprentlceship opportun1t1es “for women and m1nor1t1es (p. 75)

In several places, it is nofed that 1nd1v1dua1 staff membéers of
the .Institute were thoughtfyl, hard-working, and innovative in the1r
approach to. ideas, and that they were helpful to the consultant group as

it comp11ed its report. * However, assessment of NIE as an organ1zation
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work" . (p. 12); to significantly fund basic research, not.simply -
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led the consultants to serious questions regarding coherence and |

effectiveness, and in effect, the whole was found to be much less than ¢ i
the sum of its parts. . y
The consultant group found the then ex1st1ng ‘labs and cenéers to |

be a highly mixed group of Qrgan1zat1ons varying widely in purpose and-
quality of work. Noting the diminution in the number of organizations

estab11shed throughout the sixties, the report's authors concluded that
*" "there may have been more success in eliminating marginal institutions
or at léast ending their substantial federal support than success in y
improving the quality of work at those remaining" (p. 69). The group.
noted that directors of labs ‘and centers did not expect .institutional
suppoft unrelated to performance or the relevance of their work. 'Based
on these findings, the consultants suggested that ’some .existing labs ard
centers (perhaps six to eight, perhaps fewer);be designated as nalional
laboratories--a set of "high-quality institutions with.which INIED will
vork , very closely to carry out 1ts missions, managing them towards goals
the agency and the institutions’ can comfortably share" (p 69). The- L
study also concludes that no more than one third of NIE's program funds 4
should be allocated to these special institutions and that, overall, ex-
&panded fund1ng for edu t1onal R&D was at the time essent1a1"

In 'sum, the Campbell report 1s Jargely (albeit construct1ve1y) . g .

critical of NIE; expresses misgivings about the quality.and performance

of some }abs and centers. and is: part1cu1ar1y concerned about ob-

lem of dissemination. ‘The report recommends that NIE establish a few
national laboratqries dnd, in addition, wi i,more closely and collabo-
ratively.with state and local education agenﬁ1es. Clearly, the writers,

of the report felt labs and centérs to be importédnt ‘tools in the pro- ~
cess of “improving school1ng. But” they -al%o felt that reorganization

. was galled for at the t1me. ) : . ’ 7

~

‘Panel for the Review‘of Laboratory and Center Operations. Research and
Development Centers and Regional Educational Laboratories: Strength-
ening and Stabilizing @ National Resource (1979). -

. Three.and one half years after'Campbe11fs, in Janﬁary 1979, there
, appeared this study commonly known -as “the Panel Report." It was the |
work of a panel-created in Aygust 1977 at the behest of Congress, which
manfdated the review panel {membership to be appoifited by the director
. of NIE) as part of the Education Aefidmants ,0f 1976. The panel's work
_was conducted between September 1977.and\Jdnuary 1979 when it issued
its final report. Subsets of the panel vjsited each lab and center; the
report contains detdiléd accounts of -these site v;s1ts JIn additjon,
chapters detail the history of labd and denters and the®r Pelatiods with
NIE, thg financial support recommendat1ons*inr individual organjzations,
and manbgement issues vis-a-vis labs ard ¢enters, w1th a separate.chap-,
ter on dissemination and ‘equity issues.¢a, )
Sy - . .
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. The panel, apparent]y to its owh surprise, "found a v1gorous set -
,of research and development institutions doing work of quality and
significance for American education< We had not anticipated this
conclusion; we approached our task with full know]edge of the consid-’
erable controversy we had been asked to address (p. iv).

! Echo1ng the Campbell Report, the pane], while f1nd1ng weaknesses
.in the work of some.labs and centers, also found “past federal policies
for their support to be particularly accountable" (p. iv). However,
the panel went on to commend the NIE for improved prac£1ces, especially
in the area of direction and support of labs and centers. The panel
strongly endorsed the concept 6f institutional support for organiza-
tions meriting it, along with the phasing-out of work in areas no
longer deserv1ng special priority (p. vi)e .

The Pane] Report met1cu10us1y details the .history of NIE fund1ng

_policies for labs and, centers through 1979 (calling it a "history of
. instability and conflict” ). When these organizations were switched

y

from USOE to NIE, funding was shifted from an institutional to a proj-
ect basis, then 1ater to a "program purchase" policy. This caused
severe weakening of organizational capacity, a condition that went un-
corrected until_ 1975, when NCER, in the aftermath of the Campbell *
Report, resolved that the director of NIE had the authority to estab- -
lish "special  institutional relationships." This gave a policy mandate
to support, Tabs ‘and centers and ‘was, in the view of ‘the panel, a step

.toward proper management of existing institutions. The theme runs

throughout the Panel Report that labs and centers are important means

of effecting school improvement, and therefore the1r management and

nurturance are of great importance.

The pane] dealt specifically with  the need for labs and centers,
observ1ng that the knoywledge accumulated over the past two decades
reaffirms the need for centers and "strengthens the rationale" for labs-

Increased understand1ng of the polijtical d1mens1ons of educa-
tional change reinforces the argument for decentralized decision. -
making. These considerations strengthen the rationale for the
functions of reg1ona1 educational - Taboratories that are governed
by and .responsive to régiona] -interests in collaboration, w1th
. the sponsoring federa] agency (p. 7) - \

The panel noted the increasing diversity of R&D performers, pointing™
to a then-uncompleted study (Frankel, Sharp, and Biderman, 1979).

Furthermore, the panel f/?{ that the particular functions served by
labs and centers and the/eumulative experience of: each were not sup-

. plied by other forms of organizations.

In a sp§c1a1 chapter of the.report, the panel dea]t spec1f1ca11y

with the quedtion of dissemination. They expressed an' "awareness of

the heed for 'systematic efforts tb ensure that.the results of [lab and
center] work be utilized" (p. 43}. They were concerned, as well, that
Tab and center staff keep themselves apprised of .the wqrk of the1r
colleagues, and that they coordinate their dissemination efforts with

y .
. - ’
. - q ° ¢ .
'
,
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”:the many others in existence. The panel noted, "We see too-little

+
« -

~attention to forms of dissemination that are firmly linked to the
improvement of practice and too little integration among the efforts
that exist" (p. 43). :

The report details the 20-year intellectual history of the con-
cept of dissemination, d1scover1ng several stages. Early work focused
Qn the "sowing of seeds" through information dispersal, resulting in
systems like ERIC. Nexf came two-way exchange notions, which led to}
“needs sensing" and "feed-forward" mechanisms. Then came state
capacity-building efforts. .This was followed by the recognition that
.many educators were suffering from "information overload," which called
for development of selection criteria. The panel found Lhe scene in
1979 to be characterized by an emphasis on human support systems
prov1d1ngr%eg%n1tal assistapce and staff development, and on "invisible
cg}]ege bu11d1ng“ to promote more extensive peer co mun1cat1on pp.

4 . f

The panel saw the developing Research and Development . Exchange
(RDx) as a potentially strong force for comprehensive dissemination
efforts. It also noted that becduse labs and centers are each unique
organizations, no simple formula for dissemination activity can be de-
veloped. The_panel recommended that as NIE continued to strengthen itg
stat capac1ty building activity, it-should also encourage and support «
"[1abY efforts to assist each state in the region served to estahlish
effegt1ve dissemination procedures. (p. 46). It recommended further
that "MIE should develop a comprehensive pdlicy on its role in dissem-
ination, should conduct programs that are consistent with that poelicy,

- and should implement effective procedures for the disseminatidn of .the

results of the R&D it supports” (p. 47). Finally, inan addehdumto A

its report, dated August ?, 1979, the panel added. this recommendation: .
v - 7 . ’ .

The NCER, in consultation with NIE, should articulate an =~ ™\

overall policy for the- bui]ding of "an R&D system &nd en- '

sure that the Institute's strategies-for support of re-

search, devetopment and dissemination activities reflect

this pol1cy , 'The élements of such a-policy shoutd include:

a. articulation of the links between lab and center missions
aﬁU the other R&D activities.supported by the Institute.

b. foster1ng of collaboration and communication. between labs
and ‘centers and-other R&D resources and networks, including
the full development of .the dissemination capacity of .the

50 states. e

c. continted deve10pment of constituent participation in’
def1n1ng what is needed from research and 1nvolvement in -
Tits product1on and“dissemination.

-

d. ‘con51derat1on of new trainimg and human development needs . -
Yp facilitate dissemination, - .
.
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e.-$integrating inte the routine opérations of NIE an angoing
synthesis and assessment of the -impact of R&D supported by -
the Institute and others. (Addendum, -p. 2)
In summary, the Pane] Report generally lauds labs and centers for
the competence of their staffs and the quality of their ‘work. The
.panel found mismahagement from the federal level responsible for past
problems and weaknesses, but dlso discerned 1ncreas1ng]y thoughtful
“direction emerging from NIE over. time. The panel expressed concern |
about the inadequacy of “the dissemination efforts of  some labs and cen-
» ters and the lack of a coherent policy regarding disseémination within
NIE, wHile pointing out that no uniform polity would be applicable. - .
The panel considered the labs' needs sensing and technical assistance '
activities to be important dissemination efforts and found - the potent1a1
of the RDx exciting. b . »

*

)

"M. Radnor et al. Information d?%sem1nat1on and Exchange for Educat15¥m1
_Innovations (1977). ] - .

-

The 10 qhapters of these two volumes offer varying perspectives
. on how an. RDx system might best be described. The report chronicles
the premises and under1y1ng strategies of those who were directly
involved in the early RDx planning group. Basic assumptions included
these: ; .
o the effort w111 be_collaborative throughout, 1nvo]v1ng
the entire educat1ona1 community; o
¢ activities engaged in- w111 be comp]ementary and sepportive
. of other ageng;es, P .
S IV : ¢ )
e the effort Will he developmental  and coordinated;

-

-

it will explore alternative strategies and séfqtions,' )
and will deal with a variety‘of prob]em areas and clientele;
Py . e W AY ‘ "
o it will. ‘use a "11nkérage/brokerage Strategy, and will _
depend on NIE' for core support wh11e also seeking pontr1bu-
tory support; .-

~e

.. . '3 A .y

‘ . . » ; .
o it wi]] work to ensure equity. (pp. 11-12) . .
Fhe entire PDx planning effort was based on the not10ns that
(1) a single dissemination policy--across the board for all 1n§t1tu-
tions--was undestrable and (2) extensive linkages and two- way comfnun-
1cat1on flows between know]edge producers and users were essent1a1.
Chapter 7, "The Ba]anced Producer-C11ent Linkage Exchange,"
begins with the important.warning that many knowledge’ production and
utilization: (KPU) projects reflect the assumptions of knowledge
o ¢ o. ” » e ' - W' L
S 89 )
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. producers, whose conceptua] mappings may or may not overlap those of

ws actual knowlédge users or clients.© In fact, it frequently appears

| that KPU activities .are updertaken because they are seen as desirable
in and of themselves, ratzer than because they address specific infor-
mat1on needs. ..

. €

-

KPU efforts are seen /as needed and arg:designed bX information
. producers or igiermediaries. The reasons are simply that
. ’ .preducers and interfediaries are rewarded based on the extent
to'which their products are disseminated, recognized...and
put to use. (p. 3)

The réport suggests that needs sensing approaches commonly used to ‘
. determine whatla c¢lient thinks‘often suffer from two problems: They
. assume that th conceptua] approaches of clients do not vary; and
lways begin with needs for information and not broader
needs." The chapter details two polar approaches to needs sensing--
, the RDD&E .and problem-solver methods--pointing out the weaknesses *
" of egch. Finally, the authors recommended that RDx strive for a
true philosophical consensus among all stakeholders; establishment
) of the strongest poss1b1e€ﬂ1nks to all ‘other 11nker/brokers, and
. cultivation and broadqast1ng of an image of client-centered’ resource
linking (pp. 15-16). . ‘ s

°

@ in antieipation of the RDX work; what\now follows are accounts of
actual practice. Taken together, the proceeding three reports detail
’ the. actual furictioning of the Research and Development Exchange (RDx) .
; and the Regional Services Program (RSP). While these are two separate
) programs, they have sinfilarities. Both were designed to bring R&D-
- based know]edge to bear.on efforts to improve schooling. The Regional
Program Unit report deals solely with the RDx; the Lallmang report,
so]e]y with the RSP, and the Emrick and Peterson report, with both.

+

- : ‘ The chapters of - the Radnor workki;eated above seem most useful

Iy

o } \ .
Regional Program Unit, Dissémination “and Improvement of Practice Program, L
. - NIE. The Research and Development Exchange:” In Support of School

- . Imgrovement (1979). v -

The contexXt within which the. RDxcoperated in 1979 is portrayed in

the opening pages of -the Regioﬁa] Program Unit report. - By the late -

1970s, federal policy and’funding had "shifted from support for produc~

tion of new starts to more effective delivery and usé of existing out-

comes." The prev1ous two decades had made it clear that "R&D products
-and programs, when 1mp1emented with fidelity, do make a deference. -
_The cantextual segment goncludes that "increased practitioner,involve-

ment is needed to ensure the responsiveness of future R&D sponsors and
. producers with respect to the product1on, synthesis and delivery of new

) know]edge (pp. 1- 2)
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The goals of pRDx include: coordination of dissemination/sehool
improvement programs;* promotion of use of R&D outcomes; provision of
information, assistance, and training; and influence over future R&D
outcomgs through-the identification of client n2eds. The RDx effort
is a user-driven, .developmental, coordinated, responsive network. RDx .
clients are primdrily intermediary agencies (although the ultimate cli-
ents are, of course, students, teachers, and building administrators). -

" The "pivotal” client group is composed of the state educational agencies
(SEAs) and their.dissemination and school improvement staffs (pp. 3-4).
At the time of this report, RDx membership consisted of seven regional
exchanges, four central support service agencies, an executive commit-
tee, and an advisory group. _The seven regional exchanges were all
housed in regional educational laboratories, as were three of the four
support services, with the fourth being located at a universjty center.

r‘

P 4

R. A.%allmang. "A Description of the Regional Services Program (1980).

. &

According to the Lallmang report, the main defining characteris-
h tic of the RSP is that services provided entail "the application of
existing R&D processes and outcomes to the solution of short-term
~ problems identified by the ¢lients in the region served" (p. 1). The
RSP, at the time of this report, was located in five laboratories
where service was provided primarily, though not exclusively, to SEAs.
Because services-were field-responsive and because service delivery
' techniques varied, a uniform, detailed description of the RSP would
be impossibT&.” The services differed by laboratory, but in some way
all were related to issues of "educational policy, planning, evalua-
tion~and curriculum" (p. 1). The report states that variations in
service delivery were supported by NIE so that the Institute could
.study this variation. » ¢

RSP proiects have these as defiping characteristicsi The service-
provider is primarily accountable to the client, -rather than to NIE;
[ service tends to be intensive and of short duration; the target audi-
"7« ' ence-is.composed primarily.of SEAs; and this audience is defined as
a function of the problem selected for attention by the individual RSP
site.

Some RSP projects. seek matching funds and some do ndt. At the ,
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL), far example, NIE
funds serve as "seed money" "to generate performance contracts. From
December 1, 1978 to June 1, 1980, NWREL signed 101 contracts for a
total amount of $926,285, while NIE's contribution to the program was
$243,637. (The Lallmang report details the activities of all partici-
pating RSP projects, but the only financial information reported is -
from NWREL.) . . )
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'




" three.

_nation, the emergence of three 'important. concepts is presented:

“to build direct linkages between i subset of R&D producers and other”.
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J. A. Emrick and S. M. Peterson. 'The ‘NIE Reg1ona1 Pr;grams
of the R&D Exchange and Regional Seryice Components {1980).

&

Evolution

The Emrick-and Peterson:report is the most discursive of the °
It discusses both programs;. it includes a historical overyview
and analysis, as we11 as reportage of the efforts ynderway. .
In the review of federa] efforts re]ated to educat1ona1 dissemi-
the
need -for human extension agents with teaching backgrounds fo dissem- =
inate kpowledge; the need to incorporate a practitioner orientat.fon

in knowledge products; and the need to view the educational R&D enter-.
pr1se not as a«”system" but, in Clark and Guba' 5 (1974) term, as a, -.
"configuration" (Emr1ck and Peterson, pp.-6-7)."" tarly thinking agout:
regional programs on the.part, of the D1seem1nat1on and Resources Group
E took these needs inf¥ account and used them, in e?fect, as
jeations for work in the field.. i

-

speti
h =

k-4

. e -

“an attempt

-

211 RDx proaects*are located-at, 1abs and centers- in

. o

L.

groups in the educational conmun1ty" (p. 10). These organiZations weré ?

assumed to -have direct access: “to a variety of products and expertise™ <
(p. '11). Structurally, RDx is a combination of centralized and decen-
tralized functions, with resource access in the latter cgtegory ‘and
system support in the.former. Emrick and Peterson point out that
housing.support functions in folr separate-organizations increases

e

."the- importance {and the difficulty) of coordination...[buf also] the,

opportun]ty of obtaining the best available know-how in spec1a11zed
areas of dissemination” ‘(p. 11).

Emrick and Peterson’ s specific review of the mechanics of RDx and
RSP échoes the two reports. discussed above and needs no repetition.
However, their discussion of the interfate between RDx and RSP deserves
note. This interface is not yet well documented or comprehended; but
the authors suggest that RSP staff can be loosely ufiderstood .

app]1cat1on specialists,” while RDx staff serve more as brokers,
lnnkers, and disseminators of knowledge. The report slggests questions
for further research, but. concludes - that by April 1980 the components
were -Tn place for a concerted effort <in knowledge exchange. and the ,
transfission of .specific technical assistance. \\"ThegiJke]1hood of major
and demonstrable educational improvepehts attr1butabﬂe to th1s program
copf1gurat1on is very hﬂ&f'(p 25). )

.
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J. Framkel, L. M. Shérp, and A. D. Biderman. Performers of.Research and .
Resgérch-Re]ated Activities in the Field.of Education.(1979):

1

L. M. Sharp and J. Frankel. "Organizations that Perform Educational
R&D: A First Look at the Universe" (1979).

. [ i
.

b 9

t  'This report and the subsequent article relate the process ‘of com-
piling the American Registry of Research and Research-Related Organi-
zations in Education (ARROE) and describe its actual contents. Care
went into the selection of organizations for inclusion, each having
to meet particular.criteria. -

- For the purpgses of this analysis, only, a few key points from the
ARROE are relevant. First, a quote from the summary section of the re-
port puts itst majqr findings: succinctly. The universe of .organizations
in this field is: ' ‘ L

-large--2,434 active organizations were idéhtified;
-dominated--in terms of members--by small organizations,
i.e., those with education RDD&E expenditures below $150,000
and fewer than two #u11-time professionals with primary re-
sponsibility for education RDD&E; ] s
-dominated--in terms of expenditures--by the 172 largest
performers, which although they constitute only seven per-
&t ofsthe universe, gccount for nearly 70 percent of all
.~ expenditures; ) o .
-divebse=-with the primary mission of a majority of organi-

S -zatijons lying outside the research field;

-disbérsgd throughout the nation--but with large concentrations

in New-York, California; Ohio, 1115nois, Texas, Pennsylvania

and Washington, D.C,; and .

-young--with 40 percent of the organizations created during -

the last 10 years. (Frankel, Sharp, and Biderman, p. 94)
The authors found that few organizations possess capaéﬁty-for ef-
fecting school improvehent: Few organizations specialize in educa-
tional R&D. Few have a critical mass of expertise€. Few have any

_prolonged experience or history of Tnteraction with other educational

actors. -
In terms of activities conducted by research-reﬁgtéd organiiatiOns,
the authors found that -

~
-

A o
- practically all orgayizations spend-at least some of their
__ funds for research, but reSearch is emphasized most heavily
in the-academic and private sectors, while development and
evaluation ‘studies dominated in public education agencies,,
Dissemination emerged as the area of lowest emphasis, re-
ceiving the smallest allocation of funds by performers”
except for state agencies and large public school fsystems.
{Sharp and Frankel, p. 9) ; . ) ’ v
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These papers suggest that more-research activity should occur in the
ptbfTc education arena, since these agencies can be,more quickly o
and cogently responsive to practitioner need. y "

"In sum, the experience of compiling the ARROE pointed to few
capable .organizations; fdentified a need for more emphasis, on dissemi-
nation; and revealed a need for-greater invglvement of staff from C

public educational agencies. K .
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Section 2. Analysis of Reports N

- LN
- . ‘ ’ t
s . L] .

.
.

The works discussed’in the first section of this paper included_
two major reviews focusing or labs and cénters (the Campbell and Panel
Reports); conceptual papers, two reportorial accounts, andjone analytical -
report on RDx and RSP; and ‘a major, piece of research on t§fe universe of )
R&D performers in education. Oply one of the works is achwal research.’

Only two-3the first two--are truly comparabley in the sense’ that they

~both look at™tabs and centers and their relation to thexNIE. .

! Our central question ("How do labs %nd centers‘bperate with redard . .
to disseminatiogn and school improvement?") .is not the major focus of’

any one of ,theSe individual documents. VYet the works 1in toto, and in
conJunct1on with knowledge possessed by this author, can give us clues. ,
It becomes our task to infer an answer. That .answer might best be

approached by analyzing these works in the Tight of certain key proposi-
tions that distill the experience of the organ1za;eons over time and
assess yheir capacity for school improvement. '

. . . :
Proposition 1: HJgAthy organ1zat1ons show signs -0f\organizational y
]earn1ng, development, and refinement of understanding regarding

their major tasks. Such. learning Has occurred in both the labs .and
‘tenters and the sponsor1ng agency, NIE.

/;Fé6f1rst university centers were estab11shed in 1964. The ini-

‘tial labératories were set up in 1966. When the centers were, estab-« :

1ished, it was thought that such orgpn12at1ons would "do everything" g e

*-lresed¥ch, -development, evaluation, dissemination, implementation ) * 7

* (Salmgn-Cox, 1978; Mason and Boyan, 1968). The creation of the re-

_ments RELs, on the other hand, suffered from unclear definition of
_purpose, as was noted in several of the reports..

gional educat1ona1 laboratories (RELs) actually clarified the mission
of the university-based centers, while beginning a lorig- standing con-
fusion over-the appropriate gission of the RELs themselves (Salmon=-Cox,
1980a,1980b). Foruwith the appearance of the RELs, centers began to
concentrate heavily, ‘though not exclusively,“on research and develop-

L] A}

¢ na °

-+ However, it becomes c1ear, especially when we compare ‘the, judg- £

*ments of .the Campbell Report to those of the Panel Report, 'that RELs

have’ begun to coalesce around certain key functionss This.is true ..
across the-entire set of Jabs, despite marked @ifferences in.their "
structures and scopes of activity. ,Among the key functions for which®
each REL.appears to have capability are: dissemination activity,
technica] assistance, and resource broker1ng and exchange. Addition-
a]]y, each REL ¥s in toych with and responsive to the'needs of its
region, White there remain reg1ons of the country unserved by an REL,
where these Tabs do exist serviceyis indeed being rendered-, and_some
educat1onaﬁ needs are be1ng met §%ec1f1ca11y by these organ1zat1ons.

-
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“Centers have come to be prob]em-or1ented, conduct ing. 1§§§arch and
development consonant with NIE s priorities. Those prioritieS\result

from congressional mandate, as wellas from NCR direction and NIE lead- .

ership. _Hence, centers are currently wdrk1ng orr.those’ problems deemed
most important nationally. - o . , .

NIE has demonstrated that 1t ha's. Tearned from criticism. Thig i$
particularly true.in two areas that are 1mportant for our consideration

here: the direction and management of labs and centers, and the struc-

turing and 1mp1ementat10n of d1ssem1natﬁon activity. Regarding the
- first area, the Campbell Report made-it clear that the then-curr t

"program purchase" policy of NIE had had deleterious effects om#abs ,:n

and‘centers and, furthermore, that the monitoring and management of
.tffese organizatiohs had been uneven and confusing. By the time of the
Panel Report, MIE/had returned to institutional support and to long~
term agre s.with the labs and centers. Regarding the second area,
the need for NIE to systemat1ca11y plan and implement dissemination
activity is a theme that runS throughout the repbrts reviewed (and one
emphasized heavily in the thinking about implementation-of -the RDx). ,
It is néw apparent that’ NfE- has taken this advice seriously, having
funtied planned variation ftudies--as was recommended--within the
context of RDx and other issemination act1v1ty. :g&' 9

While the Campbe]] Report found fault both
with NIE, the Panel Report endorsed 10ng-
term funding for seven of{ the. e1ght ‘RELs and.seven-of the nine centers,
finding them healthy and jroductive organ1zat1ons. Aad NIE, by its
own record of activity oyer thE past severa] years, has demonstrated .
a capacity. for 1earn1ng . L .

T0'summartze, then:
with labs and centers and

)

Pnopos1t1on 2: Instit t1ona1 capac1ty 1s~essentna] for comp]ex prob]gh
o]v1ng. -/ o e

' Both the Gampbell~and\the Pane] Reports reaffirm the need for
institttionalized capacity ar.educatiohal knewledge production. Edu-
cational research can and does receive significant gontributions from

, the individual researcher or small group; but -undertakings such 9/” e

deve]Opment activity, latge-scale’ evaluation, programmatic interdisci~ -

plinary research, and resource sharing, allocation, and hrokering are
better suited to organizations than to individugls. The. deliberate
decision to house’the RDx -and RSP prodgrams in RELS wag based on the )
recogn1t1on that organizations ‘were essential for thesé programs'
tasks. In fact, the-organizations in question a]ready had structures’
(governing boards, network1ng fao111t1es and staff capab111t1es

suited to those tashz.- . . ‘
: v b ”“ ) LA
,» Centers also ov rpﬁime have engaggd in worK requ1r1ng an insti-,

tutional base. The emphasis of activity within ‘céntérs has shifted
from program and product developdent to prosgammatjc basit and applied
research. In both. cases, the»ab111ty of a University ‘center to attract
a crézjcal mass of scho]ars from multiple departments and d1sc1p11nes
has been crucial to the kind and qua11ty of know]edge product1on

-
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undertaken. Throughout the Panel Repbrt (including the individual
site v1s1t reports), centers are given h1gh-marks for the1r work.

Another theme pr0m1nent during the past five years has been the . -

naed to incorporate the perspectives of women.and minorities into educa— L.
tional research, NIE developed asprogram to accomplish this, and mecy .

. labs and centers sponsored related training programs. In fact, ithe
first round of fupded proposals in this area went exclusively to 1ab§'
and centers as t -most approﬁrlate p]aces to begin such vork. -’

-~
For the task undertaken by both labs and centers, an institutional -
capacity is dssential. Both kinds of organizations have core, staffs
of sufficient size and training, organ1zat1ona1 support* services, and < .
the ability to plan and carry out long-range programs of work.
\

. . N
Proposition 3: Mission orientation is essent1a1 fér efficient and

* high-quality goal rea]1zat1on - . " . a

. It is clear from the historical record that both labs and centers “\\“>
have grown .in-their capac1ty to focus in on certain functions and prob-
lems. In the sixties, notions about organizational responsibility were- <
d#ffuse; during the seventies,® ideas ~ab what each kind of organization
might hope to accomplish grew-more sophisticated. Againm,, as noted in
the reports, there is wide diversity of activity among the labs and
centers. But overall, centers tend to focus on programmatic R&D, while
labs possess strong capacities especially for techn1ca1 assistance, 1
knowledge brokering, and networking. In the past several years, under
direction from NIE, many labs have comg to work c]ose]y with SEAs;anq
LEAs. The re]at1onsh1ps 'S0’ estab]1shed are crucial %0 school 1nmrove-

- ment efforts.’ '

L3

Proposition 4: In the area of dissemination activity, important, .
faé111tat1ng mechanisms are npw understood and are being put to use. .

~ Dissemination is c]ear]y ‘an area of concern for many. Both the
~. Campbell and Panel Reports pay special attention to it; the RDx and
RSP programs were created in direct response to perce1ved needs 1in
this area. As the entire domain of educational knowledge production ‘
took clearer shape over the past 20 years, numerous types of dissemi- .
nation activities were tried and variously found wanting. In large
- measure, early efforts probably suffered from over-reliance on models
for dissemination borrowed from other fields (agr#culture, space
technology, etc.). Slowly, the constraints and opportunities particu-
lar to the American educational scene became ¢learer. NIE and organi-
zations in the field have learned from experience and advice. As a
result, current dissemination efforts emphasize:
. the need for regional network1ng involving mu]t]ple
stakeholdens and utilizing human commynication (as .
opposed to simply disseminating printed information); .

97 . . y
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the need for national coordinatiomof -resources so. that -
problems of one region may bé met by pfoven.solutions

develaped elsewhere; L i
. ) ’ K o 0., .. ‘
o the need for planned variation in dissemination strate--
gies, recognizing the decentralized, locally based
nature of American education; = _ ~_ .
. & the .need for Eon&inuous,‘]ong-term communication, as ‘\

opposed to "Aing]e-shotﬁ consultant visits;

~ . ol t

~o finally, the need to take the pos¥#tion, in many areas,

< that knowledge applicable to immediate: problems does
gxist.” "Moré research™s needed" may be a‘truism in
many important substaptive areas, but a great deal has °,
already been Marned that can be applied now. i}

. [
. . . .

=

' Pr:opoéﬁtion 5: Practitioner in\;olvement, judiciously struc\turedi yis }

—

a key element in dissemination.

l . -,

’

This point is important enough te be sing1ed,out; organizations

. in the field, and-the NIE &S well, have come to understand that the

$

client must Be involved in many aspects of knowledge production. In
the areaof dissemination, this involvement is crucial. And the ‘
stricture of that frvolvement must b carefully thought through. It -
#s unreasonable to expect teachers to. accept, ready-made "m;hmions"

- - to problems they'may or may not.think theyhave; neither is it reason-

able to expect researchers to allow their-strategies to be defined
totally by practitioners. The several répofts reviewed display
increasing' sophistiemtion in the field regarding appropriate levels
for intervention (e:g., SEA, LEA, building level) depending on the
“problem to be'salved, and styles ‘of interaction; again depending upon
problem-and level.- ’ | T - e

L)

N T . ) . .
Proposition 6 Labs dnd centers participate in school improvement:
“activities to warying degrees. b

o &ELS engage fully in school improvement activit --that is, in
research, ‘devel épment, and dissemination. Centers, however, focus

~‘primarily only. on research. However, all of the centers engaged in

;,ﬁ'sngGform of product development in their earliest days; many continu
~ t6 ‘be involved dikectly in education through these products. Finally,

N

several centérs.have evaluation research components; one center is de-
" yGted-entirely to work in this area. In sucl research, dirett involve-
ment with school settjngs is’ingvitable. Of course, this involvement.
" does not neces§ari1y’result-in immediate direct improvement efforts,
but it ‘can. ATl of the -above'activities can be yiewed as school im-
provement effonts. ' ° . .
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*Proposit1on 7: RELs and university centers spec1a11ze-£chJs1ve[1_

Tn knowledge production functions for education. There are at -~

- present no functional altermatives -to these organizations.

L

N ~ N |
\\. A1l the reports reviewed recogrtized the ipportance of the role

"

played by Tabs.and centers. The.Campbell Report, the oné most criti-
cal-of Tabs and centers, yet spoke -of the need for such organizations

.# and” endorsed the idea of national laboratories. The Panel'Report -

-

several years later found strength in most labs and centers and again -
heavily endorsed the concept, while poin}ing.toT:E;as in need of im--"*
f

provement. The RDx and RSP_programs rest on a foundation of institu-
tional support provided by lab$ and centers. Fimdl]ly, the Frankel
research makes eminently clear how few organizations there are with
adequate resources whose missions-are totally committed to the domain
of education. :

Important roles. in educatiopal dissemination and school improve-
ment are played by SEAs, LEAs, profit-mgking research organizations,
schools and colleges of education, and individual researchers. Yet

none of these has the -capabilities offered by labs and centers,‘ei;hér

individually or in some form'of consortium. . .
- ‘. i
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-/// \} " Section 3. Recommendations . ,

.
. The recommendqplons that fo]]ow grow directly from the®First two
sections, of .this paper. The rationales for each are’ contalned in the
. preceding analysis. . T
' ) . . ? - L J
< 1. Imgrbvement in American education is contingent upon building and
maintaining our scientific understanding.of educationgl processes.

) Educatiop is. a profession, like medicine or law. A profession

“needs knowledge bases out of which rational actions can be derived
and improved practices developed. Neither by hunch nor by intuition
can school improvement be efficiéntly conducted. Particularly in a -
time of declining resourcés, an ethic of efficiency combined with a
desire for efficacy argues for sound investment. Developing ‘the

n ) science of education’ is one such sound investment. Of coursk} this .
deve]opment is not “limited to the activity of institytions, but it -
is well supported by their work. .

-

In the sixties, when educational research first emerged as a field,
it seemed possible to fund.any and all school improvement ideas. Now
in the eighties, as our possibilities diminish, it is imperative to
Yund tho§e ideas most likely to make a difference.

.
] . -

2. Greater coordination of existing resources is desirable.

. In order to maximize the potential of ahat is now known and avail-
able, NIE should exercise leadership in coordinating existing resourcgs:.
Leadershlp and coordination do not imply uniform policy, as NIE seems to
have apprehended already. The Institute, for example, should continue
to encourage p]anned variation studies in the area of dissemination,

1, ds the best W1sdom on the subject currently suggests.

Yet it 1s apparent'that there has been insufficient funding for

¢ coordination (e.g., for RDx personnel to meet, share experiences, and, -
"1earn from one another). Within the CEDaR organizations there is a N.
nascent .project on school 1mprovement, attemptlng to bring together
participating organizations' experiences. Recently, educat10na1
researchers within AERA have dis@lissed the possibility of .mounting\. .
school improvement efforts to deg#fistrate the efficacy of educational’

research. There undouptedly ca > be too many such efforts; but
clearly the lofus of eadership shou]d be at NIEg not in any one
professipnal or other group. , .

E

Within the Institute, in' the minds of project monitors, program
personnel, and intramurdl research_personnel, resides a large body
- of know]edge. That knowledge 1nc1udes awareness of lab and center

. . .-
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) programs, as well as of p«ﬁost of other programs and needs natiaﬁwide; ‘
) <it shpuld be more systematically organized .and put to use. . L
. M N ¢ N s
. . . —~ r ) , : ‘:r‘a /
) 3. ‘University centers should be encoyraged. to be flexible . -
in.their scope of activity. ‘F 7 . - .

~

3 »

o

8 RELs are more.specifically structured to meet technical assist- . -
ance'needs for school improvement than are the centers. Laboratory ) ¢
/7 .. capacities in'this area have been enhanced by the development of the -
RDx and RSP programs. Havipg'suffergd for years from unclear insti- :
- tutional definition, the RELs have now coalesced around these func-
tions and are providing important service. ' '

The situation for university qenters’i% 1?55 clear. While univer-
sity center$ as’'a group have-a variety of missions, the resulting dif- .
fusion of emphasis in centers' activities\ts an advantage for the field

r ~as a whole. The interplay between research and development cycles .
takes a certain inevitable course,.causing centers' work to be more

- or less immediately tied to school need at any given point. Yet alT"

centers® work is targeted to the creation of a knowledge base-fbr "o
v .educational practice. This flexibility must be gncouraged, as must T
the diversity of missiona,encompassed. % C, .
* . . - ‘ .
4.  Institutional support for labs and centers must be maintained. .- -

Institutions offer the égpability for sustained, effective woﬁf
on -educational problem solving. The most impertant and complex Rrob-
lems in education do not lend, themselves-to quick or simple solution. .
To go-on building the knowledge base on which school improvement will
continue to depend, or to expand the effort to-appty what is now known,
and, ready for application, it is esSential that educational research
" organizations, qua organizations, be maintained. This requiyes sus- -
tained policy vis-a-vis these organizaitons, Teng-term .funding, high-

* quality review on a regular basis, dnd the planned-phasing-out of
areas of work mo longer productive or retevant.. L <
_ The authom\is mindful of the current political climaté. Fund- . .
ing for NIE" has been severely reduced; and the Institute's contractual ", .

obligations are largei It'would be easy to san that current federal , * :
expenditures for eduCatignal research are totally.inadequate, do not ’
reflect the productivity of the field as a whole, add must be increhseq.

. Yet that kind of recommendation is beyond the scope of this analysis.

- <« .
( There is currently a «cry for "open competition.s (What this trans-
.lates into for institutions and individuals must be carefully planned. * . °
Any veturn to "program purchase" policies for programmaticd R&D insti-
tutions such as Jabs and centers would vitiate the institutional capg-
cities.so carefully nurtured through past uncertain times. - i
s , N
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. . Preface !

e ~

14 ¢ M \
As preparation fér this paper, I read the works listed'in the - .- .
bibliography. Some dealidirectly with the SEA role in dissemination,
some tangentially.” ’ . oo :

' » It became evident that the papers barely scratch the surface of . .
a field that has &xploded into a vast landscape in the past '20 years.
+ They cover so small a portion of ‘the subject they address, and much
of that so superficially, that they raise more questions than they 4
resolve. It is only faiy to note that the fault Ties not so much
T with the papers themselves as with the unwieldiness of the territory
. ,of dissemination. In any case,.the customary survey method--reviewing
o "+ the research and offering a few suggestions for furthpr work--would |
* be inappropriate for these papers. S
S .-
Instead, I have taken ideas from them--along with others that
occurred to'me while reading these papers--and have formed them into
this essay. Sometimes the papers are cited and sometimes not; thus,
‘they have-.played.a larger role tin this paper than specific gitationsw, .
* would indicate. . ’

L4 ~ 4
— N

*

b The paper approaches its topic by examiniqg the role of SEAs as .
units of state government and considering the 1ikelihood that they will
engage in dissemination‘as a state unction in the. absence-of federal
"~ o+ intervention. Then the paper examines dissemination asa ‘field of
: study--the concepts curfently employed in the field as well as the .
methods usually used to study SEAs as dissemination agents.- The paper
concludes with some thoughts about the implications of the first two -
" sectjons. for NIE's future research on the role of SEAs in dissemination.. L

L]
.
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Brief Review of Reports*

¥

2

}.H. M. Br1ckelﬁ - Survey of State Education Department Research, Develop-

. mentJ\Qemonstrat1on, Dissemination and Evaluation (RDDDE), 1963-70 -

QO 97@7?\ ' ‘ \

Scope -of the Study - L. ' .

*

" This study was conducted in the late 1960s to document the status of
state education agency research, development, demonstration, dissemination,
and evaluation (RDDD&E) aCt1v1t1es. Survey methodology was used to collect
"data for the study, involving site visit$ to 12 states, questionnaires
mailed to all SEAs, and meetings at nine regional USOE, offices. Reseaﬁ'i
questions probed the organ1zat1on, f1nanc1ng, staffing, and activities
.of state education agenc1es.gg )

.
-

- It

F1nd1ng .

.
»( _’- . 4

& .

A number of research categor1es were studied. Findjngs are reported
hére by theme or topic: - :
e No RDDD&E activities were reported in 25 percent of the states.
The SEAs that did documént such activity indicated that.1t was N
1ocated mainly at administrative levels. . i

q State fund1ng for research and/or ‘evaluatipn act1v1t1es was provided
to 80 percent of the SEAs, and 32 percent received state funds for
develapment. SEAs were more likely to receive federal than-state
funds fer each of the five RDDD&E functionps. -

5

o Outside affiliations with other SEAs were-reported by a majority of
the states. A minority of SEAs had started intra-state edycational
research councils, and less than one third had~become 11nkéd to
another R&D organ1zat1on within the state

, e,

“

e, The c11mate for RDDD&E w1th1n the SEAs was pot especially robust °
‘ and was seldom supported. These unsatisfadtory conditijons weré€
1 perpetuated by the fact thatﬁp valuation and .assessment were con- °
sidered more important than research bx,the governors and 1eg1s]a- ’

,

g

Y

.‘,c‘

tures involved. . a&«

\ -
¥ .

3

Ve N ‘
*These summaries were prepared by Sue McKibbin, Educational Dissemination
Studies Program,; Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Develep-

mento ] . . ‘,x‘ ‘ ’ . o a4
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. " . o Technical assistance was frequently provided by one SEA unit to’
another. Occasional, unsysteméfic assistance was 0 d to

, _LEAs, intermediate service agencies, ptrofessional assocmations, .

. .and statle government agencies. . 3- Y
» i , ’ N N / . ,v.

.. "o Persdhnel in half of the states were supported by federal .
s . ESEA Title V funds. Joint appointments of SEA staff at
- . / colleges and universities were common. . °

-

" o Project designs did not move the» work through a series of
i - stages resulting in the development of -new prdgrams. RDDD&E
-activities were not directed ta state or federal policy . ) .
quegtionsy and there was no ready aggregation of results. L
v 7

Yoo

°*

4

Policy Implications . .

The study copcludes that ne.SEA entered the 1970s with satisfactory
- staffing, funding, or organization for RDDD&E. There had been no memorg-
- Ble SEA initiative in educational-research and development.' Although
g .. federal initiatives and funding had contributed greatly to strengthening
A the role of RDDD&E, SEAs were not yet providing much of the knowledge base
in éducation. - .

+

The report suggests that state support for RDDD&E activities .was lack-. .
.., ' ing becguse the governors and legislatures did not expect SEAs to engage
v Anreflective study. Furthermore, educational researchers traditionally -
h tcould not use scientific inquiry to inform policy questions. Nothing less
+ than a new concept of research and development in,SEAs would turn the tide.
' The report note¢ that because SEAs constrain research functions, RDDDEE
) programs should be designed to go with the grain of the institutton. ‘
Aligned with the mission of. the SEA, educational R&D at the state level
could serve and survive.

-~
L

Twelve propositions conclude the study. They are-provided here:

’

. The target $f SEA research is not theory but improved- %
practige. - R ’ ,

2. The consequence of SEA research is not understanding.but’
action. ) '

e~

3." The most sui€ab]e outcome is not a finding but-a new law,
. regulation, or advisory bulletin. 4

4, fﬁe correct mood is not reflection but a desire to reach
the deadline before the pending decisions redch it. - -,

- 5. Natural clients are not members of the profession at .
. large, but -other SEA-administrative units. ‘ '

- 6. The correct location is not the laboratory but either the C .
library or operating schools.
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7. The natural companion of an SEA researcher is an SEA
planner. ) e
8.. The best research de51gns are not exper1menta1 but eva]uaur
Cotive. o~ -

Q. Proper efidence~is subjective as often as it‘ﬁs opjective.

10. An_appropriate criterion for JudgLng the success Of a pro-
) gram»1s not effect1yeness but benef1t in relation to costs.
-11. The proper audience for a research report is composed of
_-those who make decisions about -the operat1on of the schools.
12. The appropriate reporting media are not professional jour-
. “nals but public press, radio, and television. (pp. 48 56)

’

by »

D. Madey et al. Building Capacity: for Improvement of'Educationa1 Practice:

&

»F, -
s,

An Evaluation of NIE' S State &1SSem1nat1on Grants Program (1980).

.3
- o 1
PR X

R oE ]

Scope of the gtudy N ) .

In this research undertak1ng, ‘state education agencies were studied 1n
an effort to describe theib, 1mp1ementat1on -of the State Capacity Building
Program. This program was sponsored by the National Institute of Education
to facilitate the development of a national capacity to d1ssem1nate R&D
knowledge in order to assist educational improvement. efforts.” NIE's intent

was to help SEAs implement, strengthen, and institutionalize such programs..

[nteractions between NIE and SEAs, SEAs and LEAs were detailed, providing
insights into the process of top-down change. Two questions guided the

.research:

. 8 Is dissemination capaC1ty being built as ‘a result of this pro-
gram, and S0, how7 { v

P

e Is the prdyram having an effect, and if so, what is it?

Site visits ere made to 29 state education agencies, where three re-
sfondent groups wgre interviewed: State CapaC1ty Building Program direc-
tors, SEA administrators, and information resource base administrators.
In.addition, NIE staff were-interviewed. Data were organized according to
these categories: SEA characteristics, NLE program-characteristics, State
Capacity Building Program characteristics, and facets of an SEA dissemina-
tion system.

2  ~

Findings \'

A summary of the overall findings provides some general statements

‘
‘ . 4
- .7 &
.
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4 .

A



j ) N °~ N ’ ’ . v‘
_ I ”2 v »
about the development of the State Capacity Building Program, given the
diversity of the 29 SEAs studied. It was found that within each SEA,
_existing structures were used for the implementation of the project.

The type of. resources used by SEAs varied widely, but almost all projects
had ,reasonably comprehensive collections of information resources. Client
requirements and demands,weresmajor determinants of comprehensiveness,
types of services, and linkage methanisms used. Most projects emphasized
personnel linkers, who can respond.most effectively to-individual client
needs. - , 5 -

Research findings were prganized around various categories, summarized

. bélow: - . -
- ‘ ' 42‘ * ;
1. On thé’inf]uence-pﬁ SEA characteristics on State Capacity Build-
i ing Program characteristics: ’ .
. h T - @-‘—( - ,
‘o State size i¢ related to project emphases.
"o Existing stﬁdcfures are used to p}ovide linkage services.
¢ Bureaucratid Cigidity prohibits change.
S e Content-spé%ffic emphases.witﬁin the SEA discoura@e coor-
’ _ ¢ )

, ) _dination. ’ e .
. . . ) L {
2. On NIE management’.

o NIE's npnpﬁegt?iptive,approach has permitted- diversijty.
e The extent’of the SEA-project director's interaction with 4
NIE is positively related to program development.

~ 3. On‘the 1hf1uencebqfaéon£extual variables: Lo
" - o The level of resources and activities increases with the
. length of EQg.program's existence, R

— - §
e The -SEA project director's tenure is strongly associated
. with the comprehensiveness of the program. .
A}

e The-placement of the State Capacity Building Program in a
service-eriented unit.in the SEA increases activity and
impact.

~

e Targeting services to special groups enhances comprehen-

sivenesSe . - ¢ Lo~
- t . . !
4. On the types of’linkages betwpen SEAs and LEAs:
W %

** e SEA staff-can serve as.process helpers, solution givers,
or resource finders.'r

A [P - — -
. . ot oA e = o %o e v Y TR T T e g o 20 e oo s




- s, On the, appgoaches states may follow to athieve d1ssem1nat1on
t capaC1ty T .

e“The thiree main. apﬁroaéhes focus on spec1f1c C]1ente1e,
specific topics, or generalized.capacity building.

0
M .
¢

. i .
. - €

- . , R
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o]1cy Imp11cat1ons ' N -

Six cqnc]us1ons may be of 1nterest to policymakers who are con-+
Sidering similar federally or state-supported dissemination capacity-
bu11d1ng efforts: / . . . -

. '

’g '.‘-- .
" .1+ There were discrepancies between intention and implementation.
. Individual SEA projeet histories were somewhat 1ncon51stent
with federal program po11c1es. : ®
.. B . \
2. The State Capacity Building Program stimulated the development ‘
and instﬁtutiona]ization of SEA dissemination programs. ' »
- X
3. Capac1ty building had 1dent1f1ab]e patterns of development. _ -

4, SEA dissemination resources and linkages were fragmented because
of lack of cooperat1on among federally funded programs.

5. Prdject placement and leadership within the SEA great1y influ-

-epced effectiveness. . L )

*

6. L1m1tat10ns on the role of NIE's project monitors restr1cted
~ their effect1veness. ‘e
. y -

v

. ” B R ‘.

P. Martin. _General and State- Spec1f1c Results of—the Dissemination Survey
(1981)

[N

_gkope of thé Study
- . “

The Counci] of Chief State School Officers- sponsored an infommal survey.
to determine the current level of dissemination and school improvement ac-
tivity in all SEAs. Forty-nine states responded to the survey, offer1ng
a current and comprehensive overview of funding, general d1ssem1nat1on sery-

.1ces, and interactions W1th,other agencies. A

- . ¢ \_ . 4
Findings ° I .
" Highlights of the §ur§éx results are summarized here: 3 B

'
{ -
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. l , ,.‘l“ R
eVissemination services offered by the SEAs were: spread’ (in 31.5
percent of the SEAs), exchange (27 percent), choice (22.1%percent),
v and implementation (19.4 pexcent). Thg primary servicg was thé ‘
provisiofi’of information and aSsistance in its u%e.. Secondarily,
SEA's helped coordinate and implement educational’ programs. , SEA

staff .provided direct services or worked through fie]dlpéseq linkers. ‘

.o Dissemination had not "yet become an institutionalized furiction of o B
SEAs, afthough the NIE-sponsored State Capacity Building Program ‘
had cofitributed sighificantly to the development of dissemina-
tion activities. \ . : . ' .

’

¢ LegisTation mandating school improvement existed in 11 states.

. # Policies and procedufes were influenced by fede;aﬂ program .
requirements, state funding, and SEA staff commitment. )

e Coordination of dissemination activities with other agencies
was evidenced. Twenty-two SEAs interacted closely with labs
and centers, 17 with_thé’%tate library; and 15 with interme7~\ - v
diate units jn-their states.” Sometimes, in fact, there seefmbd
to be_more coordination with external agenciés than there was ‘
“nternally. - * N N e
. ] ‘ . .
. ¢ Funding was provided by bbth federal and state sources. Thirty-
o seven SEAs received, some sort of: state fundging; federally sup~ .
ported programs such as Title Ifﬁ-c, special education, Title I,
and 'NDN contributed-to overall dissemination efforts. Twenty-two
~ states experienced decreases in dissemination funding, and eight T .
- "obtained ipcreases. . . ' :

o The greatest\influénce on- SEA dissemination activities was the
State Capacity Building Program. The Regional Exchange project
was also highly influential. ° ' LIS .

) Po]ic} Implications . ’

fu

There was no discussion of policy ihp]icatfons in the report. Data
fr02/the study, however, have contributed to Lhe poliey discussions con- .
‘taified in this paper. o ! . o A

- .

= : ‘ \
? b .
L. McDonnel and M. McLaughlin. Pnogrém ConsEYﬁdation and the State Role -
in-ESEA Title IV (1980). ° ’

. : !
rd . ~ 3 . .
o . - . . : r N s
~ >

“Scope of the Study - N . , : )

ﬁit]e IV represents the first consolidation of federal education pro-
. grams, funding a wide range of items from school library acquisitions. to
inpovative curricular programs. The main objectives of this studywwere
threefold: . %




. ’ J .
" 1. To descr1be how the Title IV program operated in state and
Tocal school districts; S .
) 2: To assess T1t1e IV as an examp]e of a consolidated program
strategy and

3. To use Title 1V as a basis for understand1ng the role of

] } the- states in implementing federal educatidn-policy. ‘

»
]

Data sources included:

=
1. A survey of Title IV program officials ahd state advisory -
counc11 members in 50 states; ° . .
' 2. ‘Surveys of pub11c and nonpublic school officials in about- .
600 local districts;

3. Field work in eight state educat1on agenc1es and 24 local
education agencies; and

-

4., Review of documents and other data sourcej.

U Findings ¢ / ‘) \\_T\\\ /(

State$ differed widely in their Title IV-C funding strategies. Exam-
ples of such strategies ‘are:, competitive grants, exemplary projects, or
proportionate funding for every LEA in the state. Most states allocated

- a. large amount of money fo* special grants to foster new approaches\to edy-
cational problems. State priorities a]so figured prominently in allocation
dec#sions. Thirty percent of the SEAs ‘set aside over half of their Title
IV funding to support projects ref]ect1ng§£r1or1ty programs and activities.
Overall, states were either passive, serving simply as conduits for. federal
funds, or active, using the funds to enhance state priorities.

~ ]

More specific observations about state education agency activities can
also be drawn. Because Titles IV=B and IV-C were previously independent
federal programs (Titles FI and III of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
ation Act), they continued to be managed separately by most SEAs. There
were few inmcentives to consolidate these programs; consequently, states
tended to continue administering the two programs independently. Rather
than encouraging thesredefinition of, the state's role, Title IV-C Strength-
ening funds supported roﬂt1ne apt1v1t1es.~ In the_ face o# such maintenance
of the status quo, state advisory councils, surpr1s1ng]y, vere active dnd
influential. . s :

)

The fo]]ow1ng genera1 conc1us1ons about the Title IV program were
drawn from the study: . ,

3

o".

o Title IV was popd]ar'and wel 1l managed.

o It was praised for its erxibi}ity and ease of administra-
. _ tion. , |
- * . 4 .
< ) . - . N ‘11‘; . ’




) \
e Title IV did nat2result in the consol1dated management of
ot fonmer categorwca] prograﬁs. ) -

R [] ’
o -

——

. e There Wwas cons1derab1e variation among state and local edu- -
( . ° cation agenciés in terms of “the substance, management, and .
o qua11ty of, their Title IV-B and, IV-C activitiess

- e Sma11 T1t1e IV-B and IV-C grants can result 1n signficant
1oca1 pract1ce improvement.

T oo e The participation of e11g1b1e nonpublic sphools in T1t1e v’-
programs was uneven. ° SN

'

Poliecy Tmplications .

A number of recommendations emerged from this comprehensive Etudy.
The authors suggest that a successful consolidation policy:
NG .9. ’ P‘Y,'
. @ Must -be built on substantive rather than political logic; , \
< ¥ L]

e Must be accompanied by federal program reorganization;

e Must représent more than a superf1c1a1 shuffling together
of what were previously categorical aid programs;

e Must integrate the notion tha
strategy vary with the context
o nd

tke effects of g consob1dat10n
to which it is 1ntroduced

.
+

, . e Must be so organ1zed as &o allow the/federal role to change
to respond to needs and fﬁterests that are mod1f1ed as the
p011cy and program matures

-~ » . . -
3 [ 4 4
) .
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J. Murphy. The State Role in Education: Pagt Research and Future-
! Directions (1980). . .

}-

Y

N <

" Scope of the Study

.

Th1s'8;per reviews the-11terature on the role of the execut1ve branch
in state education policy making and“?ﬁp1ementat1on. It then recommends

_ additional areas of research, focusing specifically on execut1ve agencies

other than SEAs and on S£As themseTves. ) .

»

L3 ’
.

Ao

T
.

*Four research categor1es were reviewed: - input/output studies, po]icy-
making studies, policy implementation stud1es, and studies of the cumula-
tive 1mpact of state policy. . /’JL\-7

-
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roles have changed consider

has not-kept pace.

Findings - - -

Since the ﬁid‘sixties,'state edu&ation agqﬁbies'have grown in size
and assumed respon§ibility for administering complex prograns, primarily

+ because of increased federal aid.and categorical” programs.
ably, research knowledge about what states do

.a;

A

= &~

| Input/Qutput Studie$. Most studies find Tow correlations ,
between input measures such as eCopomic indicators and out-

puts such as state expenditures on schools.

This line of

Although SEA

» . b T '
. Findings from the literature reviews ir“each of the four .categories
N\ are summarized here: . >

research offers little potentially useful information op the *

role of SEAs in creating and implementing educational policy.,

Policy-Making Studies.

cal ‘actors in educational policy making.

Considerable work has been done in
this area, particularly research on the role of state politi-. -

"Further” research

along some of these lines is important, but I suspect there
may be better ways...to research and improve the state role

in education" (p. 5k

A

. Policy Implementation Sthdies.‘EThis research analyzes what
occurs after a policy has been established.

Such studiés. ,

would document the influence of the SEA on lecal educational

programs.

-

"The most important place to collect data on the
state role is not the state capital, -but the schools" {(p. 11)~.

{

Studies of the Cumulative Imﬁact of State Policy. This body

of research considers the influence of central gbverpment

“policy on the’Tocal delivery of services.

The increased ac-

tivity of the states, the federal government, and the courts
has led to studies about the effect-of government iqﬁﬁrvén-

tion on local educational programs.

Although the,direct

effects of central intervention seém inconsequential, the )
indirect effects on ¥&tors such as local agendas, school
climate, and perception of problems should be more thoroug

documented.

Policy Implications /}

r)

A number of sdggestions were included in the paper, namely:

)

* o NIE might sponsor researgh on the middle-management level

and below in SEAs.

- ~
.
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¢ Studies could be conducted on execufiye agencies other
than SEAs that play a key role in eduational policy making.

Although these staff are frequently.
in contact with schools, little is knhown about them.

-

¢ -

A

)
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"o States not freqﬁentTy studied, including those some:
times called '"worst cases," could be the subject of

NIE-sponsored research.

Comparative, studies of-a policy issue that emphasize . '
"people and process” wou]Q\pe’usefu?. < P

The re]ationship'ﬁépweeq internal SEA structures and func-
tions and their institutional tapacity could be studieds:

~—

"To clarify éﬁe language. and improve tHe accuracy of images ' :

gzed, research that creates better metaphors for the imple-

“mentation process might be sponsored. . -

I T v

The impact and implementation of state policies could be

studied, emphasizing: what is happening at the local level;
the reasons for variation; the determinants of successful
impTementation; and SEA management strategies that ‘effec-
tYvely influence.local implementation. "A Tocally based
policy implementation focus that looks vértical ly through o -~
the system at a particular policy inittative...qffers a

better hope of illuminating the impact of the state role

" in education" (p. 16). ‘ :

The effects of state policies and their cumulative impact on
schools should be studied. Here the basic unit of analysis
should be the LEA, the school building, or specific roles -
‘such as school principal or teacher. - ‘

"NIE might postulate an ideal set of state-local relatdion-
ships,...identify some models,.v.collect data that examines

+he costs and benefits of these model arrangements, and -

explg;e the conditions®hat make these-patterns possible"

ps 22). o .,‘ -

) - b

& ‘ - i ’ .
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-Government agencies focus on the minimum. Their primary role
is to assure the minimum behav1or of individuals-and organ1zat1ons
.needed to keep society running. " They do this partly by regulating
minimum behavior (passing and, enforcing laws regarding traff1c, va- *
grancy, ayriculture, educat1on) and partly’ by enabling. minimum behav-*®
" jor {providing h1ghways,4we1fare payments, farm subsidies, public-
schools). Beyond this m1ﬁ§mum, individuals and organizations are
' 7 free to'do as they wish... Wé =an .drive better than'the traffic laws
require, and we.can build private roads; we-.can get more schooling
- . than the.education laws require, -and we can build private schoo]s. ’

The pr1nc1p1e that pu8ﬁ1c agencies ghould 1imit their activities .
in order to maximize private -freedom is rootéd in our earliest history
- as a nation and has shaped our political ¢€velopment. In our foﬁnd1ng
e fathers' words: * "That government governs(best which governs least." -
- ’ This pr1nc1p1e cuts across locals state, and federal levels; it cuts
across all.major functions; it cuts’ across all major political ‘party - i
philosophies and platforms. = ) .
. Every agency justifies its programs as the minimum needed to main-
ta1n the social fabric. Even the Johnson administration's War on’ Pov-
erty, a high watermark in federal intervention and a program intended
. to improve life for millions, was justified as needed to prdvide a
. s basic standard of. living for the poor; that is, the poor were living
¢ 4 at an unacceptably Tow Tevel and had to be brought up to.a minimum
] to keep society running. Otherwise, as James B. Conant explained
r at the time, socia] dynamite would build up in the ghettos.

<4

Any government agency that tries to operate "beyond the minimum"
is subject to the " charge of unwarranted interference and unnecessary
taxation. Fear of that charge is shrinking local government progrems
today. This pub11c antipathy was behind California's Propositiqgn 13 -j
and Massachusetts's Propos1t1on 2-1/2; it was what elected President
Reagan. It ¢’ -precisely what is- to be expected in the wake of the / -
War on Poverty.

o SIS "
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State Gove}nmgnt Explained

e

Let us concentrate discussion on state government, focusing our:at-
' tention on state legislatures. The le§islatures are the de facto govern- , ,
ing boards for all state agencies because only the legislatures can raise
taxes to financejthéégperation of those agencies. ) .
. i 0 -

This is as true in education as in other state functions, despite
_the existence of state boards ‘of education. State boards of educakidn do '
not levy taxes to support the SEAs, and thus gre far less powerful in /
their own right than most local boards of eduCation, which do levy taxes ,
. to finance the LEAs. The staté governor is less important than the
legislature because the governor does not administer education (in most
states). The state judiciary is less important than the legislature .
because the’state board and the chief state school officer perform many ’ .r\
judicial functions for the schools (in most states). Thus, we must treat
the state, legislature as the maker of state ‘éducation policy, subject
of course to multiple political pressures from local, state, and federal
_sources attempting to influence state education pol}%y,.——\\ )

" Legislatures Pay for Minimum‘behavioé' : 4

State legislatures justify their laws as being those needed-to assure
the minimum behavior of individuals and organizations needed to keep the
state running. To legislate beyond the minimum would be to invite the
charge of éxcessive government. This is*as true in education as in any.

other state function. The-legislature must be able to’say: We must do L2
this and we‘canan do less. ’
_— ,

State financial aid to schools is virtually always justified {and
\\\zgéua11y calculated) as the lowest-amount that will guarantee students in
poorest school district a basic minigum education. If the New York
legislature provides $2,000 per pupil and the Mississippi legislature $50
per pupil, each will regard its appropriation a¢ the minimum needed. LEAs
are usually allowed to exceed the minimum, but each state explainms its
contribution as the least it can do. The most obvious proof of this-lies
~in the fact that LEAs chronically complain that the state does not evén
‘\.\ give thegk?nough-money to pay for state-mandated programs. Ask any LEA.

- .

“.. - When state legislatures appropriate moné}vto ogerate state adminis-
trative agencies, they appropriate the minimum needed for those agencies
7 to carry out the laws that the legislature has enacted and the governor ~
has signeds The most obvieus proof of this.lies in the fact that state
agencies chronig@ijy complain that they have tog little staff and money
to carry out the laws. Ask any SEA. ' .

3
.

It is worth noting further that the legisJature extends the principle
+ of minimum government to the third branch, the state courts. The courts

\E_J

[
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3 — . .
run forever behind--too many cases and too few judges. The legislature -
will enlarge the judiciary only when some minimum stafdard Qf Jjustice-is

" not being supplied to citizens--if then. . -

3

Legislatures Rarely Pay for Improvement Beyond the Minimum

*

. 'State legisdatures rarely appropriate money for local government
agencies to improve specific behaviors of or conditions for individuals
and organizations beyond some acceptable minimum, even in a state-operated
and state-controlled organization Tike the pubTic schools. For example,

statg legislatures rarely appropriate money to impreve education even -in -

specific areas like a single grade level (say, kindergarten), a single
subject (say, social studies), or a single population of students (say,
the handicapped). State legislatures are far tess likely to appropriate
money to improve schools in all grades and in a1l subjects for all popﬁ:f
lations of students. : :

.
¢

, ~— .

.Morever, state legislatures virtually wever appropriate money for s~
administrative agencies to conduct general-purpose, broad-band, unfocused
efforts to improve the general behaviors of individuals or organizations

beyond some acceptable minimum. Tifs is as true -in education as in any

Program, FY 75). ) ] -

other state function. )

Imagine the governor. coming to the legislature with a request for
$10 million to improve the operations of state administrative agencies
or the behavior of stite employees. The governor, who simply wants to
make things better than they are, cannot say whether this sum is for
prisons, highways, libraries, social agencies, hospitals, or colleges,
and furthermore cannot point to any unsatisfactory conditions. The. |
governor will net get the $10 millidn. "Slush fund," some legislators
will say; "Campaign chest," some others will say; "Political payoff,”
still others will say, while voting no. - -

. * N -

Imaginé the state highway commissioner coming to the legislature
with a request for 50 new positions dedicated to»improving the roads.
The.commissioner, who simply believes that all roads can and should be
improved, cannot say whether the improvement will involve primary roads
or secondary roads and furthermore cannot point to any specific hazards
on the existing roads. The commissioher will not get the 50 positions.

Noiv iﬁagine the state superintendent of education coming to the
legislature with a request for $500,000 to improve the schools. The
superintendent cannot say whether this is for elementary or secondary
schools, public or private schools, teachers or administrators, music
or mathematics classes, and furthermore cannot single out any ‘sp&cific *
shortcomings in need of gorrection. The superintendent simply wants ™
to set up "a two-way process for communicating knowledge relevant to

educational needs and problems so that educational decisionmakers and

prattitioners can rationaliy“consider alternatives to current practic®

.and the results of research and development in-improving educational

programs” (NIE Program Announcementy State Dissemination Grants

i
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Noting that the legislative subCSEmittee finds. that description .
too general, the superintendent explains that the system must "be both
) comprehensive and- generalized and must "involve the leadership and ' ,

4sérvice capability to provide information and ‘technical assistance in
the solution of problems identified by the dissemination agency or its
+clientete" (ibid.). ~ The superintendent says that the system "should
V//~ provide access to all informatton sources for all educators regardle$s® *
of -subject field or role" (ibid., FY 78). - ‘ L

Asked by.the subcommittee how the ‘system WOuld function and how it
- would be structured, the superintendent replies that "the functions of
. such a system can be described in simple termsl;ﬁ?ﬁ% SEA dissemination .
! system should be able to (1) collect and organize the information upon  _
request, (2) get the information to the client, and (3) assist the client
in using the information. Such a system, conceptually, could be com-
prised of three generic components: (1) an information resource base_
which contains the knowledge-based products clients need; (2) linkages to
connect tha resources with the people who could benefit from them; and
(3) a component to coprdinate the various activities needed so local edu
cators can use the system for school improvement" (Madey, vol. 1,-1981).

- The superintendent will not get the $500,000. Not because of that

. inexcusable jargen, which “is enough to lose votes on the subcommittee.
- Not pecause of, the ca§u31‘interchénging of "providing information" and

! "providing technical assistance,". which even the subcommittee Knows -are
entirely different ‘activities cartying different price tags. The buga-
boo Ties in phrases like "all information resources for all educators” . ~
and "the solution of problems identified by the dissemination agency or
its clientele"--the request for money to conduct geperal-purpose, broad-
band, unfocused efforts to improve behavior beyond some acceptable minimum.
The subcommittee chairperson is likely to dismiss the request with the ~
directive, "If it's not bgeken, don't fix it--not at the taxpayers' ex-

~

pense, anyway." e .

Even if our hypothgtica1 governor or highway commissioner or super-
intendent of education could convince the legislature that ‘some people .
are not eating or some bridges are out or some students are not learning,
the legislature still woyiiﬁpot vote general-purpose improvement funds.

What it would do instead-=#f anything at all--would be to mandate and/or
enable processes to bripg nutrition, bridges, or students up to-the ac-
ceptable minimum. Show a state legislature a serious social problem, and
it will adopt a specific Social solution--the cheapest one it can find.

ngis]ature§ See SEAs as Bureaucracies that Exist for the Enforcement or o ;/
EnabTement of Minimums o \

. — A

) An examination of the education laws in any state will reveal fhat
the legislature attends to the basic operation--not the improvement.--of
~ schools: accrediting teacher training institutions, constructing school
buildings, transﬁ6?t@qg students to schools, scheduling the school day
and requiring that cértain subjects be taught, distributing s$ate finan-
. cial aid, requiring local statistical reports, It folTows that

-
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+ improvement than in enforcement of the minimum.

L '

-

legislatures expect SEAs to serve as bureaucracies for the enforcement or
enablement of minimum standards for school operations. Inasmuch as the
minimum is the topic of the laws, the minimum is the job of SEA personnel.

Appointing highly educated professionals--especially able and”
ambitious professionals--to SEA positions almost always creates . . .
tensions between the professional impulse to” improve ;angs and the
job requirement to simply maintain things. ; )

*~  Today's SEA professionals are embarrassed to work at the minimum,

to deal always with the hindmost, to be forever bringing up the rear
The professional ethic calls for leadership, for acts of improvement;
the bureaucratic ethic calls for inspection, for acts of gnforcement.

®.°:A century ago, when many classroom teachers did not have the bene-

fit 6f a college education and many administrators were :hardly better
of f, SEA personnel acted chiefly as inspectors of local schools. But
today's college-educated teachers and administrators require college-.
educated professionals in SEAs. The SEAs admiztedly have difficulty -
attracting and retaining highly qualified professionals, but those
they do_manage to attract tend to be more interested in leadership for

B
“&f

" State legislators continue to expect SEAs to monitor LEAS so that
minimum standards -are met. Considerably higher aspirations for SEAs,

. articulated by professional leaders for half a century, have not caught

the “imaginations (let alone changed the minds or loosened the purse

- strings) of ‘theJlegislatures in most states. _ -

~ Here is an example of the evolution of SEA staff in one of our
southern statés. In .the early years, SEA specialists in various subjects
inspected LEA behavior--especially teacher behavior. Gradually, thé spe-
cialdsts moved away from the inspection desired by the state legislature !
anid teward consultation with LEAs about interesting and innovative-=zif.
-unvalidated--ideas. Now the 'state legislature has adopted an accounta-

" bility law, and the consultants are back at their inspection functions,

which are gauged to assure_the legislature that all LEAs, are performing
at the minimum. - T .

* . ) = . - o‘ ),
Federal Agents Invade SEA Territg

) R o

. Large state administrative agencies are an embarrassment to state
legistators, who prefer small, 14gN,, efficient agencies just large enough
to enforce laws..and Histribuﬁégsl‘te funds.. SEAs are a1read¥B}wice as

,

large as state legislators would make them.

About ‘50 percent of SEA personnel are,péid by federal funds to
administer federalAprogram’. These are not state agents conducting
stite business, but federal agents conducting federal business. . Although

-~

they are appointed by state officials and are responsible to the state*

(_superintendent, these federal agents-respond as much {or more) to

eral guidelines and federal officials as they dp to state priori-
ties and state officials: s’ '

a 7(- S 1200t oer S - e‘
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Jhis pattern of, housing federal agents in state agencies is not

limited to the SEAs, of course; it is common in social welfare depart- | 7
ments, highway depargments, law enforcement departments, and many

others. It began in earnest in education with the enactment of the ﬁgtk '
*Smith-Hughes Act in 1917, and to this day federal agents in vocational '

education are more numerous than thex are in any othe® educational
field. But they have since been joined by administrators of programs
for the handicapped, the disadvantaged,®he b111ngua1 the recently )
. desegregated, women, and others. o , . -
Why have\Eongress and the federal Department of Educat1on assigned .
these federal agents to state agencies? Is Congress working at the
« minimum 1ike other legislative bodies, or is it violating the pr1nc1p1e
) of least government? Most federal.laws follow this principle, assuring
the minim{iny behavior of individuals and organizations needed to keep the
nation working. - Concepts of that minimum change over the years as the .
society evolves, as the major political parties offer slight variations @
in philosophy and programs to the electorate,” and as advocacy groups
Tobby more or less successfully for what they want. But the Congress
usua]]y justifies what it does as being the least.it can do, Whether it
is dealing with dams, dredging, highways, the post office, social secur- -
ity, welfare, health, commerce, parks, agriculture, or the military, it “
usually c1a1ms to be meeting essent1a1 public needs at the lowest pos-
sible cost. Certainly, it is usually confronted by a majority of voices
- X clamoring that it is doing less than is necessary, less than it should. - - . . -

-,

What about .Congress-and education? Has Congres?gobserved the prin- .
ciple of Teast governmént--an appropriate policy particu]ar]y inasmuch
.as ‘education is a state function?- Or have the major - federa] programs
of the past 20 years shattered that pr1nc1p]e? -

' ~
;) . The Federal Governmént Enforces and Enables Minimums for Minorities ’
In educat16n, the federal government serves as a court of last re-
sort. People go to the feds when they can't get what they want from N
the localities or the states. The people who do so are the minorities.
@ That figures« If they were the majority, they could get what they wanted

- by taking lecal action, or more likely--given the “fact that local schyol
districts are'relatively closed to gublic pressures--by taking state
» . action. The landmark events in federal 1Agkslation have taken place )
when localities and states did not give a vocaleminoyity what it wanted. . -

J : .

- It is hard to understand why the federak,government has a more
. sympathet1c ear for minorities than do the localities and the.states, .
o ’ but it be the crowning achievement of our federated system of govern-
o ment th t this is the case--that minorities have their maximum influence

- at the highest Tevels of dovernment. Is it because of the Constitution? . x
. ) Is it becausé,the president and the Cengress and .the Supreme Court fi- :
~ nally escape their majority constituencies and learn to administer and
legislate and judge for all the people including minorities?

I ' o 21
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Whatever the cause, landmark -federal laws are 1andhark minority .
triumphs. Take these examples: -~ ) R ‘

¢ Smith-Hughes in 1917--when the vocational educators and the
employers who supported them finally persuaded Congress - =
to take vocational training out of the shops and factories
and put it into the schoolhouse, after failing to convince ’
the "general educators” who made up the majority in the -
‘localities and the states., o

L 4 q Pl

¢ Brown vs. Topeka in 1954--when the blacks finally persuaded
the federal courts that they should go to school with the
whites, a point they had failed to make with the majority '
in many states and most localities. . :

® The Civil Rights Act in 1964--when the minorities finally °
convinced the - president that it would take more than Brown
vs. Topeka to get the majority in many states and localities
to follow the Constitution. ) '

t
’

¢ The Elementary and Secondary Education Act in 1965--when the >
disadvantaged finally made it .clear that compliance Taws were
not going to be enough to bring their children up to an ac-

* ceptable minimum; that it-would take a billion dollars (four
billion dollars today) which the majority in the states and
localities would not supply.s '

e The Education for A1l Handicapped Act in 1977--when the par-
_ ents of the handicapped finally persuaded Congress that the
individual differences among their children were so great
that each one required & tailored educational plapn, something
the state and Tocal majorities had not supplied. '
-
It seems-that all the Congress has done, in keeping with the -equal
protection clause of tgihConstitution, is to require minimum behavior by
the majority and enabl#®ninimum behavior by minorities simply to keep

" the nation-working. ‘

»

. Y r- S
The whole history of federalg}ktivity in educaé%on,can be understood
as continuous monitoring of the Aystem~{which the National Center for.
Educational Statistics does today) punctuated by irregular interventions
to rescue some group that has £allen through the'state and local 'educa—
tional "safety net." Occasionally, it is not a particular group ‘but some
particular behavior on-.the -part students as a whole that falls below
an acceptabTe minimum. Profes$ional educators welcomed the 1958 National
Defense Educatiqn Act, while wonde#ing at its ‘odd title--Congress's way
of indicating that the nation had to keep up with the Russians, who had
just launched Sputnik-I the year before, by strengthening instruction in
mathematics, science, and foreign languages and by improving guidance
counseling. Clearly, Congress could do no less than defend the na ion-- |
a ¢lear federal obligation=-by getting learning up to a minigum inter-
national standard. . g v

. ~
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‘The late 1950s, the 1960s, and the early 1970s saw a high watermark
of federal initiatives in education. Almost all of this activity was .

directed toward assuring minimum behavior for minorities (as exemplified.
by ESEA Title I, by far th& largest program). fLongress put more money
) into those new actiVitiéE throughout the 1970s in a continuing effort to .
v o get minorities up to a-gpinimum. ” ’

-The :%ﬁ‘gal Government Reaches BgyondTMinimums to Improvement--Sometimes

°

During those same years, .Congress:also .launched a few small general-
purpose, broad-band, unfocused activities to improve school performance
above an acceptable minimum. Those of. greatest present interest were
enacted in 1965 in ESEA Titte III, Title IV, and Titfe V. None<0of these
was attached,to & major funding program (such as vocational education
or the education of the .handicapped or the disadvantaged). Significantly,
none of them has grown as much as the major funding programs have grown;

- even during the two Pemarkable decades just-ended, Congress has been’more
generou$ when working at.the minimum, as should be expected, than working
above the minimym. ., - .

In any case, the.’federal:government placed a number of federal agents
in SEAS to administer. these new programs, inasguch as it is impractical
as well as impolitic for the federal gdvernment to deal with LEAs without
* going through SEAs." e are talking here about new programs directed toward
improving schools, intluding schools already performing above the minimum.
Indeed, in the competitive- grants program, the more capable LEAs wrote the
best proposaks and won, @ disproportionate share of the grants in the early
" years. Some states moved to correct this pattern, shifting money to LEAs
. performing closer to the mfnimum, an almost instinctive state behavior.
- That kind of state ac¢tion--using federal improvement money to get:locali:
ties up to an acceptable minimum--illustrates the inevitable tension aris-
ing when minimum-oriented state agencies administer improvement-oriented
- federal funds. ' ” :

an
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States Do Not Replyce -Withdrgwn Federal Agents

The key point is that the federal government has ‘to place federal
agents in state ‘agencies to achieve federal purposes. What can we predict
the state legislatures will.do when the federal agents are withdrawn?
Replace .them with state agents to carry out the federal purposes? Or echo
what 'LEAs uniformly say when asked to-carry out state purposes at local

. . = expense: "If they want it done, let them pay for it." States have had
s?nce 1917 to replace federal vocational agents with state vocational
agents, administering the'pgpgrams at na cast to the federdl governmént
and -passing the federal administraty¥e)savings on to LEAs. Not one state
has done so. Not\ in 64 years. Hn cational education is a federal
fundin am) /iot a federal sefvice program. It provides money to

LEAs--not_jnf ation, technical pssistance, and training--and thus is

- likély to i\sté~strong LEA support. _Yet no state has supplied the needed

five percent to cover the ddministratlve costs of operating vocational r

~ education. S

e
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< What a stretch-of the imagination it takes to picture a state —

legislature replacing ‘federal vocational agents with state vocational
agents! Of course, the federgl government has not demanded it, What-

if it did? What if the federal government gave states no “money to
administer federal vocational funds, but made states pay the five

percent adm1n1§§rat1ve costs’-as a condition of receiving vocational =
funds, every doT]ar of which had to be passed on to LEAs? In that

case, legislatures would pay grudgingly because of irresistible ]
political pressures from LEAs' and local taxpayers seekinhg the fed- .

eral, fund%—-but ‘grudgingly, say1ng, "If they want it done, why don' t

they pay for it )

Now cons1der a federal funding program far sma]]er than-voca-
tional education: ESEA Title II (now part of Title IV-B, a formula
program préviding money to every LEA for media and materials). The
money helps some LEAs maintain a minimum.stock of essential instruc-
tional aids. Would state.led¥slatures supplant federal agents with
state agents if thg% were a condition of receiving the federal money? -
Probably so, a]thong pressure from LEAs would diminish in proportion
to the amount of money at stake, exponentially less than in vocational
education. (There is at least one identifiable local constituency

_of school 11brar1ans that might lobby for meet1ng the federal con-

.5

ditions. ), ‘

" Now cons1der another federa] fund1ng program far smaller chn voca-
tional education: ESEA Title ITI (now part of Title IV-C, a competitive
grants program for LEAs). Would state legislatures supplant federal
agents with state agénts if that were a condition of receiving the federal
money? Perhaps, although pressure from LEAs would be less than that for
Title IV-B, and would come from fewer LEAs, since not .all win the grants
competition.. And there is no identifiable local constituency to lobby for
meet1ng the federal conditions. ,

These shoutd be re]at1ve1y easy responsibilities for state legisla-
tors to meet, we might think, since the federal government would be asking
them to pick up only about five percent of total program costs--the amount
needed for administration. But we must wonder whether the states would
spend even five percent to provide state agents to ach1eve federal pur-
poses. , . /

Now 1mag1ne an enormously harder test for state legislatures--a test
20 times more difficult. Ask the legislatures to pay 100 percent of the
federal cost, to take over vocational education, Title IV-B, or Title IV-C
completely at state expense. The legislatures would not do it. No ofle
today expects state legislatures to replace shrinking federal funds, es-
pecially for programs Tike Title IV-C, a general-purpose broad-band, un-
focused program to improve schools beyond an acceptable minimum. .

.

Capac1ty Building Grants Are No Exception

Take the state d1ssem1nat1on capac1ty bu11d1ng grants as one examp]e.
FCRR T Y “ . . i o
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Here is a program well designed and wel1™administered by NIE.= It.is not
a funding program for LEAs, so it daes not have a deeply interested local
. constituency. It is not addressed to the minimum, but is.instead a gen-
eral-purpose, broad-band, unfocused attempt to improve any and all schools
by providing information and assjystance regarding research results, inno-
vative products, ahd vaflidated practices. It was suggested earlier in this
paper that a state superintendent could not conyince a legislature tq\fund
such an activity. But could the.superintendent convince a legislature to
continue the activity once the federal government had demonstrated its
value with a three-year grant to the state? Probably not, all things con-
sidered--including the economic problems:states will face in the first
"half of the 1980s. The justification behind this prediction is all of the
foregoing reasoning. -If improving schools beyand an acceptable minimum
is not Qhe'role of state government--and indeed is only a marginal and
currently diminishing role of the Federal government--state leg#slatures
will not replace féderal improvgment agents with state improvement afents.
. L X

L]

The best analogs for the capacity-building grants are the ESEA
Title 111 grants to,LEAs and thé ESEA Title V grants to SEAs (both now
consolidated intdb Title IV-C). Few of these were continued by localities -
and states, a long-standing and perhaps intractable problem: “States are
trying to improve what has been a rather poor record for project con-
tinuation once federal funding ends" (McDonnel and McLaughtin, 1980).

: Capacity'Cannof Be "Built!

Why were those programs not continued? The time-worn analogy of
pump-priming s useful here; since most people hoped those grants
would prime statetand local "pumps." A pump won't pump, even if there
is a pool of water.beneath, until someone pours in a bucket of water
. at the top--say, federal "water." But the pump also'will not work un-
less there is that pool of water down below--say, state or local "water."
There has to be a latent capacity for -the pump to keep working once
the federal water has dried up. = o
The term “"capacity building” should be segen in this context. Capacity
cannot ‘be built. It must be an inherent characteristic of states and lo-

calities.. The sensible federal strategy would be to find unused state and

i _local capacity that could be activated with temporary federal money. A sim®

ple definition of capacity to continue a federal program is: motivation and
money. Those states and localities that discontinued Title IV-C activities
Tacked ofe or both. -Our prediction that states will discontinue the serv-

< ‘ices they have operated with their dissemination capacity-building grants
»is based on the partly substantidted assumption that they lack the motiva-
tion and/or the money ta continue a program not addressed to the minimum.

Here is what the background papers have to s?y about state-]éve] dis-
semination pump-priming by the feder&]/goxszfﬂint: . .

.

¢ Most states in the [State Capacity Building Program] evidence
movement toward institutionalizing. their dissemination capacity,

.

¢
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aTthough it is still too soon {n that process to determine if
the dissemination systen will indeed become an accepted part of
SEA program services of ferings. (Madey, Vol.-V, 1981)

® The survey gives a clear indication that disseminatioii services
are not considered to be institutionalized functions of SEAs. &
Only seven studies have approved state board of education poli-
cies in this areaj 18 have written administrative procedures,
and 20 show a "dissemination unit" on the SEA organizational
chart. Those with policies and procedures stated that the NIE
capacity-building program was significant in their development.
(Martin, 19871)

e Funds for school improvemgnts come-from several sources, but .
more often from federal progfams. State fumpds, however, are
used by 37 states. Forty-three states use Title IV-C. Thirty
use special education money, and 29 use Title I. Funds specif-
ically for dissemination programs are signficant contributors,
also; 37 states apply NIE funds to their programs, and 30.
states use National Diffusion Network fundst (Martin, 1981)

v rd ‘.

o Easily the most important project or service available to
SEAs as they have developed their school improvement programs-
has been the NIE capacity-buildingg program....Another important
source. of assistance has been thé& WIE-funded. Regional Exchange
project. - (Martin, 1987)

)

o Although states allocate a portiom of IV-C strengthening’funds
to all the express purposes of the strengthening component,
variqus aspects of administrative supfiort (including fiscal ..
accountability and dsta systems) remain the highest priorities
for the use of strengtheming funds. Such state-Tevel develop-
mental activities as training and dissemination feceive a much
smaller share. (McDonnel and MclLaughlin, 1980 |

~ One theme rypning throughout the papers is that of state-financed
dissemination activity. But that phenomenon is so poorly described
and so rarely illustrated that-the issue may be an artifact of imprecise

_methodology rather than an attual finding. (This ossibility is dis-

cussed latgr.) In any case, it seems clear that thus far federal funds
dominate the dissemination scene. * '

SEAs and LEAs Convert Improvement Money ‘into Operatiné-Monex

_ Like the bureaucracies-that they are, both SEAs and LEAS tend to .
absorb money intended to improve their operations into budgets for con-
ducting their operations. This transformation brings the organization
back into equilibrium out of which the improvement money moved it; reg-
ularizes aperations; finahces the improved procedures; and reduces , *
outside 'pressures for further imprévements. This customary behavior
becomes stronger when -money runs short, as it is doing today.

™
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Here is what the backgrounz papers say about this transformation:

~ o Three fourths of the districts in our sample a]]ocate their
~ funds on a per capita basis. In these cases, there is Tlittle v
that-can be called a IV-B program and school site personnel
LT use their IV-B allptment to supplement gngoing activities. .
¢ . (McDonnel and-McLaugh]1n, 1980) . .

RS e Under Title IIl few states attempted to Qrescribe objectives
for local projects. Now [in Titl¢ IV-C], about 30 percent of :
=+ atl SEAs set as1de slightly more than one half of théir funds )
: to support projects ref]ectrng 'state priorities. (McDonnel (/
¢ and McLaughlin, 1980) .

e It is possible to argue that [ESEA Title IV-C] strength-
ening funds_[formerly ESEA Title V] are supplementing what
. have come to be seen &s routine SEA activities. Still, as
- states face tighter budgets, it is .1ikely that without .
strengthening funds these central services would be sub- ,
stant1a11y redﬁ%bd, if not e11m1nated. (McDonne] and
McLaughlin, 1980) ‘ B (

‘ . ® The Murphy study provides an extensive descrlpt1on«of
. USOE/SEA relationships within the context of ESEA Title V.
+ ’ It describes how a program, originally 1ntepd¢d to fund
"quality" projects that would strengthen Sths, became
. _essentially “free money to SEAs with little federal
- ‘-accountab111ty (McKibbin, 1981)

\

Some states have had to depend increasingly on federal revenues and
federal agents to achieve state purposes. For example, some states -have
moved to engage federal agents in general-purpose improvement activities
v going beyond the earmarked federal programs they are employed to administer.
) _ And some states have used the flexibility of certain federal funding pro-
grams to bend those"programs to fit state purposes, rather than giving
LEAs the federal latitude along with the federal money. Given this trend, .
it would be reasonable to predict that if NIE continues to fund d1ssem1na- '
tion capacity building in SEAs, but under looser guidelines, the SEAs will
use the money to secure local.compliance with minimum standards in impor-
tant state programs rather than cont1nu1ng to use it for general-purpose,
broad band, unfocused school. 1mprovement act1v1t1es.

.
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'Dissemination Explained

-

The field of, digsemination suffers from intellectual sprawl. The
-3 geals, concepts, vocabulary, activities, and criteria for success in
_ the.field are a mile wide and an inch deep. The situation is somewhat
‘ comparable to that in evaluation, where 20 years of federal activity
+ and research (not state activity and research, please note) have so
7 stretched the field that )it spills all the way from pre-planning, goal
setting, and program selection to post-program audits, secondary anal-
' . yses, and evaluations of -evaluations. However, the situation in dis- o
t" semination is much worse, partly because, as Murphy (1980) points -
out, "So far, education research on the states has not attracted an
‘oversupply of those proverbial 'first-rate' minds." As a member of
that field, I agree.
About 20 years ago, "dissemination" meant informing people about
: the results of research .development, a straightforward concept lending
jtself to straightforward study., Before long, the discovery was made
that informing people does not improve schools. Of course not. -But ~ .
dissemina%%:i\%pecjalists and schofars were overwhelmed, it seems,

RE

by that dilscovery. Moving forward on the ambitious assumption that
disseminat¥ofm™is supposed to improve schools, they studied what it
does take to improve schools and stretched the word to cover every-

thing they feund.

'e)

The result of two decades of thinking and writing about dissemi-
nation is a group of murky concepts and value-driven generalizations .
that do not describe the actual phenomena. [ have encountered many
| problems in examining the literature (including but not Timited to the
backgreund papers). Here are some of them.

1. Recipients. Are Not Active Seekers of New Knowledge

The first was a value problem: No self-respecting .’
" professional wanted to be regarded as a mere recipient.. This
. . ) required the construction of a model depicting recipjents
- as active .seekers of new knowledge, in no way subordinate to (\\.
disseminators., This politically palatable, egalitarian notion

does not gescribe the behavior of the two million professiormals

in education and most certainly does not describe-the behayibr -
of the bureaucracies that employ them.” But it is an admirable
mprofessional image--drawn, be it noted, from the idealized
behavior .of the finest research scholars. .. -

2. LEAs Are Not "Clients" of SEAs ' . ) :

Another problem was one of nomencTature. Rejecting the

analogy of buyér and seller (presumably because it smacked -
of the commercial), reseafchers adopted the ana]ggy of

. ‘”v . — . .
. , - _ - . s 7 b sammtand
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professional and client, oting the.qualifications of dis-
seminators and connoting a moge egalitarian relationship. LEAs

.became clients of disseminators, including disseminators housed

in SEAS. Now, an LEA is no more a cHent of an SEA than a
school is-a client of*a school, district central office. The

_term “client," no doubt attractive to professionals in LEAs and

SEAs, denies all the authority-laden legal relationships binding
SEAs and LEAs and is an inadequate conceptual tool for studying
either SEA dissemination activities or SEA 'school improvement
activities. . :

. ® L :
The "R" in ERIC Is Not Research - .

st

. Yet another problem was the 1960s decision to broaden
ERIC from a research file to'a research and practice file and
te ghange the second word of its name from "research" to "re-
sources." Since at that time dissemination was thought of as
equivalent to the distribution‘of ERIC-type information, vhe
definition of dissemination automatically expanded to fit what-

in print that was not copyrighted. . - .

Dissemination Is Not a "Tandem" Act

[

- Another problem was sloppy logic. Scholars ﬁosited af

» series of tandem behaviors linking disseminators and recipi-

ents, ‘each responding equally to the behavior of the other:

Disseminator: Behiiior la Behavior 2a Behavior 3a
- .
Recipient: BehaVior 1b tha ior 2b Beha@ior 3b

<

" . This image of dissemination assumes that every transaction in-

5.

“inadequate description

volves two-way communication between the disseminator and the
recipient. Some experts, on the other hand, SUgg:;;/%hgansuch
communication is not necessarily equal or two-way./ TheNis-

semination Analysis Group (DAG) characterizes disgemindtian as

a four-part process of spread, exchange, choice, and imp1#henta-
tion. "Spread" is the respponsibility:of the disseminator; a

. "choice".is made by the fecipient; and "exchange" involves both.

The DAG definition suggests an attr3ctively interwoven series
of. behaviors with egal{tatian overtones. But it"is a wholly
f the dissemination process, and thus .a

useless thinking tool.

Dissemination Is. Not Just Any Distribution of Jlist Any Information

ever was added to ERIC, which soon bécame just about everything

" g Another difficulty was that the definition bf ddssemination
was derived from the vagaries of administrative practice instead
of from dissemination theory. One question from the survey done
by Martin (1981) exemplifies this deficiency:

“129 :
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e Questfon D5. Which of the following activities/

B = programs are administratively a part

of the dissemination unit?

39 information services (ERIC, etc.)

. 23 public information
k\, : 30 National- Diffusion Network o
) 27 validation of state programs
’ ’ T4 computer/statistical services '

27 support services (radio-TV-film,
publications, graphics, printing,
media)

12 other ,

'\

What kind of thinking is this? Dissemination is allowed

to incTude public relations information, the computer, tele- '
vision, and the print shop. Any distribution ofpgﬁf*+nform5f//
tion to anyone by any-means might thus be construed as "dis-
semination.," . '

6. Dissemination Does Not Equal School Improvement ° \
J\» ~ . v

The worst single problem in'the field is the use of the

term "dissemination" to mean simultaneously informing people
___and improving school practice. This is slight=of-mind, and

the magician loses hold-of the concepts along with the audi-
ence. Here are some citations from Martin's survey illus-

trating the confusion of terms:.

»

Question BS. Is there &ny state legislation mandat-
. . ing the dissemination functions?

11 yes 41 no

‘Martin's narrative: Only-11 states have legislation
mandating school improvement
activitieSeees '

. ! P :
Question F2. In your opinion, which of the projects
£ and/or activities listed above has been
most significant in increasing your SEA's e
ability to develop a dissemination/school - ™
improvement program? , i .

Madéy, among others, joins Martin .in equating the two terms:
."Because SEAs vary in their organization and approach to school -
improvement, and because relationships among SEAs and LEAs are
complex; no one fodel or approach to developing an SEA dissemina-
tion unit or system will fit all SEAs" (Madey, Vol. V, 1981).

7. 'Disseminafion Is Not Defined Consistently . .

*  Martin and Madey are no more wrong than other writers who
traffic in mutually destructive definitions -of dissemination.

o
- . .
B - ‘
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First, consider the (comparatiyely benign) definition used

by NIE's Program on Dissemination and Improvement of .Practice
in its Program Announcement: State Disseminatign. Grants Pro-
gram (FY 75): 2 '

A two-way process for communicating knowledge rele-
vant to educational needs and problems so that
educationgl decisionmakers and practitioners can
rationally consider alternatives to current practice
and the results of research and development 1in
improving educational programs.

i

"Rational consideration of alternatives" stops far short of
actual implementation of new programs. Now compare the Dis-
semination Analysis Group's four-part definition of dissemina-
tion as: "spread, exchange, choice, and implementation, the
last defined as the facilitation ef adoption installation

and the ongoing utilization of improvements."

The American Regfstry'of Research and Research-Related
Organizations in Education (ARROE) project included dissemina-
tion in its definition of research and related activities:

An ac®ivity had to be systematic and designed to es-
tablish new facts or principles gresearch); to invent
new or improve -existing solutions to educational prob-
Tems (development); to assess the effects of existing
programs or determine the feasibility of new ones
(evaluation);” or to disseminate R&D results. (Sharp
and Frankel, 1979) -~ ‘_"‘ T

While it is not clear whether ARROE inc]udggyzither theé results
of evaluathon studies or evaluated products™n its definition
of dissemination, it is clear that ARROE did not include prod-
ucts that did not involve systematic procedures.

i .

Brickell (1970) pgrmitted the term tosinclude only in-
formation firmly-rooted in research: "Dissemination is defined
as the sending of information either about- the results of re-
search or the products of [research-based] development or the
[reseanch-based]} methods and materials being demonstrated."

. - . ! 1

The ARROE and Brickell studies use similar definitions, but
were ‘separated by 10 years during which far broader defini-
tions were formulated and gained widespread use. Such oscil-
lation--or random variation--in definitions does not.suggest
progress in bringing the field under theoretical or even ©
conceptual control. . ’ e

PUE N I
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Disserination Study Methodology Is Faulty

Quite apart from definitions, the study methodology in
the field has been too singgle to handle the complexity of
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the phenomena. For examp]e Brickell, Sharp and Frankel,
and Martin all depended on survey questionnaires to collect
data about SEA activities and- did 1ittle or nothing to
.verify accuracy of respanses. Given the strong profes-
. sional leadership leanings of SEA personnel, the divergent
+ definitions of dissemination abounding in the field, and
. . the-uncertainty of SEA personnel about the research base
underlying the information and practices they are dissemi-
nating, the answers to survey questionnaires probably were
not reliable even when the questionnaires,used clear defi-
nitions of dissemination.

— :
= Probably the most reliable studies—are those focusing
' on specific federally funded programs that are easily dis-
tdnguishable to state personnel, such as Madey's on the ,
, : State Capacity Building Program. Survey methodoblogy 1is
: probably not sufficiently sensitive to distinguish between
the activities of federal and state dissemination agents;
state- and federally funded activities; dissemination and
. other school, improvement activities; dissemination of in-
formation ab research-related products, validated' prac-
> tices, and stat®cegulations; working at the minimum or
working at the maxXigum. Only face-to-face interviews in a-
tase study framework are sensitive enough to disentangle
all those activities. .

But better methodology will not help if conceptual
clarity is lacking. For example, given thséyast territory
) claimed under the flag of dissemination, mo$t SEA personnel
engaged in instructional activities cou]d describe them- -
selves as being engaged in dissemination for much of their '
day. This may be why Brickell, Sharp and Frankel, and

. - Martin picked up so much state-funded dissemination ac-
* tivity and so many state-paid dissemination personnel with
. ’ their quest1onna1res.

It seems odd that "studies of the state role in dis-

semination and school improvement-cannot accurately locate,

examine, and describe state-sponsored activity in,detail. .
< . It seems curious tha reports on SEA behavjor refer-in a
-genera] way to state activity--but when the zoom Tens closes
in, we seem to be looking .always at the activities of federal
agents. Without better definitions and better methodology,
- ) we cannot know whether there isany state-sponsored activity i

to study--either state-initiated without. federal stimulation ,

. or state-continued after federa] pump- pr1m1ng. S

D e
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Implications for NIE Research on

the Role of SEAs in Dissemination . ‘
' = ' ' ] . \”
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i Here are several suggestions for how NIE should study dissemination
. in the future: Y
1. Clarify concepts in the field. This cannot be done by
making every concept mean more and more, but by making
eveny concept mean less and less. It requires that the
behaViors of disseminators and recipients be clearly dis-
i tinguished, clearly described, and clearly 1abglgd.

~ 2. 'Abandon the idea that dissemination alone is supposed to
4. improve schools. This is the overreaching idea that has
N bloated the term beyond recognition, has saddled dissemi- *
’ nators with an unfair and impossible task, and has given
dissemination scholars too much togstudy. Redefinition
requires a better analysis of school improvement activities
and of dissemination as merely one such activity among many
- others. It requires that dissemination be understood as a
- single tactic in a school “improvement strategy, a tactic
. -~ inténded’to produce a specific effect on the recipient--a
‘ necessary but insufficient effect to improve schools,

3. Examine each SEA in a verticgl context extendin§ fromlthe,
state legislature through the SEA and the intermediate
~units to the LEAs.

4. Study the natural behavior of SEAs regarding dissemination
n the absence of federal funds or federal agents. Make
retrospective studigs or monitor future behavior of SEAs in
operating programs (Mtouched by federal intervention.

5. TaKe a longitudinal. look at the behavior of SEAs before, dur-
ing, and after the federal funding of dissemination.. Make

, retrospective ‘studies or monitor future behavior of SEAs in
operating programs where.federal money comes and then goes..

) 6. Use case study methodology insdealing with SEAs, including
~ face-to-face interviews to collect .data and .rich descriptive
narrative to report it.

7. Test.these hypotheses:

°

-a. Stat fggﬁélatures think that it is their responsiblity
to ass minimum performange of schoo]s/gnd students,
and that they must justify their st&tuteés and their
staffing of SEAs accordingly. . T

- y
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_ bility to finance general-purpose, broad-band, unfocused
] > school improvement activities and they will not staff
v 4 : . SEAs for such activities. e ] g
- ~

. ¢c. SEA. personne] do not wish to limit- their attention to ;
minimum performance of schools and students, but instead-
wish to engage in improving perforwance across the ent1re
spectrum of school qua11ty ¢

o ,'///// b. State legislatures do not think 1t is the1r respon

. ~
] e d. LEA personneT want SEAs to provide money rather than
) leadership, particularly leadership for general-purpose,
broad-bafid, unfocused school improvement. (Small LEAs - N
in rural areas should be an exception.) - T
e. ‘Intermediate unit personnel do not wish to limit their at-
- sention to minimum performanCe of schools and students,
‘ but wish to. engage in improving performance across the
entire spectrum of school quality. éi
‘ . f. LEAs want intermediate units to provide assistance (vo-
. cational courses, shared teachers, data pgggessing,
media rentals) rather than leadership, p‘u]ar]y
leadership for general- -purpose, broad- band, unfocused
school improvement. . -
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