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CHAPT I INTRO

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background

regional educational laboratories to provide R&D

area of the United States, including Puerto Rico,

and controversial years. During that pericd the

the country had no laboratory to serve them.

Federal unit responsible for the program

redesign the program and recompete the contracts.

undertook a massive participatory planning

boundaries identified 10 regions. (Two regions,

three groups in each region were awarded planning

the laboratory competition.

In 1984-85, the U. S. Department of Education funded nine

services to every

the U. S. Virgin

Islands, and U. S. Pacific Territories. This decision represented

a new beginning for a program that had been through 19 turbulent

program had seen

major shifts in purposes, government support, and relationship of
the Tlaboratories to other educational organizations. of 20
iaboratories funded in 1965-66, only seven remained. Fregquent

changes in regional boundaries had been made, but large areas of

In 1983 the National Institute of Education (NIE), then the

, decided to continue but

- To address the

problems previously identified (Chase, 1968; Campbell, et al, 1975;

Panel, 1979); and put the program on a firmer footing, NIE

effort. Redrawn

the Northwest and

the Pacific Territories, were combined for the first five-year

period.) To ensure meaningful competition in each region, up to

grants prior to
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The request for proposal (RFP) that emerged from the planning
process represented a carefully thought-out Federal strategy for
supporting educational improvement. Nine labs funded as a result
of that competition have now been in operation for two vears. The
present repprt represents one component of a broader program
evaluation plan intended to help policymakers and program
stake-holders understand how the new program is faring (OERI 1987).
This study provides a descriptive synthesis or documents and
reports produced by the laboratories themselves. It will be
complemented by field studies and policy analyses to be undertaken
during 1987-89. These program avaluation activities have been
supplemented by self-assessment efforts required of the labs and a
performance evaluation by external peer review teams at the end of

the first two years.

Purposes, Methods, and Limitations.

This study looks across the nine laboratories and attempts to
get a clearer picture of how laboratories view their mission and
strategy, activities undertaken, and relationships established.:
What are their similarities and differences? The 1intent is
descriptive rather than evaluative, even though thic project is
part/of an evaluation plan. Perhaps it will also make a modest
contribution to the emergent research field of knowledge
applications, for which a journal, Knowledge in Society, has just
been established (Dunn and Holzner 1988).

The RFP for the lab competition Tlaid out a broad framework for
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lab operations but did not attempt a detailed specification of
activities. Indeed, it required that each 1lab program should
result from a careful process of interaction with a wide variety of
organizations and stakeholders in the region to establish needs,
resources, and opportunities peculiar to each region.

This study has two major foci of iJinterest: (1) results of the
process whereby the labs negotiated their role +in the region,
identified regional needs, and established their program; and (2)

strategies chosen to implement that role.

The database for the analysis is limited to documents prepared

by tha labs themselves, notably planning, needs sensing,
self-assessment, and annual reports. This places some limitations
on the dinterpretation. There is, of course, a human tendency to

"place one's best foot. forward" when a contractor prepares reports
for dits funding agency, especially considering the history of
conflict between the continuing labs and prior funding agencies
(NIE and the Office of Education). Furthermore, there 1dis "many a
slip twixt" plan and implementation.

However, there is also an upside to this situation. According
to alternative views of the planning process, planning 1is a
"sense-making" activity that more often provides an understanding
of what has been already done than what is to come (Clark 1980).
Perhaps the same can be said of progress reports. They may be
rationalizations in the bad sense, but they also may be in the good

sense-making meaning. Further, because we are dealing with

professionals for whom

the norms of science have some meaning, an
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overly cynical view does not seem warranted. If we understand what
kinds of documents we are dealing with, these documents should

contain useful information.

More specifically, core documents analyzed for each lab were:

Five-year plan vtor 1986-90%

Governance and organizational status report
Plan for FY 1988-90

Annual reports for 1986 and 1987

Needs sensing report for 1986
Self-assessment reports for 1986 and 1987

000O0OO

The time reference of the present report will vary somewhat

from section to section. Cleariy the above reports have varying
time references. The major focus will be on the status of the
program at the end of the second contract year, i.e. November 30,

1987. What 1is the status of the program at that point in time?
However, these are _dynamic organizations, and we also are
interested 1in how they got where they are. Some reference to
changes made prior to this point in time will be introduced where
appropriate information is available. Although the plans for years
three through five were originally excluded from the scope of this
study, they represent the culmination of the complex needs sensing,
self-assessment, and planning process of vyears one and two and were
found to be a rich source of information on lab status and thinking
as the end of their first two Qears approached.

Studying nine labs is a form of multisite qJalitative
policy research (Herriott and Firestone, 1983). Our principal

*A11 years in this report refer to contract years.

w7
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method is to develop typologies both inductively and deductively to
explore tha similarities and differences among these nine cases.
The principal points of reference are the framework provided by the
lab RFP and the research questions posed in the RFP for this
project. We are particularly dnterested in discovering patterns
that suggest a fit between certain strategies and tactics on the
one hand and regional needs and opportunities on the other.

A leitmotif in the analysis will be a concern with how the labs
cope with divergent problems. In contrist to convergent problems,
such as arithmetic problems, divergent problems have no specific
solution; one can only develop a mocdus operandi for coping
(Schumacher, 1973). Some of the principal divergent problems faced
by the labs include:

Accountability vs. flexibility

Indepsndence vs. dependence

Prime mover vs. catalyst

Need to show dimpact atr the school 1level and

restriction to indirect strategy.
Proactive vs. reactive posture

000O

o]

In may respects this an insider's report. It was commissioned
by OERI as part of a more comprehensive evaluation plan (OERI
1987). 1Its primary audiences are OERI personnel, the Laboratory
Review Panel, lab personnel, and those more generally <nterested in
institutional arrangements for educational improvement. Acronyms
have been used 1iberally to avoid cumbersome language and should be
familiar to most members of these audiences. For those who may
need to refresh their memories, a glossary of acronyms and

abbreviations has been provided as Appendix C.

1y
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The Laboratory Mission

Laboratories can be viewed as an instrument in a Federal macro-
strategy for knowledge-based educational improvement. At the time
they were conceived in the 1960's the Federa~ Government had been
supporting a small program of research grunts, primarily to
universities, for about ten years. The university-based R&D
Centers and the Educational Resource Information Center (ERIC) had
been started just the year before and were the only other Federal
initiatives designed to use new organizational entities for
bridging the gap between research and practice. Since that time,
the number of Federal programs that support "assistance
institutions" has grown (Laboratory Review Panel 1987). In
addition, state-supported entities 1ike intermediate service
agencies have waxed and waned. In designing the new laboratory
competition, it was necessary to take these changes in the
infrastructure into account.

The Federal perspective on the mission of the laboratories is
discussed 1in some detail in the RFP and summarized in six
"statements” and the five-task structure (Appendix A). Analysis
suggests that these can be grouped and summarized as three major
strategies and two sub-strategies:

THE LINKAGE STRATEGY

A. Regional sub-strategy
o Laboratories serve designated regions (Statement 4)
o Laboratories have independent governing boards
(Statement 5) and develop effective governance,
management, planning, and evaluation systems
(Task 1).
O Laboratories work with and through existing

Jrganizations to improve schools and classrooms
(Task 2).

14
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O Laboratories work with state-level decisionmakers

on school improvement issues (Task 3).
B. National sub-strategy

0 Laboratories are part of a nationwide system
(Statement 6).

O Laboratories work in collaboration with centers
and with other laboratories on regional and
national educational problems (Task 5).

THE IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY
o Laboratories focus on school and classroom
improvement (Statement 1).
O Laboratories work to create research and develop-
ment-based resources for school improvement (Task
4); laboratories engage in applied research and
development that support improvement (Statement 3).
o0 Laboratories feature dissemination and assistance
strategies (Statement 2).
THE SUBSTANTIVE NEED OR ISSUE STRATEGY (EDUCATIONAL FOCUS)
o0 Laboratories assess regional needs, capabilities
and opportunities and establish priorities for
laboratory activity (Subtask 1.2).

Each of these tasks and statements is discussed in some detai)
in the RFP and in staff papers that were prepared before drafting
the RFP.

The nine laboratory plans represent nine implementations of this
set of macro-strategies. This study can be viewed largely as a
description of similarities and differences in ways the nine labs
have implemented the Federal concept in nine regional contexts.

The laboratory concept can be summarized graphically as a
three-sided cube (see Figure 1). Each of these strategies can, in
turn, be broken into a number of levels or tactics. Every lab
program has these three facets; variation occurs in the approaches
used to implement each. A number of typologies and classifications

(summarized 1in Chapter VI) are 1introduced in order to gain an

understanding of the similarities and differences among labs in

v 1o
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Educational
Focus, Need

or Issue

Linkage

Strategy

. Improvement Strategy

Figure 1. Three Dimensions of the Laboratory Mission

their approaches to these three strategies. This basic schema will

be used throughout the report to describe lab activities.

Oorganization of the Report

The report is organized more or less in terms of the task
structure set forth in the RFP. A chapter on governance and
organization »f laboratories deals with approaches used to
establish each 1ab and to negotiate {its niche 1in the region's
organizational infrastructure. A chapter on planning covers the
extensive system of neels sensing, capability assessmant,
self-assessment, and priority setting required und;r Task 1 and
represents the Jlabs' approach to setecting and designing program

activities. We then examine the actual projects and programs

L 16
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undertaken for Task 3, examining in more detail the needs
addressed, the organizational linkages established, and improvement
strategies used. Tasks 2 and 4 are then examined together because
the programs designed under both tasks were found to have both
linkage and improvement dimensions. Task 5, which was largely in a
planning mode during the period under review, will be dealt with
only where Task 5 themes intersect with work under Tasks 2-4.
Finally, some conclusions regarding the status of the program at
the end of two years and some personal observations will complete

the report.
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CHAPTER I1
GOVERNANCE AND ORGANIZATION OF LABORATORIES

Organizational Context

Description of the Educational Infrastructure

In considering the -ole of 1labs it 1is necessary to ask where
they fit 1in the overall structure of education. Herriott (1980)
has provided a useful distinction among three kinds of

organizations:

o Service Delivery Organizations (SDOs) concerned
primarily with the direct dJnstruction of pupils or

with effective managemert of that instruction.
o Knowledge Producing Organizations (KPOs) con&erned
primarily with the conduct of basic or applied research

on topics of potential relevance to the subfield of
service delivery

o Service Improvement Organizations (SI0Os) concerned
primarily with 1inking the other two subfields.

The service delivery field is a complex hierarchical system
operating at five levels: classroom, school, local education agency
(LEA), intermediate service agency (ISA) - in some instances - and
state education agency (SEA). The 107,200 public ard private
elementary and secondary schools 1in 1980 give some sense of the
large numbers involved (NCES, 1882).

Several attempts have been made to describe the organizational
arrangements for knowledge-based educational improvement (Office of
Education 1969; NIE 1876; Frankel, Sharp, and Biderman 1979). The
1978 study, which covers both KPOs and SIOs, identified the
following numbers of organizations with some kind of RDD&E

capability:
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37 State Education Agencies
193 Intermediate Service Agencies
401 Local Education Agencies
423 Colleges and Universities
476 Miscellaneous Organizations
Allowing for multiple R&D units within organizations (e.g.,
multiple centers within a university), 2,420 R&D entities existed
within these .,530 organizations.
The dominant image is one of large size and extreme complexity.

Most of the 2,434 performers did not specialize in this field.

There was a high degree of concentration, with the 172 largest

performers (7 percent) accounting for 68 percent of alil
expenditures. Furthermore, 47 percent of the organizations were
found in seven states. These national data are somewhat out of

date and do not reflect the considerable attrition that has taken
place during the '86: Individual 1laboratories are charged with
maintaining current data of this type for their regions (to be
discussed below), but no attempt has beer. made to standardize data
collection or compile national aggregates.

Knowledge production takes place 1in many varied organizational
settings. In universities 1t occurs at three levels: the
individual project, small dnstitutes of several projects and
professors, and major research centers, such as those funded by
OERI, with multiple programs. Other settings include profit and
not-for-profit independent firms and research and evaluation units
of LEAs and SEAs.

Organizations attempting to assist SDOs with knowledge-based

improvement strategies include many of the same organizations as

1
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well as school development councils, the National Diffusion Network
(NDN) and ISAs, teacher centers, and, more recently, a
proliferation of ad bhro Federally sponsored units such as

desegregation technical assistance centers.

System or Configuration?

Taken together, these organizational sectors are often referred
to as the "educational R&D System” or" knowledge production and
utilization (KPU) system". The Jlegislation that created NIE
declared as the policy of the United States to "build an effective
educational research and development system” (Pubiic Law 92-318,
section 405, June 23, 1972). Yet, according to some observers,
this set of organizations, SDOs, KPOs, and SI0s, does not meet even
the minimum requirements of a system (Sieber 1975; Spivak and
Radnor 1979). Fof_ example, there is Tittle functional
specialization among performers and 1ittle balance among functions,
performers, settings, and supply and demand.

Coming to the same conclusion, Clark and his colleagues decided
that continued dependence on the terminology of systems was
dysfunctional and new frameworks and metaphors were necessary to
understand knowledge-based school improvement (Guba and Clark 1974 ;
Clark and Carroll 1980a and 1980b; Clark 1980; Clark 1984). They
note that KPU is:

...highly decentralized, consisting of a number of more

or less 1independent and co-equal members, who may from
time to time find it helpful to form temporary alliances

but who, in the main, retain their independence, shun
authority and activity relationships, and engage in as
many different kinds of KPU activities as seem to be
needed and feasible for them to maintain their

self-sufficiency. (Guba and Clark 1974, 45)

<y
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This view of reality is termed the “configurational

perspective” and is analogous to the concept of a community (Guba

and Clark, 1974). Such order and regularity as are found are the
result of negotiation and persuasion.

While this descr%ption may be somewhat overstated, it appears
closer to reality than the systems view. Except for the planning
and evaluation functions, it also appears to be the perspective of

those whe plarined the laboratory recompetition.

The Regional Focus of Laboratories

Overview of Regionalism in Education

When the laboratories were first conceived, two conflicting
schools of thought eme‘'ged on how they should be organized and
governed. One was that there should be a small number of elite
institutions in intellectual centers, the other there should be a
relatively large number of such institutions, organized regionally,
and blanketing the country. For reasons that have never been
entirely clear (but probably are related to the jnherent political
appeal of a program serving every congressional district), the
regional approach was adopted, and the laboratories have been
regional ever since.

Regional .»rganizations, however, have no direct constitutional
basis. Regional educational laboratories may have a contractual
relationship to the Federal government, but they stand completely

outside of the state/local structure of education. In this sense,

Tabs are marginal entities.
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In a review of regionaiism 1in education, Hofler (1979)
concludes that there are several bases for regionalism

o0 Regions can be viewed as aggregate composites of "local
elements." This 1implies that the regional entity will
be largely controlled by the perspectives, interests,
values, goals, etc. of the constituent elements.

o Heterogeneity may be as important as homogeneity, for
it provides the poscibility of complementarity among
diverse resources.

o Regions may be based on cultures of collaboration:
attitudes and values that imply an openness to the
possibility of working together.

The form, focus, or scope of regionalism also tends to be
highly time-dependent, being either short- or long-term, anc
varying over time.

Hofler concluded that, as "in-between organizations," regional
organizations have a particular oppurtunity to provide both
local-national mediation and opportunities for cross-state/local
Tinkages. Further, they are less vulnerable to pendulum swings
between cen+ralization and decentralization.

Hofler presents four arguments 1in favor of and four against

organizing on a regional Laisis.

The case FOR regional organization:

o Regional approaches can serve a variety of (although
not all) educaticnal KPU purposes.

o Regionalism is inherently suited for local/national
mediation and for cross-state/local linkages.

o Regfonalism seems to be a political requirement for
continued congressional support.

=
'l
Cn
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o "There is reasonably strong evidence to suggest that
contextual forces do at times converge to provide a
basis for successful uses of regionalism" (p. 14) .

The case AGAINST regional organization:

o Regionalism seems to have no preemptive strengths.
valid national and/or local alternatives are
generally also available.

o Successful regionalism is highly context-specific
and tends not to be generzlizable 1in a planned,
orderly manner".

o While regionalism is relevant to coordination, it is
not a nanacea for coordination problems. Ot her
non-regional alternatives are available for
coordination, and regionalism in fact adds to the
amount of coordination required.

o Both governmental and educational contexts present
formidable constraints against regionalism.

Observations of the regional educational laboratories suggest
several pragmatic consideratioﬁs. The prime responsibility for
education rests with over 50 cstate-level education agencies and
15,600 local districts. For the most part education agencies tend
to be inwardly focused. When they look outward toward the nation
as a whole, they are swamped by the numbers involved. Working
together within regions makes the numbers manageable and still
makes it possible for each agency to -compare itself with others
having similar problems. In addition, travel and ot her
efficiencies are involved.

At another turning point in lab history, the MWREL re-examined

the concept of regionalism and concluded that +{ts own regional

definition was justified with reference to:
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o Geography (1including topography, population patterns,
climate, trade and commerce, and communication
patterns);

o "Kindred spirits" (feelings of natural kinship and
professional ties);

o Existing regional alliances; and
o Existing R&D performers (McClure 1977).

Federal Specifications for Organization and Governance

It is with the role of the labs in the regional organizational
matrix that the RFP goes into greatest detail, spelling out the
requirements in three tasks and two statements on the mission,

functions, and governance structure as follows (NIE, 1984):

o Task 1: Develop effective governance, management,
planning, and evaluation systems

o Task 2: Work with and through existing organizations
to improve schoels and classrooms

o Task 3: Work with state-level decisionmakers on school
improvement {ssues

o Statement 4: Laboratories serve uesignated regions.
o Statement §. Laboratories have independent governing
boards.

A central notion was that labs must be both independent of and
neutral toward other regional organizati-ns. There was recognhition
that education has diverse stakeholders and that the labs would
have to be able to work with all of them without taking sides in
any conflicts that might exist between other groups.

In most major respects these specifications reflect the
configurational perspective. "here was no vision of the labs

playing specialized functional roles in a linear flow of knowledge
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from producer to wuser. Rather, the labs were expected to work
"with and througb" other school improvement organizations, forming
temporary systems to work on regionally identified educational
problems, and providing a variety of gap-filling R&D services.
Laboratory Regions

In the original program there were 19 (aboratories served the
contiguous forty-eight states, and one, the Center for Urban
Education, focused on educational problems 1in major cities.
Regions tended to be defined in ways that split many states between
two or more laboratories, and, on average, there were only about
two and one-half states per laboratory. states and SEAs were not
viewed as key clients; preference was given to working directly
with schools and school districts.

Under the new program, only nine laboratories serve 50 states,
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and the Pacific Island
Territories. Regions are defined as groupings of whole states, and
vary in size from four to nine Jjurisdictions. States and SEAs are
viewed as key clients, along with other dimprovement support
agencies, while working directly with schools and school districts
is expected to be the exception rather than the rule.

An overview of the characteristics of the.nine regions is found

in Table 1. These are not necessarily the most important or

relevant regional indicators, but are among those examined by
program designers (adapted from data supplied by David Mack).

It is apparent that there 1is considerable difference among the

laboratory regions on these characzteristics. For example,
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enrollment varies from 2,055,000 in the NWREL region to 20,035,00
in the NCr_. region. Population per square mile varies from 10 to

383. It is noteworthy that NWREL stands either first or last on

Table 1. Characteristics of Nine Laboratory Regions.

No. General Pub/Pvt Land Pop No. No. Poverty
Lab/ States Pop Enroll Area Per Sq Public Ed R&D 5-17 Y
Region (000's) (000's)(sq miles) Mile Schools Orgs (000's)
AEL 4 15,548 3,150 144,828 107.4 6,087 125 6C7
FWL 4 28,647 5,698 461,763 62.0 8,877 303 778
McREL 7 13,553 2,694 573,462 23.6 8,572 176 343
NCREL 7 48,660 10,233 379,331 128.3 20,035 5§52 1,27
NE/I* S 29,906 6,818 110,782 270.0 9,441 408 448
NWRELX* 7 9,859 2_n5S 967,043 10.2 5,049 114 226
RBS 5 24,680 4,899 64,421 383.1 7,828 291 678
SEDL S 25,043 5,347 549,203 45.6 10,746 180 1,072
SEIL 6 30,609 6,094 289,190 105.8 9,624 271 1,275

———_——-——__———__-—_.-___—__————_————-._____——_—____—___u_..._————_____—

**Includes Hawaii, Marianas, Caroline and Marsha11 Islands, and
American Samoa.
Source: OERI

almost every characteristic. It has the largest area and smallest
popule:ion and consequently the lowest density. Its poverty level
is near the bottom of the range. On the other hand, RBS has the

smallest area and highest population density, but is closer to the
averages in other characteristics. The need for the "with and
through” strategy 1is evident from the number of schools 1in each
region, ranging from 5,048 to 20,035. For any laboratory to
provide direct services to even the smallest number would be
difficult to comprehend.

Of course these 1inter-region variabilities mask considerable

]
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intra-reqion heterogeneity. A range more extreme than that from
New York City to the Virgin Islands (NE/I), or from Los Angeles to
a remote county in Nevada (FWL), is hard to imagine. So it is not
homogeneity but logistics that justifies a regional approach to
knowledge-based school <improvement. Major metropolitan areas of
all regions have more in common with each other th;n with rural
areas of their own region, and vice versa. It s for this reason
that both rural and urban themes acsume 1importance for
cross-laboratory coordination under Task 5.

Special Considerations

In comparing the nine laboratories, several special

considerations should be kept in mind.

New vs. O1d Labs. Six of the ~nine laboratories had been 1in
existence for 19 years.when the current contracts began. Although

they had to make adjustments by adding or subtracting states in

thei* region or changing governance structure and revising
programs, they were able to "hit the ground running." SEIL was a
wholly new organization, although it was able to build on the

experience of the pre-existing Southeastern Council for Educational
Improvement.

NE/I had to be organized as a new governing entity. While
operations were sub-contracted to an experienced school improvement
organization, The Network, its decentralized structure nad to be
created and a new program put in place. In addition, {its contract
year operates three months ahead of other 1labs. Including Puerto

Rico and the Virgin Islands in the region added considerably to the

<4
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heterogeneity of the region.

NWREL was an experienced lab, but the decision to combine the
Northwest anrd Pacific regions made the task more complex.

Finally, NCREL was a totally new organization, but had been
funded one year eéarlier than the others and so was actually in its
second and third years of operation in the two years being examined
in this study. In addition, NCREL was originally funded through a
grant rather than a contract and was not subject to the same
reporting requiremer.ts.

In sum, we would expect that NE/I and SEIL would be just
emerging from their developmental stage at the end of FY 1987,
while NCREL would be further advanced into program operations.

Changes in Region. Among the experienced labs there were
numerous changes, adding cr subtracting states. We have taken the
view that all Tlabs are concinually having to negotiate their role
in relat’ o to other regional o.ganizations. This 4is magnified
when one or more additional states are brought into their orbit.
So we i:ight expect that within lab regions there would be variation
among the several states in the speed with which a lab could become

fully operational.

Governing Boards

In designing the new laboratory program the government was not
content to fund Tlaboratory-like activities 1in a variety of
organizational contexts; it required the establishment of unique

regional organizations. They had to be independent and no% simply

. PRI
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a8 subsidiary of some larger organization, such as a university, and
still have strong ties to other regional educational improvement
organizations.

The board of directors was viewed not Jjust as the 1legal
mechanism to control the organization but also to provide links
between the lab and 1its major constituencies. This has both
structural and functional aspects. (The analysis 1in this section
is based 1largely on the Governance and Organizational Status
reports of 1986 and related sections of the proposals for 1986~90
and 1988-90.)

Structure

There is a major continuing problem with the regional basis of
laboratories. In our system of government, regional institutions
have an inherently ad hoc character. No "laying on of hands" by
OERI can give Jlabs tﬁéir Tegitimacy, although support and funding
by the Federal government are important. Legitimacy for their
mission must be bestowed by other regional institutions. For this
reason the governance structure of each institution 1is crucial.
The key role of chief state school officers (CSSOs) in legitimating

labs was recognized by requiring that all chiefs be offered the

opportunity to sit or bHe represented on the board of directors. It
was further required that the board reflect "a balanced
representation of the states 1in the region, as well as the

interests and concerns of regional constituencies" (RFP Post-Award
Requirements).

A1l the chiefs have accepted invitacrions to sit on the boards

‘ 2.
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or send their representatives. McREL has the added stipulation
that only the chiefs can vote; their representatives can
participate in discussions but not vote. In most cases the chief
is listed as the board member, but 1in at least one case (SEDL) the
designees are listed as formal members. These persons usually
serve also as the primary SEA liaison.

A1l labs met the requirement of having equal representation
from the states in théir region (except that FWL treats California
as two Sates, Northern and Southern California).

Two of the labs also serve island territories of the Unirted
States. NE/I serves Puerto Rico and the American Virgin Islands.
Their chief education officers are "permanent" members of the
board, and lab bylaws require that the islands, like the states,
must have a; least two members on the 41-person board.

NIE originally 1dé£t1f1ed a tenth region consisting of Hawaii,
American Samoa, Guam, Northern Marianas Islands, and the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands. However, for the first contract
period, this region was combined with the Northwest. The NWREL
Board serves as the board of both regions, but the needs of the
Pacific Region are accommodated by the establishment of the Pacific
Region Policy Board, composed of CSSOs and other educational
leaders. In addition, an Indian Policy Board represents the
interests of Indian populations in the region. The relotionship of
these boards to the NWREL Board 1is not explained, and their
activities are not described beyond such generalities as that they

meet quarterly and "review progress, provide planning dinput, and
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establish priority activities" (Plans for Years 3-5, p. 6).

Apart from the CSSOs, the boards must have about equal
representation of educators and public participants. There is
considerable variation in how they are selected. In most cases
both educator and non-educator slots are filled through a process
and nomination and election by the board itself. However, some
labs have a process whereby state advisory committees nominate
(SEIL), and in some cases elect (NCREL), bocard members. Oon the
public side, SEIL allots three positions on & rotating basis to the
chief executive officers of the state systems of higher education.

AEL s wunusual 1in allotting positions to the “designated
representatives of state education associations (NEA affilijates),
school administrator associations (AASA affiliates). and state
associations of colleges for teacher education (AACTE affiljates)".
[AEL Technical Propossﬁ 1985, 1iv].

SEIL allots three positions on a rotating basis to the chief
executive officers of state systems of higher education.

FWL was established by eight public education agencies who
signed a "Joint Powers Agreement" (amended 1in 1986 to add a ninth,
the Arizona state Board of Education). Twenty-two members of the
board are appointed by the nine signatory agencies, while seven are
appointed by the Board ditself. In addition, there are three ex
officio members: the Director of FWL, the Director of Regional
Programs, and the Director of the Southern Service Center.

Public members of lab boards are drawn from "local school board

members, parents, representatives of business and industry, state

Ji
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legislators, state board of education members, and the community at
large" (NIE 1985, 15). Thus, the "public" portion of the
membership tends to include many individuals with formal tjes to
education. For example, SEIL provides that the 12 public members
will be drawn from the following "Client Service Groups" on a
systematic rotation (SEIL Bylaws, Article III, Section 3).

Business/indust 'y representative

Intermediate service organization representative
Local school board member

Local superintendent

Parent

Private school official

Principal

State board of education member

State legislator

Teacher

000000O0ODO0CGOO

It was not possible to make a cross-lab tabulation of board
membership because labs use different categories 1in reporting and
because individual me&gers often can be classified in more than one
category. Boards of directors tend to be large, ranging 1in size
from 20 to 41. The logistics of preparing briefing materials and
bringing members together up to four times a year can be
formidable. (One lab, SEIL, reduces some of these costs by having
only annual meetings of dits 24-person board and making the
six—person executive committee the primary governing body.)

Laboratories are required to have independent governing boards.

The meaning of this requirement seems to vary among the labs. In

some cases (NCREL, SEIL), the lab and the funded organization are

coterminous. However, laboratories are allowed to seek funding

from other sources so long as additional work is consistent with

N
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the lab mission. Some labs, 1ike FWL, NWREL, and RBS, are
considerably larger than the lab contract, and the OERI funded work
is a sub-set of the organization's work. Thus, technically, the
Tab 1in the Western Region 1is the Western Regional Laboratory
(WREL), also identified as Regional Programs. Immediate oversight
for OERI supported work is provided by the Regional Programs Policy
Steering Committee of the Board. Similarly, RBS operates the Mid
Atlantic Laboratory as a subunit. In the Northeast the winning
bidder was a new consortium (as with NCREL), but the lab was to be
operated by one of the members, The Network, an existing service
improvement organization that had other sources of support. In
this case The Network was not allowed to run the lab as a sub-unit;
rather, a rew Board of Overseers was formed for the lab, which then
contracted with The Network to perform lab functions. Note that
OERI practice is be{Hg followed 1in referring to the labs. The
principle seems to be to use the name associated with the cognizant
board of directors. Thus, for example, the Far West Board is
recognized as the Jlaboratory board, but The Network board is not;
there is a separate "Board of Overseers" for NE/l. The corallary
is that it is all right for the work done under the OERI contract
to be part of a larger organization if that larger organization
identifies itself as the regional educational laboratory and all
work done by the larger organization is reasonably consistent with
the lab mission.

Eunctions

Laboratory boards have the usual functional responsibilities of
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corporate boards, including establishing policy and monitoring the
performance of management. A1l operate under bylaws and have
established impressive arrays of policy manuals that cover topics
such as personne:, contract administration, travel, and croperty
administration; but they are of 1little 4interest for present
purposes.

Two other sets of functions, however, deserve mention. While
planning and evaluation are regular functions of corporate boards,
they are particularly crucial functions for laboratories, and
boards zre expected to play multiple roles at different stages of
the complex planning process. This will be discussed in more
detail in the section on planning.

In addition, lab board members are expected to play a role in
taking lab messages back to their constituencies and giving the lab
visibility. As an .éxamp1e. here dis how NE/I phrases these

responsibilities (Governance and Organizational Status Report, Vol.

1, no page number):
CONSTITUENCY BUILDING AND COMMUNICATION

© Approve eligible schools, school districts, agencies,
and organizations for affiliation with the Laboratory*

© Build and strengthen relationships with Laboratory
constituents, clients, and the general public

O Serve as a channel of communication from the field to
the Laboratory

© Create Laboratory visibility

*This provision was later deleted. The lab still has affiliates,
but there is no formal approval process (letter from Glen Harvey,
12/6/88).

e R
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While not all labs are this explicit ahout these functions, it
seems pretty clear that these expectations generally obtain for
members of all lab boards. Here again, we see that the laboratory
board is expected to assist the laboratory in negotiating a niche

in the regional educational infrastructure.

Organization and Staffing

The problem of how to organize a regional educational

laboratory 1is complex. It includes several dqssues: program
structure, organizational structure, the part/whole problem,
organizational models, partnerships and networks, and methods of

augmenting staff:
Program Structure

The structure of programs, projects, and activities derives
from éhree major factors: (a) the task structure mandated by the
government, (b) the priority areas chosen as a result of the needs
and capabilities assessment process, and (e¢) educational
improvement and linkage strategies appropriate to the problems and
contexts.

The task structure required for government accountability
obviously has to be accommodated, but it presents its own problems.
Only AEL and RBS use a simple classification of programs by task;
A1l others use some form of a matrix design for at least some tasks
and program structures.

Task 1, relating to governance, organization, planning, and

evaluation, 1is relatively straightforward. Virtually all 1labs

;-
JuU
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assign responsibility to the Office of the Director. If they have
a special staff unit for planning and evailuation, that unit has a
ma jor responsibility for parts of the task dealing with needs
sensing, capability assessment, self-assessment, and planning. In
a few cases spgecific assignments are made to 1ine units.

Similarly, Task 3, work with state-level decisionmakers n
school improvement issues, tends to be a self-contained program or
project, although NE/I parcels out six Task 3 activities among four
programs and SEDL distributes 10 activities among four programmatic
themes.

Initially, Task 5, collaborative activities, was a placeholder
in that the specific projects had to be planned after the award.
For most themes it took two years to develop plans. Plans for
years three through five describe 11 collaborative projects, but
not all Jlabs participate +in all projects. Where there 1is a
correspon&ence or fit between the collaborative theme and another
program or project, such as evaluation or state policy
collaboration, most labs assign the theme to that program.

The major problem comes in dealing with Tasks 2 and 4, which

represent the core of the program and were expected to absorb

between 60 and 80 percent of program effort. Task 2, "with and
through,"” is a mode of operation, not a task in the traditional
sense, although it tends to be interpreted as the

dissemination/utilization function. On the other hand, Task 4,
"work to create research and development based resources for school

improvement" (emphasis added), is ambiguous and turns out to be an
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umbrella that covers everything from applied research to collection
of promising practices. The RFP does allcw the conduct of applied
research or action researct..

McREL initially adopted a very narrow interpretation of this
task. No sepe;ate projects were identified for Task 4; rather, the
materials development activities of projects under Tasks 2 and 3
were classified as Task 4. (In the plan for 1988-90 a new
demonstration program 1in local sites has been formulated - a
different interpretation of Task 4, and of the “"with and through"
mandate. )

Two of the labs (AEL and RBS) appear to have self-contained
program units organized by task (although RBS may have a modest
amount of matrixing). But most labs use some matrixing across
Tasks 2 & 4 in which programs and projects are distributed across
these twn (and sometimes” other) tasks. Generically, such programs

look like this:

Task 2 Task 4

Program A

Project 1 Activity 1.1 Activity 1.3
Activity 1.2

Project 2 Activity 2.1 Activity 2.2
Activity 2.3

Program B
Project 3 Activity 3.1 Activity 3.2
Project 4 Activity 4.1

Figure 2: Generic Matrixing of Tasks and Programs.

Organizational Structure

Whether such a program structure represents thz way the lab
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operatas or simply an accounting device depends on the
organizational structure chosen. If the organizational wunits
coincide with programs and most work on the program and projects is
done within that unit, then a program matrix such as that in Figure
1 is Just a way of being able to report to OERI irn terms of the
task structure. If the 1lab is organized by tasks or functions,
program work is 1ikely to be distributed across units. Virtually
all labs have some functionally specialized units for information
dissemination that provide support to program units.

While seven of the nine 1labs use some degree of matrix
management, SEDL is strongest 1in its avowal of this approach.
Generica11y, its structure for organizational units, tasks, and

§
themes 1lc.ks 1ike Figure 2. In this organizational design,

ORGANIZATIONAL UNITS (GROUPS)

I II III
School Improvement School Improvement LMC&
Services Group Resources Group OCDX*
Task 2 Task 3 Tesk 4 Task 5
Themes
A
B8
e e
C
D l
. L_J

Figure 3: Matrix Organization of SEDL

(Adapted from Proposal, p. 56).

*Lab Management Council and Office of Communication and
Development.

33
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programmatic themes are further divided iJnto subthemes and
activities. Tasks 2 and 3 are assigned to the School Improvement
Services Group, which 1implements knowledge utilization efforts,
while Task 4 is assigned to the School Improvement Resources Group,
the knowledge production unit. Task S s assigned to the
Laboratory Management Council and the Office of Communications and
Development. Thus, the organizational wunits correspond to the
tasks, but programs are matrixec across functionally specialized
units. The main axes of coordination seem to be for programmatic
themes, in, charge of program coordinators.

It may be helpful to provide a short description of each lab,
combining aspects of program and organizational structure. The
list d1s roughiy 1in order of complexity, starting with the most

simple arrangement.

NCREL . A smad laboratory with a small staff.
F tq 11 int ated d t t 1
n1€s operate "prdjacts. Mfashenaticq iy o597 99P9952]

only for OERI accounting.

AEL. Intermediate size. Six programs are grouped into
three tasks and appear to have self-contained staffs. An
attempt to obtain the contributed services of retired
professors was abandoned.

SEIL. A small laboratory with a small staff. Ten
thematically defined projects operate under four
programs, but neither programs nor tasks seem to be
significant management categories. Projects are staffed
by teams of dindividuals with multiple assignments and
roles. There is reliance on positions contributed by

SEAs and state systems of higher education. Also several
projects are contracted out with the use of RFPs.

RBS. A large Jlaboratory with three non-lab programs.
Six OERI programs 1in six functionally defined units
correspond to five tasks (two programs in Task 4).

McREL. Small organizatijon. Like SEIL, projects are
staffed by individuals with multiple assignments and

v 34
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roles. Lab is nominally organized by task, and there are
task coordinators. Work is matrixed across "strategies"
or functions. Task 4 is subsumed under Tasks 2, 3, and
5.

NWREL . A large organization with a significant amount
of non GERI work. Heads of functionally defined programs
supervise projects centers, or services. Six programs
(partly functional, partly thematic) are matrixed across
organizational units and tasks. Tasks appear to be
mainly OERI accounting categories.

NE/I. Intermediate size with decentralized structure.
Six thematic programs operated under Field Services for
Tasks 2, 3, and 4, with team staffs drawn from both

headquarters and assistance ce- er units. Executive
Director, Associate Director, and Director of Planning
and Communications have pieces of Tasks 1 and 3. (This

is descriptive of the lab for the period covered by this
report. Subsequentiy, in January, 1988, the lab dropped
the term "assistance center", consolidated program
functions in the central office, and focused field staff
efforts on field activities.)

SEDL. Intermediate size. Two functionally defined
groups, School Improvement Services (Tasks 2 and 3) and
School Improvement Resources (Task 4) plus the Office of
the Director (Tasks 1 and 5) matrix work across four
programmatic themes, subdivided into subthemes and
activities. Accountability to OERI is by task, but
organizational goals are stated in terns of themes.

FWL/WREL . Large organization in wiich the Western
Regional Educational Laboratory (WREL) 1s a unit of FWL.
The Field Services Director is responsible for Tasks 2
and 4, which are matrixed across three thematic programs
plus functionally specific units as necessary. Tasks 1
and 3 parcelled out among staff units associated with the
WREL management group. Has task coordinators in addition
to line supervisors. Partial decentralization through
establishment of the Southern Service Center at CSU
Northridge and placement of field agents 1in state
capitals to serve the Task 3 Policy Support Services
Program.

Looking across the 1labs, 1t is interesting that degree of
complexity is not closely associated with size. No doubt some of

the complexity could be reduced if OERI defined tasks in a manner
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more compatible with program organization.

The Part/Whole Problem

Laboratories are allowed to take on work *n addition to that
funded by the lab contract, and in some cases the total
organization is considerably larger than the ab. This raises the
question of how the 1lab 1s distinguished from the 1larger
organization in the organizational plan.

In some cases the lab is a sub-unit of the organization. Thus,
the Western REL is coterminous with the Regiona? Program of FWL and
is headed by its own director, who reports to the Director of FWL.
On the other hand, RBS uses a much more informal mechanism: of
their nine programs, six make up the lab and the other three are
outside of 1it. A1l program heads report directly to the RB8S
Executive Dir;ctor.

McREL 1is somewhere in between. The executive director of the
lab wears a se..nd hat as principal investigator undar the lab
contract. He then delegates responsibility for lab tasks 2-5 to
the Coordinator of Lab Programs while retaining responsibility for
Task 1. (It is not clear how non-lab work is administered.)

The relationship between NE/I and The Network is complex. The
lab proposal was submitted by a consortium of regional
organizations, for which The Network was the fiscal agent. As a
result of negetiations with OERI, NE/I was established as a
separate legal entity with its own board, and the conduct of work
is subcontracted to The Network. For its part, NE/I operates the

laboratory as a separate organizational unit, but there 1is some
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sharing of personnel with other units that are funded saparately.

Other labs do not say specifically how they handle the problem;

presumably non-lab programs and projects are identified as separate

work units below the office of the director.

Both here and in the discussion of the independence of governin

boards above we observe one of those continuing issues that defies

resolution. So long as lab can seek additional sources of funding

(which may be necessary for their viability) the work done under

the OERI contract 1is part of some larger whole and cannot be

totally independent.

Organizational Models

Several labs based theiir organizational design on a th ughtful
examination of recent organization theory and research, notably
McREL, FWL and NE/I.

Citing the theory of William Ouchi, McREL opted for the "M"
model ratner than the U-Form or H-Form. The "M" model is a
variation of matrix management that creates independent units
responsible for task specific activities and products but uses
common service units. The maintenance of a business office and
field staff in Kansas City seems to be for logistic and historical
reasons.

FWL had a history of being more 1ike a research center than a
reg onal Jlaboratory. Not only were they more heavily wseighted
toward knowledge production than knowledge utilization, they also

operated with a high degree of principal investigator autonomy and

a minimum of programmatic contro.. In planning for operation under
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the new laboratory program they recognized the need to rethink
these matters. They have strived for an "organic”" form of
organization highly adaptable yet integrated in 1its functions and
activities. The organizational design dincorporates a 1limited
amount of decentralization. A formal relationship was established
with the California gtate Ur iversity (CSU), in part to create a
presence 1in Southern California where it had not previously
operated. The FWL Southern Service Center was established on the
campus of CSU Northridge. In addition, Task 3 places field agents
in the state capitols of Arizona, Nevada, and Utah.

NE/I was unique in its dinitial degree of decentralization. In
the 1960s, when the infrastructure of educational improvement was
far more primitive, a number of 1labs had tried decentralized
structures. These regjona1 offices were soon discontinued because
it was too difficult to keep field agents 1involved in and up to
date with lab activity (Salmon-Cox, 1980). NE/I felt that, in a
new era when the role of the lab in working with other SIOs was
paramount, a new attempt at decentralization was required. Their
10 assistance centers were not +‘reestanding, however; they were
housed in school improvement organizations that were part of the
consortium sponsoring the lab proposal. Some difficulties were
encountered with this approach. It had to be fine-tuned during the
first eighteen months, and was abandoned in the second quarter of
the third year. More specifically, some field staff were retained
for field functions, and the term "assistance center" is no longer

used for field units. What was terminated was the attempt to

4
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involve field staff in program teams with central office staff.

Partnerships and Networks

Perhaps there was a day when it was clear where one
organiztion stopped and the next began, but no longer. In this
day of partnerships and networks, ties between organizations seem
to have infinite gradations. We have already seen, in the section
on governance, how other organizations or organizational sectors
are formally represented on the lab boards of directors. In
chapters below we will see how adjunct structures such as state
advisory committees a2re created for needs assessment, evaluation,
or dissemination, and will examine how the "with and through" task
is implemented with partnerships, networks and other arrangements.

One example will be presented here to demonstrate how deeply a
lab can be embedded in 1its organizational context. AEL has very
close ties to four other organizational sets: the CSSOs, state
teachers associations, state administrators associations, and state
teacher education associations. These ties operate on at least
four levels. Each organizational set:

o Has a state representative on the board of directors

o Has one or more lab programs dedicated to working on
its prcblems

o Provides advisory oversight for the dedicated
program(s) through an advisory committee of the board
made up of the set representatives on the board.

o Provides staff for the dedicated program in the form of
shared staff, contributed staff, or voluinteers.

To sum up, lab organizations are not stamped from the same mold

They exhibit considerable variation both in internal structure and
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ways of relating to other organizations. The common threads are
the need for flexibility in staff assignments and the desire to
establish structures that assist them in being responsive to
environmental press.
Staffing

A number of questions concerning staffing might be of interest.
Unfortunately, it is not feasible to address those concerning staff
characteristics, such as whether they are drawn from the research
or practice communities, from the behavioral science disciplines or
education, expertise in R&D functions and/or education problem
areas, etc. But organizationally the labs had several choices to
make. A1l have a corps of full-time staff, although in many if not
most cases there is some splitting of time between lab and non-lab

work. Variation comes in the degree to which that core staff are

supplemented by part~time or contributed staff, consultants, or

sub-contractors. Here is a run-down of some patterns:

o AEL: Has a core staff in a central location with no
field offices. The program on Profess,onal Preparation
and Resources 1is run by four 20% faculty members in
area universities. Self-assessment is conducted partly
through a subcontract for a third-party evaluation. An
attempt was made to engage retirad personnel on a
voluntary basis, but was abandoned. A program of
Extern Grants provides low level support for doctoral
dissertations and faculty research.

FWL: Has a core full-time staff in San Francisco and a
“Southern Service Center" on the campus of the CSU at
Northridge. In adcition, state assistance field agents
(.2 FTE each) are located in Nevada, Utah, and Arizona.
In connection with Task 3, a university faculty member
in each of these three states serves as a State Policy
Field Agent. Consultants are to supplement staff where
specialized expertise is required for l1imited tasks.
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o McREL: Has very small core staff in Colorc '» plus field
office 1in Kansas City mostl, for management support
functions. Commissions some papers and does some
subcontracting

o NCREL: Has very smali core staff in Elmhurst, IL. Uses
contributeu staff, consultants, and subcontractors.

o NE/I: Prior to its 1988 reorganization, had core staff
in Andover, MA, with some staff shared with other
Network projects; other staff 1in 10 assistance centers
(three 1in Andover and seven 1in field sites in host
agencies).

o NWREL: core staff operating out of headquarters in
Portland; field office for Pacific Region in Honolulu.

o RBS: 1large core staff plus considerable cost-sharing
from parcners in form of contributed staff

o SEDL: central staff operates out of Austin TX.

o SEIL: very small core staff; considerable u(se of
subcontracts and consultants.

Thus the labs exhibit considerable varjation in staff size,
reliance on consultants, contributed staff, and rontractors, and

placement of staff in one or multiple locations.

Comments on Governance and Organization

The concept of regionalism in education was examined. It
appears that there is as much variation within regions as between
them and that the primary need for a regional approach to the lab
mission lies in logistical considerations.

The nine regions served by the Jlaboratories vary considerably
in educational and demographic characteristics. While we continue
to view the organizational infrastructure of the several regions as
loose and fluid, it seems clear that the labs have managed to

establish important mechanisms that 1ink them to other

o
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organizations at the governance level, chiefly through policies
concerning membership on the board of directors and establishment
of wvarious advisory groups and other adjunct structures. The
organization of the labs at the regional level, outside the formal
structure of the educational system, has its weaknesses. However,
it 1s the very looseness of the educational configuration that
seems to require an organization like the labs to play a catalytic
role in bringing the disparate parts together in greater harmony.

A1l labs group projects into programs. For a few the programs
correspond to RFP tasks, but for most the programs are spread
across the tasks. Most labs are quite ;;;}—conta1ned regarding
stait, although &¢11 use consultants and sub-contracts from time to
time. For a few, the use of outside resources is more than
incidental.

The task structure formulated in the RFP may be valuable for
clarifying the mission of Jlaboratories, but it does not seem to
provide a useful way for labs to organize their programs or report
to OERI. Whether some form of matrix management 1is needed to
provide flexibility or merely provides a cross-walk for reporting

to OERI by task is not clear.

@
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CHAPTER 111
PLANNING*

Introduction

Federal Specifications

An orientation toward rational systems is most evident in the
required planning component. The RFP lays out three subtasks under
Task 1 (NIE 1984):

1.2 Assess regional needs, capabilities, and oppor-
tunities and establish priorities for laboratory
activity.

1.3 Prepare revised plans for future services.

1.4 Conduct self-evaluation of laboratory projects and
services.

The text under these subtasks reveals a complex and sophisticated
model of planning and management. Needs are to be assessed with
such mechanisms as advisory committees, surveys, content analysis
of media, and documentation of lab activities. Self-assessment is
expected to serve a formative evaluation function and feedback into
the planning cycle. The board of directors should play multiple
roles as both a source and a consumer of needs and self-assessment
information.

In addition, each lab must conduct a census and analysis of
R&D and service improvement organizations in the region to assess

the capacity of the improvement infrastructure in relation to the

*Planning done wunder earlier planning grants is not part of this
review except as it is reflected in the plans for 1986-90.
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the need:z identified as well as to its own capacity. Analysis of
these data 1leads to setting priorities and planning specific
programs and services. This process is viewed as continuous, and
useful for both fine-tuning day-to-day operations and making major
program planning decisions, such as developing thé three-year plan
for 1988-90.

Each lab was asked to provide a graphic display of the total
process. To illustrate, Figure 5 shows the process described by
FWL/WREL, which is typical. Shown as a systems chart, it indicates
the highly rational and complex set of tasks required.

Planning Models

The process described above seems to represent the convergence
of thinking from several conceptual starting points. "Evaluation,"
"needs assessment," and "planning” have all been used as the master
concept subsuming all stages of the process. For example, under
the evaluation rubric, Stufflebeam et al (1971) developed the CIPP
model that encompassed these processes under the headings of:

Context evaluation
Input evaluation
Process evaluation
Product evaluation
Beginning with a system approach to planning, Kaufman (1979)

elaborated six types of needs assessment, each associated with wae

of the six steps of a general systems problem—~solving model:

Alpha: Identify problem based upon need
Beta: Determine solution requirements and identify

solution alternatives

baon
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Figure 4. The Far West Labcratory Planning Process
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Gamma: Select solution strategies from among
alternatives
Delta: Implement
Epsilon: Determine performance effectiveness

Zeta: Revise as required

Similarly, working from a chain model of educational needs,

Waks (1979) identifies:
Context inquiries
Atcainment needs
Process needs assessment
Maintenance needs assessments
Resource needs assessments
o Personnel assessments
o Organizational assessments
o Facilities assessments
o Financial assessments

Finally, a field of strategic planning has been elaborated that
encompasses external environmental scanning, 1internal capacity
analysis, participation and involvement, mission and strategic
goals, implementation/linkage plans, and monitoring and assessment
(Steiner 1979; McCune, no date). Several labs have explicitly used
variations of strategic planning (McREL, SEIL).

A1l these models cover more or less the same set of processes
but use a different master concept, depending on the starting
point. For our purposes it is only necessary to note that the
writers of the lab RFP specified a set of requirements for Task 1

that was consistent with these different traditions.

From an examination of these models and the subtasks required
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of the labs, the following general planning model can be inferred:

Regiena1 Needs

s Laboratory Program
>

Regiona1‘ ¥ > Laboratory

Capacity Capacity

Figure 5. Strategic Planning Model.

According to this model, the 1lab first assesses the region's
needs and the capacity of its infrastructure to meet them. It then
derives its program from this analysis and an assecsment of its own
capacities.

Issues

This highly rational planning process appears to be in tension
with the previously goted recognition that labs must operate in a
fluid configuration of educational agencies. Lindblom and Cohen
have argued that social problem-solving is basically an interactive
process and aoes not evolve in any simple way from professional
social dinquiry (1979). Clark maintains +hat plans more often
represent an understanding of what has already been done rather
than a useful prescription for future action (1980)5 Whether the
imposition of rational planning methods on the labs represents a
conflict and inconsistency or whether the planning process
constitutes a wuseful adaptive mechanism for operating 1in a
non-rational environment is something I hope will emerge from the
analysis. Other {issues concern the extent to which the general

model has been 1implemented, and the degree to which plans ancd

v 5 ):/
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activities flow logically from the planning process.
Organization of Chapter.

The sections that follow discuss each of the major components,
needs sensing, capacity assessment, and self-assessment 1in turn,
and examine how the planning and management process all fits
together.

Needs Assessment
Theoretical Basis.

Needs sensing or assessment seems to correspond to context
evaluation in CIPP model, contextual dJnquiry in Waks' model, and
environmental scanning 1in strategic planning. While the 1idea of
measuring educational needs appears ijntuitively simple and
straightforward, Waks (1979) points out are at least four meanings
of "need":

o The norm—based sense of need: something required by a
prescriptive rule or law, e.g. "one needs a license to

go fishing here"

o The goal-based sense of need: a necessary means to
attainment of an explicit goal

© The motive senses of need: a want or desire

o The injury sense of need: when lack causes harm

These senses are not mutually exclusive. The labs primarily
seem to use a goal—-based sense of need with some overtones of
injury or gap. In the planning context, needs assessments are
practical ways for measuring needs and therefore goals.

Goals are an 1important focus in most needs assessment
studies. By determining needs, goals are being verified

or validated, selected from alternatives, refined, or
converted into more specific objectives. Needs

ERIC S
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assessments are tools for determining the goals of a service
agency (Waks 1979, p. 63).

The sine gqua non of a laboratory 4dis its orientation toward
meeting regional educational needs. The needs assessment function
is thus the keystone activity, and inquiring about the sources and
methods used in determining those needs is essentiai.

Sources and Methods*

As has been noted above, all labs rely on their boards of
directors to some extent for needs sensing 1input. Staff contacts
and information gleaned in meetings of all kinds are also
important. In terms of more formal methods of data collection and
analysis, tremendous variation exists among the labs.- Some rely on
an analysis of one or two types of data, while others (FWL, NWREL)
use the 1987 report to summarize a long history of detailed studies
using a wide variety o; data sources.

Ad jJjunct Structures. The first method of needs assessment
involves the formation of adjunct struct' res, suc as advisory
committees and formal partnerships. In general, there are two
kinds of advisory committees: those organized by state and those
organized on a program or project basis. The new 1labs in
particular opted for elaborate advisory structures. Note the
following memberships:

o NCREL: 140 members in 7 State Advisory Councils

o NE/I: 219 members in 9 Advisory Committees (later
dissolved)

*This section is based largely on the needs and capabilities rer -t
required as a contract deliverable as part of the continuation
proposal for the third through fifth years. Other needs data are
to be found in the original five-year proposal.

94
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o SEIL: 109 members in 6 State Advisory Committees

Among the old Tlabs, NWREL and SEDL convened ad hoc state
advisory groups for the recompetition, but have not continued to
involve them as such. (SEDL has involved some of the same
itdividuals in other ad:'nct groups.) State advisory committees are
partly needs-sensing mechanisms, partly dissemination/liaison
vahicles, and 1in some cases have a role in the governance of the
lab through nominating or electing board members. Committee
discussions make it possible for representatives of Aifferent
constituencies %o share anc¢ compare their views and give the
laboratory a more in-depth and qualitative view.

It is interes*ing to speculat. on why the new labs ai'e far more
likely to rely on adjunct structures. Perhaps the old 1§bs are
sufficiently tied irn to the educational infrastri'cture of their
regions through their governance and prngram activities, while the
new labs, having new governance and program structures, need the
additional mechanisms on at least a temporary basis. Note also
that state advisory groups are cross-constituency groups; they
attempt tc represent a cross-saection of educational stakeholders in
the state. By contrast, the older labs appear to favor more for=al
ties to specific constituencies. W have‘a1ready noted how four
groups are represented directly on the Board of AEL, and how nine
signatory agencies appoint 22 members of the FWL Board.

For program purposes, RBS has established formal partnerships
with five groups (some new, some pre-existing):

o Rural Excka~rge ‘Netwcr!
o Maryland Cuuncil of Ac_.istaat Superintendents

14
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o Intermediate Units of Pennsylvania
o Mid-Atlantic Metropolitan Council
o Urban School Superintendents of New Jersey

While these groups serve primarily as vehicles for program
opzrations, they are also sources of needs input.

Program and project advisory groups (to be discussed more fully
in connectinn with Tasks 2-4) serve primarily as input for
fine-tuning existing activities rather than planning new
initiatives.

Quantitative Data. Labs employ a wide variety of methods for
gathering guantitative data, including surveys, content analysis of
media, secondary analysis of published economic, demographic,
social, and educational jindicators; and logs of program activity
such as telephone contacts and services requests. The profile of

met hods used by each lab is shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Methods Used to Collect Needs Assessment Data.
Lab  Meetings Surveys Content Indicators Documenta- -
Analysis tion

assessment report was required in 1987. Proposal for
88-89 was used.
KEY: + method used and analysis provided
o data collected but no analysis presented
- no data collected

20
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A1l labs used multiple methods, and some used all. This kind
of profiling, however, is not very adequate because it masks the
fact that a "+" in the table for one lab might mean a cursory
discussion in a few paragraphs and for another it might mean a
detailed analysis in & separately bound report.

Surveys. Al labs except SEIL conducted at least one needs

sensing survey, and some labs conducted two or three. Virtually
all samples were purposive rather than random. In some cases a
single group, e.g., superintendents, was studied, while in others
many different groups were surveyed. Response rates varied from
poor to mediocre. Data in survey format were also collected from
members of advisory committees and participants in conferences,
workshops, and other meetings.

Generally, the pracedure was to ask respondents to rank or rate
items from a list of possible educational problems. In at least
three cases (AEL, NE/I, and SED.), a common mcthodology developed
by Grunig was employed. This involves .s%i1ng for each item whether
the respondent (1) ever thinks about the issue, (2) could make a
difference, and (3) is connected to the issue. Although a great
deal 1is made of the fact that this approach 1is based on
communicaticns theory, that theory is not explained or used to
provide any special interpretation of the data. Indeed, although
it seems possible that the three items might form a scale, no
attempt 1is made to examine the interreiations of the three
responses.

Beyond that, many objections have been raised to using attitude

ERIC
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surveys for measuring needs (Waks 1979). Which sense of "need" i1is
being employed? Are they attainment needs, process needs or
resource needs? How does one distinguish between needs and wants?
How does one weight the responses of different stakeholders?

Implicit in the needs assessment approach is the idea that
needs can be prioritized and that need patterns will vary from
region to region and state to state. Yet many of the issue
statements are at the level of "improve the quality of teaching."
But surely at this 1Jlevel, which is the 1level of the major
components of the educational enterprise, every lab needs to have
the capability of providing some KP or KU service. The need to set
priorities comes only at lower levels of specificity where choices
must be made among lower level objectives--e.g., which aspect of
teaching quality 1is most in need of attention? Further, at some
point the choices to be made become a technical issue that must be
based on the best evidence from research and/or experience and not
on attitudes or values. To summarize, if there is a place for a
survey approach to needs assessment, it needs to find a place
between the broad components of education on the one hand and the
Tevel of technical design on the other.

Indicators. A1l labs examine a variety of statistical
indicators to demonstrate their understanding of their regional
context, including economic, demographic, social, geographic, and
educational data from many sources.

Strategic planning 1is the model often used either explicitly

(McREL) or 1implicitly, as evidenced bv the frequent reference to
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"environmental scanning" as the type of analysis employed. The
analyses presented vary from superficial to sophisticated. McREL
makes a plausible case on the basis of analysis of major economic
shifts in its region for making the restructuring of education its
broadest goal.

Attainment needs in Waks' sense are jidentified through analysis
of NAEP and state testing data. RBS emphasized this type of
analysis and published an analysis of regional test results for
1878-86. This type of analysis led to the jidentification of At
Risk Youth as a program in several labs and as a cross-lab
coordination theme.

Content Analysis of Trends. This category covers several
different methodologies. Several labs, including AEL, McREL, and
NE/I, employed the methodology popularized by John Naisbitt in
Megatrends (1982) in which newspapers, magazines, professional
Journals, and newsletters are systematically collected, coded, and
placed 1in a database. This categbry also encompasses the more
traditional scholarly analysis of publications such as needs
assessment reports of other regional or national organizations. A
review of major national, educational reform reports is one type
(SEIL) and documentation and analysis of state legislative reform
activity is another

Documentation of Operations. Many labs have devised systems of
logs and reports for gathering data in the course of their normal
operations that provide grist for the needs assessment mill. These

include 1logs of telephone contacts, records of requests for

oo
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assistance, telephone and mail followups of participants in
conferences and workshops, etc. NE/I devised elaborate systems of
this kind, perhaps prompted by its decentralized structure; its
initial system proved to be too cumbersome and had to be modified.

Comments on Needs Assessment. The above section has described

the range of methods used by labs for needs assessment, but it has

not conveyed the considerable range in the depth and quality of the

analysis.

Regional Capabilities
Federal Specifications.

The RFP requirements for studying regional capabilities were

Tumped with some others in Subtask 1.2:

Assess regional needs, capabilities and opportunities

and establish priorities for laboratory activity (p.

19).
In addition, it was noted that

...the assessment process should iJnclude a census and

analysis of research and development organizations and

the service dimprovement organizations in the region in
terms of their school improvement activity (p 19).

It was explained that "Data on their activities are crucial to

identifying gaps in services and possible partners for
collaboration with the laboratory" (p. 19).

A further explication of the rationale behind this requirement
is provided by Clark and Carroll (1980):
Understanding the region means much more than

identifying regional "needs" however they are defined.
It means having an inventory of KP, KU, and school

o
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improvament activities already underway - theidir
strengths and weaknesses: an understanding of the
incentives and disincentives which influence agencies
and actors in the KPU community; a feel for new or
modified activities which are feasible and acceptable; a
sense of the intrinsically interesting needs or problems
in which individual agencies are willing to invest their
resources (p. 4-1).

Nature of Data Available

In strategic planning a comparison of environmental press
(demand) with institutional capacities (supply) is an essential
element of the planning process (Steiner, 1979). OERI sought to
focus on this type of analysis by requiring a separately bound
“needs and capability assessment report’ as part of the
continuation proposal for the third through fifth vyears. It also
required a statement of the lab's own organizational capability as
part of the technical .proposal.

The assessment of regional capabilities was the most poorly

s
implemented component of the planning model. Why this should be so

is not clear given the fact that a useful model for maintaining a

database on institutions performing RDD&E or policy studies had

been provided a few years earlier. NIE had spcnsored a universe
survey by the Bureau of Social Science Research of these
organizatijons. Its conceptual framework and methodology had been

detailed in the final report, ARROE--American Registry of Research

and Related Organizations in Education, by Joanne Frankel, Laure

Sharp and Albert Biderman (Frankel, Sharp and Biderman, 1979),

available in ERIC. A derivative directory of osrganizations was

published by FWL (Lehming, 1982).
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There appears to be one source of confusion concerning the
purpose of a regional capabilities assessment. A distinction can

be made between KPU capacity for internal purposes ( e.g. the

evaluation unit of a city school system) and as a service for

others (e.g. evaluation contractors in the private sector). Yet
the RFP asked only for a census of service providers, and
apparently most labs 1imited themselves to this perspective. Thus,
for example, in publishing a directory of educational resource
organizations, RBS eliminated SEAs and LEAs because they did not
offer services to others. (But surely SEAs provide services to
LEAs even f they aren't “for hire" for that purpose). No doubt
RBS's services to the Philadelphia school district is 1imited by

the fact that they have a considerable capability of their own.

However, in negotiating its niche in the regional infrastructure, a
lab must know whether it 1is dealing with SEAs and LEAs with KPU
abilities. Perhaps the lab distinguishes between the in“ormation
needed for its 6wn purposes and that which would be useful to
others in a published directory, but the analyses 1in the planning
documents appear to be l1imited to service providers and ignore
or anizations with internal capacity only.

Another purpose of the resource inventory concerns the Jlab

commitment to a "with and through" strategy. Labs need to identify
other organizations they can work with and the type of relationship
that might be established. In this context, it 1is well to

recognize that some of these organizations may be in competition

with the lTab. Perhez~s this is the ~eason that RBS did not include

62
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for profit agencies in its directory.

Only RBS has published a current directory, although at thi.
writing NE/I has one in press. FWL has been maintaining such a
database for some years, but dJts most r~ecent directory was
published in 1985. However, FWL has clearly gone the farthest over
the years in car2fully examining regional capabilities. Indeed.
their report shows a two-page bibliography of laboratory studies,
other regional studies, ard national projects that provide analyses
of the educational KPU capabilities of all kinds of institutional
performers and of interorganizational networks. FWL would be ir a
position to provide leadership to new Jlabs in making this a more
realistic aspect of their planning.

Several other 1labs (McREL, NWREL, SEDL) achieved minimum
compliance with this RFP requirement by providing 1lists of
organizations by type, state, and contact person. QRut without
information on areas such as field of expertise, type of K "
service, primary clients, and personnel, such lists are of limited
planning value. Possiblvy each has more data ir its files than it
includes in its listing, end no doubt staff have perscnal knowledge
of many other regional organizations.

No lab provides an analysis model for relating capability and
needs information. SEDL provides ar "environmental anaiysis" based
on the market reseaich model of Philip Kotler that contains &
discussion of market environments and competitive environments and
that includes a discussion of intermediaries ("with and through'

organizations) and agencies offering competing services, bt it is

£
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not clear what data they are working from.

Other labs sought to finesse this requirement by including one
or more items 1in surveys of clients or constituents that asked
about sources of help for different kinds of problems, or about
opinions of the most appropriate roles for the regional laboratorv.
But this methodology may overlook some potential resources, and
there are obvious difficulties 1in relying on second-hand
information.

Comparison of Lab Regions

So far we have been discussing the collection and use of new
information on regional KPU capacity. At the time the current lab
programs were being planned, data on educational KPU organizational
capacity were available by state and region (Frankel et al 1979).
A crude comparison of the nine regions is shown in Table 3, which
disnlays the percentage distribution of four kinds of KPU
organization across regions, along with the distribution of
population and OERI funds.

Clearly the distribution of KPU organizations of all kinds
closely follows the distribution of enrollment. There is mcre
variability in the profiles of sprecific kinds of organizations.

The 1interpretation of these data is complicated by another
consideration. Soms service needs are enrollment dependent and
some are not. For example, if all the teachers of a certain type
need a kind of retraining, then the size of the task depends on the
number of teachers. B8ut the amount of effort required to conduct a

state policy analysis may not differ greatly in a small state and a

b
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Table 3. Percentage Distribution of Educational KPU Organizational
Resources, Public/Private Enrolliment, and OERI Funds, by Lab/Region.

———— —— —— ———————————————— - ——————_— ——————————————— ————————— - ——— — ———

———————— Ed KPU Organizations#f——----<- FY 1987 Pub/Pvt
Lab Small Large OERI Enrol1-

Publie Public Pvt Academic Total Funds ment
AEL 5 4 4 6 5 9 7
FwL 19 7 13 10 12 14 12
McREL 5 9 8 8 7 8 6
NCREL 24 18 14 26 23 8 22
NE/1 14 9 26 16 17 11 15
NWREL* 6 7 3 5 5 17 4
RBS 9 13 22 9 12 14 10
SEDL 9 13 4 7 7 9 11
SEIL 9 21 6 13 11 9 13
Total 100% 101% 100% 100% 99% 99% 100%
Number 537 149 478 1,268 2,432 $16,975K 46,988K

—— — —— —— —— —————— ————— —————— — - — — ————— — - ———————— - —_———— — —————————— —’ = " ——a— —— - ——

*Does not include Pacific Territories

# Educational KPU organizations typology:
Small public: ISAs and LEAs with enrollments of 10,000-49,999
Large public: SEAs and LEAs with enrollments of 50,000 or more
Academic: institutions of higher education
Private: residual category

Source of organization data: Frankel, Sharp, and Biderman, 1979,
Appendix F. Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

large one.

The table also shows the distribution of 1987 OERI funds. We
can begin to see here why defining an equitable distribution of
these funds is so difficult. One might argue that funds should
follow the distribution of population or enrollment. However, some
allowance seems to be necessar ' for factors such as different
numbers of states 1in a region and the logistics problems found in
regions with large land areas and dispersed populations. On the
other hand, if the existence of other KPU organizational resources

is taken into account, some kind of compensatory formula seems

appropriate, i.e., more funds should go to regions with smaller
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regional capacity. Another consideration that came into play was

the fact scme labs are in a developmental stage while others are
operational. No precise formula was ever worked out. The actual
distribution apparently reflects some {dntuitive balancing of the
above factors, plus one other: a hold harmless provision that
enabled previously existing labs tc¢ receive no 1less than their

previous allocation (conversation with David Mack).

Self-Assessment

Federal Specifications.
It 4is wuseful to approach t . self-assessment function by

reviewing some chronology. The RFP identified self-assessement

(SA) as a sub-task of Task 1, placing it within the strategic
planning cycle where five objectives were listed:

o Assuring that work performed meets appropriate
standards for quality and efficiency

o Assuring that the laboratory carries out the
mission, functions and purposes for laboratories

o Using evaluation information as a basis for planning
adjustments, follow-on activities, and new
initiatives

o Making staff evaluations

o Contributing to knowledge about effective strategies
for dimproving education through carefully designed
studies of how its own dissemination and improvement
efforts are working.

This 1is quite a diverse set of purposes! The first three

nurposes clearly belong in the planning cycle. However, the use of

data to make staff evaluations concerns a different management

ERIC 6o
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function. And the last is not a management function at all, but
rather 1is a research objective. If one goal ties all these
purposes together it 1is that of using information to renew and
improve the functioning of the organization.

An annual SA report was required. Apparently some confusion
existed about what was to be included in the report, and toward the
end of the first year the contracting officer dissued guidelines
covering both the format and content of the report (Wormwood,
1986). Broadly, the report was to include an abstract, the design
of the self-assessment, results, and use.

The reports submitted for the first contract year varied in
content, quality, and detail. NCREL, which had been funded on a
different cycle and operated under different requirements, did not
submit a report. Some labs simply listed a1i their activities and
sub-activities and reported on whether each had been completed.
Some werg\short sub-sections of the annual report. In other cases,
they were longer, consisting mostly of a rehash of SA design,
either as described in the proposal or subsequently modified. Some
submitted the raw data from client surveys, exit interviews from
workshops, and the l1ike, in mind-numbing detail. A few supplied
reports that were reasonably thoughtful in coverage of at least
some of the suggested evaluation questions, but appear more
Judgmental than empirical. Under these circumstances, an anaiysis
of the first year reports probably would not be very fruitful.

It also became clear that, in addition to playing an internal

role in each lab's planning and management system, SA was viewed as

ERIC b
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part of the OERI effort to evaluate the Laboratory Program. A
consultant, Jerry P. Walker, was engaged to visit every lab to
examine its evaluation-related activities and to elicit the views
of lab personnel concerning OERI evaluation plans. It was during
the second year that plans for the 198&-90 fiscal vyears had to be
prepared, at which point the 1986 SAs were available, but those for
1987 were not. Each lab was visited by a site review team as part
of that process.

No new quidelines were prepared for the 1987 SA report, but in
December 1987 Charles Stalford, who was 1in charge of the OERI
evaluation effort, confirmed that the Wormwood guidelines were
still in effect and suggested some additional questions that might
be addressed (Stalford, 1987). These emphasized the use made of SA
by the governing board, an analysis of the strengths and
limitations of the lab's capacity for SA, and identification of the
activities and products that the lab considered the most productive
and why. Particular interest was expressed in knowledge coming out
of SA activities that might begin to yield generalizations about

the strategies that worked best.

OERI also prepared an Evaluation Plan for 1987-90, which stated
that the three components of the evaluation plan for regional
educational laboratories were self-assessment, performance
evaluation, and program evaluation. Ltabs were urged to report
their <chortcomings and strengths candidly, trusting that “"While
OERI has access to such reports as ‘“deliverables,' the Agency

understands their “in—-process' nature and will therefore treat

Q (jd
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information in them carefully" (OERI, 1987, p. 5). Further, the
idea of collecting uniform types of SA data across labs was
disavowed. Although no additiona’ specific guidelines were
provided for SA, the following six questions were listed as guiding
the overall avaluation, and were cited in some of the 1987 SA
reports: -
o What is the evidence that the laboratory has had a
positive effect on educational practice within its
region?

o Are laboratory products and activities well received
by educators and state-level decisionmakers?

o Does the laboratory have productive working partner-
ships with organizations in dts re¢ ion whose
cooperation is required to accomplish mutual
objectives?

o Are the laboratery costs cons® tent with those of
other labs for similar types of activities?

o Are constituent individuale and organi.ations in the
region aware of ‘e laboratory, its program and its
products?

o Are the laboratory's products aid activities of high
quality?

While there is considerable overlap with other statements of
evaluation objectives, there are a cciple of new ones. The focus
on lab visibility is new (but probab , a very weak indicator). The
focus on cust efficiency nas been ~dapted to an intra-lab context
by some labs. The most interesting addition 1is the focus on

establishing "productive werking partnerships," which seems to be

an important jndicator of success with the "with and through"

strategy. The pres ¢ descriptive synthesis report is one of three

components of prog: evaluation in the OERI plan.

ERIC L
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The analysis in this section is based largely on the 1887
self-assessment reports. (Again, NCREL, which was funded out of
cycle, was not required to submit this report. It did provide some
self-assessment information in its plan for 1988-89.) Designs that
were Jdescribed in the proposals often proved to be too ambitious to

accomplish, and as a consequence 1987 self-assessment efforts often

contain revised designs, diminished results, or both. Some
contract compliance data come from annual reports. There is a
tendency to duplicate information in the annual reports, needs

Zscsessment reports, and self-assessment reports, and OERI would do
well to sort out what kinds of information should go into each.
Problems of Analysis

We have seen that the objectives for SA are diverse. In dts
broadest sense, SA encompasses the entire management sys.em of the
lab, dincluding the coilection of all information required for
decision making, the allocation of responsibilities among positions

and units for collection and review of dinformation, the substance

of the information collected. and the resultant actions taken. The
technology required just for informetion collected is so extensive
and complex it s almost impossible o0 summarize. For exzmple, AEL
lists 18 sources of evaluation dinformation and 29 forms of
documentation for 12 "generic" activities or products. Although
not all kinds of information are collected f.- every activity or
product, there are 191 information/precruct combinations. RBS
identified 15 xinds of products and '3 kinds of activities to be

evaluated. While other labs hnhave not provided as complete a

Y
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documentation of what is involved, this kind of detail is probably
not atypica .

The use of much of this information is embedded in day to day
lab operations. It is the stuff of weekly staff meetings at
project, program, and iJnstitutional levels. Scme of this gets

aggregated to quarterly reports, annual reports, ard SA .-eports

(sometimes in too much detail), but much does not. Summarizing it
all would serve no useful purpose. The challenge becomes one of
sorting out the wheat from the chaff. Some labs seem hard pressed

to find a middle ground between presenting raw, uninterpreted data,
on the one hand, or presenting judgments and assessments, often of
some interest, but without underlying evidence on the other.

For pr=zsent purposes we have the problem of differences between
designs and reports. "Some of the SA designs, usually found in the
original proposals but sometimes revised in later documents, appear
comprehensive and sopiisticated; but they are not always feasible,
and both new and old labs have had to rethink ard revise. And
always there is the nagging question whether overemphasis on SA may
not amount to stopping the train to blow the whistle. One way of
coping with this problem has been to take the position that not ali
aspects of a compreher~ive design need be implemented every year;
rather, each vyear's SA report should focus on a few approgriate
componerits. Using this rationale, most labs have chosen to delay
focusing on the difficult task of measuring impact until the last
vear or two of the current five-year contract.

Another problem is that of distinguishing between ad hoc
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information and general knowledge. Both are needed, but it 1is
important to distingui;h between them. For example, data on
whether lab constituents are aware of and value the lab is ad hoc
information, but it is useful for formative evaluation purposes and
in determinning whether the 12b is meeting certain accountability
objectives. Data or whether a particular lab strategy is l1ikely to
lead to lab visibility and acceptance may be the beginning of
building a knowledge base on which strategies are more effective
under given conditions. Every lab 1is expected to spend some
portion of Jts SA energy in contributing to ge-eral knowledge of
this kind (see RFP).
Self-Assessment Designs and Mechanisms

The analysis cf SA is composed of lab profiles on the eva1ua£ion
questions ad- ~~-sed, "tHe assessment models or images invoked, and
the mechanis. . used to implement the design. The data are found 1in
Tables 4 and 5. While ideally a tabulation would have been made
Tinking typues of data collection and other mechanisms with
evaluacion questions, the necessary data were not always available.
However, examples and impressionistic statements about these
connections appear below.

A review of potenticl evaluation questions in the various
sources mentioned in the "Federal Specifications" section above and
from the lab designs yields a considerable 1l1ist. The several
sources are not consistent, and there is no implication that all
are app1icab1e.

It is useful to distinguish two kinds of evaluation questions.

by B
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Table 4. Design Features of FY 1987 Self-Assessments.

Page III-25/

Feature AEL FWL McREL NCREL NE/I NWREL RBS

I. EVALUATION QUESTIONS
Criterion questions
A. NEED STRATEGY

1. Relevance R R R R R R
B. IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY
2. Quality Q Q Q Q Q Q
3. Utdility U U U U
4. Impact/effect I I I I I I
5. Client satisfa S S S S S S
C. INTERORGANIZATIONAL STRATEGY
6. I/CG arrangements I0 I0 10 10
7. Reach audience A A A A
8. Lab visibility V \ \
D. ORG/MGMT STRATEGY xxK
9. Efficiency E E
10. Capac for SA (o C (o
Purpose questions
11. Improve program P P P P P
12. Improve org/mgmt oM OM
13. Improve SA SA SA SA SA - SA
14. Staff develop - SD SO
15. Compliance C C
16. Knowledge K K K
II. MODEL/IMAGE
1. Systems/CIPPX* sy CIppx
2. Quality contro QC QC QC
3. Strategic plan sp SpP
4. Goal-free eval GF GF
5. Instit renewal IR IR IR

SEDL. SEIL
R R
Q
U U
I I
S
A
C
p
OM cM
SA SA
C C
K
ocC QC
IR

e  — o — ——— —— —————————————— A ———————————— T ——— " —_—— —_————————— T ——— - i " - s T —— m_—

*Context, Input, Process, and Product mode ]
**NWREL addresses several org/mgmt issues dealing with its full range of
contracts, but this is beyond the range of this OERI self assessment.
B McREL data from 1986 SA report. Final 1987 SA report not available.
BThe NWREL SA report deals with their 193 contracts of which the OERI
contract provides 498%
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Those in the first group focus on a criterion of success, such as

relevance or efficiency, 10 of which have been identified. Those
in the second group of six deal with the purpose or use to be made
of the SA and are concerned mostly with various kinds of desired
improveménts: improvements :o the lab program, to lab organization
and management, to SA, etc. Within 1imits, given criterion
measures might be used for different purposes.

Further examination of the criterion questions reveals that
most of them can be related to the three dimensions of our strategy

cube (see Chapter 1), plus two dealing with orgarization and

management at a more general level. In Table 4 the evaluation
questions have been classified as criterion or purpose questions,
with the criterion questions further subdivided into the strategy
or management dimensions to which they are related.

Evaluation Questions for Educational Need. The first strategic

dimension deals with educational need or policy 1interest.
Relevance is a criterion that addresses this strategic dimension
and ties the SA back to needs assessment. It asks in the SA
context whether the lab is continuing to support programs that are
directed toward the needs of the region. Although not all labs are
shown as highlighting this criterion in their 1987 SA reports,
probably all do so either in their needs assessment reports or in
their three to “ive-year plans. Those shcwn in the table have a
formal method of classifying areas of program focus and matching
these against needs profiles.

Evaluation Questions for the Improvement Strategy. A number of
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the other criterion evaluation questions, such as quality and
efficiency, might be applizd to either the improvement strategy or
the interorganizational strategy. They are classified the way they
are in Table 4 because this is the way they seem to have been
interpreted by most of the labs. (NWREL addresses both the focus
and quality of each of 4its five institutional functions, which are
at the level of our strategies). It might be useful for the labs
to go back and ask if some evaluation questions might be applied to
both strategies (e.g., the quality, effectiveness, and impact of
both improvement and interorganizational activities).

The improvement strategy is represented by several evaluation

questions. Seven of the labs have instituted quality assurance

systems (internal, external, or both). (No doubt the other two
have at least an internal editing review, but the SA reports do not
mention a quality control function.) They range from routine
editorial review to internal and/or external technical peer review
of parers and products. Some labs engage their boards and/or their
advisory committees in the process. Data are collected in a wide
variety of ways, 4dincluding surveys of users, feedback forms
collected after forums and workshops, and evaluation research
conducted either by lab staff or subcontractors. Quality s
assessed through judgments based on implicit or explicit technical
or professional standards and is conceptiLally distinct from impact.

Utility is a more complex concept than *t may appear at first.
It is most commonly measured by asking clients whether they find a

product or service to be wuseful. But is this an opinion or a

Q t-,
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Judgment based on use? Examination of SA reports reveals that the
data cited often represent judgments of potential usefulness, but

as an opinion it overlaps with client satisfaction, which we have

shown as a separate criterion. No labs seem to have identified
utilization as a criterion in their design, although at least two-
actually study patterns of utilization by primary and secondary
clients through tracer studies (AEL and SEIL). Being useful also

implies something about impact or effectiveness, another criterion.

It seems to me that the most analytically distinct concepts are
use, client satisfaction, and impact, and that utility is some
"murky combination of the three.

Impact, sometimes termed "effectiveness," would seem to be the
ultimate criterion for lab assessment. but this is one cf the most
controversial 1ssués.1n the laboratory program, with respect to
both self-assessment and OERI evaluation. One problem 1is the
difficu1ty' in distinguishing lab {impact from other dJnfluences.
This prooiem is compounded by the fact that OERI, in attempting to
leverage its scarce resources, has mandated the "with and through"
or indirect strategy, vet seems to demand evidence of impact at the
classroom level. At the same time, education is acknowledged to be
a loosely coupled system or configuration (see Chapter I above) in
which ideas and products do not flow smoothly from one organization
or position to another.

It may be helpful to give some examples of 1impact data
collected by labs in FY 1987. As mentioned earlier, there 1is a

general feeling that it will be more appropriate to measure impact
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toward the end of the five-year contract period. Nevertheless,
some impact data relating to the improvement strategy are
presented, which in many cases tend to be simple counts coming out
of documentation systems, such as the number of documents
distributed, the number of conference participants, etc. Such

indicators tend to fall zonsiderably short of measuring educational

improvement; they are closer to being a measure of effort or
activaity.
Other assessments come closer to the mark. RBS, for example,

has staff identify the type of impact that can be expected from
each project or activity and then asks clients tgo rate the product
or activity on those impact criteria. The potential impact areas
are (RBS Self-Assessment Report, FY Q?, p. 81):

Increase awareness in particular area
Provide input for decisionmaking
Increase networking or collaboration
Provide products and materials

Improve organizational climate

Improve planning, administration and management
Improve classroom teaching

Increase staff capability in other areas
Improve instructional resources

Increase student learning

Increase parental involvement in schools

0O0OO0OOOOODOOOGO

It should be noted that these are client ratings and not direct
measures of dimpact. Note also that all of these except one
("increase networking or collaboration") are indicators of the
impact of the improvement strategy, not the linkage strategy. They
seem to be a mixture of proximate and more ultimate dimpacc
indicetors. (The "provide" items may not be measures of impact at

all.)

LEN
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More direct measures can te found in tracer studies and special
studies, which generally means an evaluation research project
directed at a specific project or product. Both AEL and SEIL had
their self-assessment subcontractor use a tracer methodology to
study the spread and use of lab products.

NWRE! is testing a conceptual framework that posits a six-
stage continuum of impact as follows:

User satisfaction

Acquisition of knowledge and skills
Use in planning

Use in implementation

Indirect outcomes
Direct outcomes

0O0O0OO0OO0OOO

Note that this framework defines user satisfaction, which we
had listed as a separate criterion, as stage one of impact. This
schema was tested in _a case study of evaluation by NWREL'S Center
for Performance Assessment and appears to hold promise.

While all Tlabs expiress their desire to measure impact and
provide some data that are at Jleast proxies, they approach the
issue with understandable caution. Given the problems of multiple
causation in social phenomena, the methodological and theoretica)
tasks of screening out other influences to measure lab impact,
especially more distal impacts, are considercable if not
insurmountable.

We have Jlisted client satisfaction as another evaluation

question because it has been jdentified separately in some of the
suggested guidelines, but, as noted in the NWREL scale, it can also

be considered as one of the types of impact. Questionnaire surveys
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and telephone 1interviews are used by a number of labs to elicit
expressions of satisfaction.

Evaluation Questions for the Linkage Strategy. Although the

development of appropriate 1linkaje strategies, particularly for
working "with and through" other ragional organizations, has been
identified as one of the cornerstones of lab operation, the
specification of related evaluation questions has been relatively
weak. The one most on target appears not in the RFP discussion of
SA but as one of six questions posed by the OERI evaluation:

Does the laboratory have productive working partnerships

with organizations 1in 1its region whose cooperation

is required to accomplish mutual objectives?

Even this question is somewhat 1limited in that partnerships is
only one mode of relationship, although it might be interpreted in
a more generic sense. Several labs do 1ist the organizations they
work with and the networks thsy have helped to form, but the

. quality of those relationships 4s often difficult to Judge. In

Table 4 we have used the more generic term "interorganizational

arrangements" tc include all evaluation questions that focus on the

establishment of effective partnerships, collaborations, networks
or other working relationships. Only four labs seem to have such a
focus (FWL, NE/I, NWREL, and RBS).

NE/I shows an explicit concern with assessment of the linkage
strategy. This emerges as a second tier of evaluation questions
appearing under the heading of laboratory effectiveness and impact:

within the framework of [the five overarchirg goals that
frame and structure the work of the 1lab], impact within

[
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the region can be thought of as successfully developing
Tlinkags; serving as a clearinghouse of dimprovement
resou.-.ces and knowledge; 1infusing knowledge from the
research and development community into regional
activity; implementing dissemination and assistance
activities; and supporting school improvement efforts.
(NE/I Year 2 Self-Assessment Report, p. 16).

These questions are then addressed under the following headings of
the report (ibid, pp. 16-20):

o Convening, facilitating, and empowering

o Increasing capacity

o Broadening perspectives

o Disseminating and promoting research

NWREL identifies an "institutional function" that corresponds
to the 1l1inkage strategy: "To what extent does NWREL promote
communications and linkages among constituents and policy makers?"
The focus question is, "Does NWREL encourage an exchange among
regional networks of constituents?" This question 1is addressed in
relation to five "categories of networks":
NWREL's Board of Directors Program Committee
o Program policy boards
o Advisory committees for NWREL's areas of emphasis

Special target populations
School improvement organizations throughout the region

o
o

The quality question 1is, "Has NWREL enhanced the leadership capa-
bilities and 1lirkages of its constituents?" The lab suggests the
possibility of applying the impact continuum mentioned above to
this question.

Two other evaluation questions relating to the linkage strategy
appear in several forms and deal with client contact and awareness:

o Are lab products and services reaching intended
audierzes?
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o Are constituent individuals and organizations in the
region aware of the laboratory, “ts program, and its
products?

The second of these is a bit of a sore point because of the
"with and through" strategy. It is difficult to maintain lab
visibility for products and services that are usually provided by
an intermediary. This may be one reason that most labs try to
retain some element of direct service. Only a few labs address
these questions.

Evaluation Questions for Organization/Management. The fourth

type of criterion question concerns measures of management

performance that are more general in nature and not tied to lab
mission. Two have been identified.

Efficiency, a common mandgerial standard, 4is difficult to
measure in the lab context. Even though it s identified as a
criterion in the RFP, no lab has actually attempted to measure it.
RBS includes jt in its design but has postponed measuring it unti’
1988. They define efficiency in torms of “whether [(the]
laboratory's programs, services, and products are performed in [a]
cost-conscious manner with [a] minimum of waste and duplication of

effort" (F 1987 Self Assessment Report, p. A-2). This

—

determination is made by the Executive Director and the
Inétitutiona1 Review Team by reviewing the laboratory's management
systems, project plans, and project data base. To develop some
measures of efficiency that could be used for cross-lab comparisons
mignt require that OERI sponsor a special R&D project.

The second managerial criterion concerns the lab's capacity for
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conducting self-assessment. This criterion is mentioned only in

the OERI evaluation plan as a possible optional SA issue. Four |
labs provide a discussion of their SA capacity, and, as we shall

see below, a number have a goal of using the SA process to improve

their SA system. To obtain a third-party perspective on their SA
efforts AEL and SEIL employ external evaluation contractors and FWL

and NWREL engage external advisory panels. Both McREL and SEDL

used reports of OERI site review teams to modify their SA systems.

Perhaps some kind of measure of capacity could be derived from a
consideration of the mechanisms employed.

Purpose Questions

The other major type of evaluation question we have termed

“purpose questions." Each identifies a purpise to be served without
specifying the criteria to be employed. The other side of the
purpose "coin” is the us to be made of the SA data. In some cases
the data from criterion questions can be used, but in otHers
additional measures would need to be identified. The data in Table
5 represent a mixture of stating the purpose 1in the evaluation
design and citing examples of the use made of SA data.

Improve Lab Programs. The improvement of lab functioning is
probably the cerntral purpose of SA. This purpose is served at
project, program, and institutional Jlevels and includes both the
fine-tuning of current work nd the planning of future work. For
the most part the use of documentation and evaluation data

concerning specific projects and activities for the formative

evaluation/improvement of products and services 1is too detailed to

=
)
Z.




CHAPT III PLANNING Page III-35

be ~e:nrted. Most of this occurs at and is the responsibility of
lower echelons ond is part of day-to-day operations. Some labs
report this kind of detail, while others prefer summaries and
interpretations based on it. At the program and {institutional
levels labs use SA findings to continue, discontinue, restructure,
and plan programs, reorganize the structure, and change strategies.
Some examples:

SEDL found that 1its Task 3 activities, which were
essentially the dissemination of its programmatic theme
outcomes to state decisionmakers, were too proactive and
not in a position to respond to the emerging needs
expressed by clients. As 3 result they decided to begin
a wholly new program (ED-AIDE) in 1988-90 that
represented a 180 degree change, i.e. to a program
featuring 1limited short-term/rapid-response activities
for regional partners and appropriate resource
development activities.

RBS had operated its Task 3 program on a state-by-state
basis. However, feedback from state liaisons indicated
increasing awaraness of common or overlapping concerns.
Racommendations have been made to disseminate
information on project acti.ities in one jurisdiction to
the other four, and to promote project activities that
encourage and involve multi-state participation.

Inprove Lab Organization/Management. Several labs had external

peer review teams or contractors that examined issues of lab
governance and administration, including staff develorment and the
“mprovement of self-assessment itself. Examples of recommendations
and changes emarging from these processes are:

NE/! expanded the Executive (ommittee of ts board

from 17, to 12 &nd from two chiefs to three in order

tc address concerns about the level of board and

esiecially chief involvement.

Tre FWL Evaluation Advisory Panel recommended that

"You should stop tryirg to procduce good evaluation
data, beyond the required minimums, across all

»,
[ \j
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projects. Rather, you should work intensely with two

or three projects that seem to have a high level of
interest or capability to work an formative
evaluation or documentation case studies. Second,

you should develop a minimal set of institutional-
level accountability dJndicators." (FWL 1987 Self
Assessment Report, p. 48.)

Staff development is 1listed as a purpose of SA only
by NCREL, but no examples are provided. Some
recommendations fo~ strengthening staff development
emerge from other activities in other laboratories
(FWL and NE/I).

Comply with Contract Requirements. Contract compliance 41is a

purpose more appropriately served by the annual reports, but it
appears to be a central feature of the SA reports from AEL, McREL,
SEDL, and SEIL . Some minimal pragmatic learnings can be gleaned
from examples of "we were unable to do X because of barrier Y." But
endless spelling out of program, project, and activity workscopes
and outcomes can be deadly. OERI might consider shifting to a
management-by-exception mode to avoid this difficulty (as well as
designating the annual report as the place to report compliance
information).

Increase General Knowledge. The RFP gives some salience to the

goal of building the knowledge base concerning "effective
stratagies for imp/ .ving education through carefully designed
studies of how its owr dissemination and improvem2nt efforts are
working"” (p. 21). Only four Tabs state this as a purpose of their
SA efforts, although more than four actually report on "learnings”
from SA activities. Some even commissioned special evaluation
studies with external contractors.

An interesting gap exists between the empirical findings of SA

Q N
RIC .
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activities on the one hand and statements concerning the knowledge

gained on the other. Most of the reported data-based learnings are
pragmatic and ad hoc bits of craft knowledge. It would take a
major effort toe sift through them to find patterns and
consistencies. However, several labs, notably FWL and NE/I, have
provided thoughtful discussions of major strategic issues that are
informed by experierce but not clearly derived from SA studies.
Such discussions are valuable and should rot be discouraged. B8ut
there is & desperate need for some theoretical and methodological
frameworks tihat would enable the design of SA studies that might
lead to more general principles. Dunn's work on the ADD model and

a theory of applications is an example of what is needed (Dunn 1986

and 1987).
Model/Image.-

While some 1labs approach SA and its related evaluation
questions iJin a somewhat ad hoc manner, others refer to a more
unifying model or imagce. Some of these appear more in the design

than in the execution, but they give a further clue as to SA
aspirations. Although we have indicated at least one model or
image for every lab, some had to be inferred. In some cases an
explicit frenework s laid out and followed, while in others the
image may be part of a background discussion. Althaough in most
cases there 1is nnly one such model or image, FWL has referred to

five.

Systems/CIPP. It is fair to say ‘that all labs use systems

concepts at Jeast 1implicitly, ard that systems concepts are

)3
it
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implicit in the RFP.

Trey all employ systems diagrams that show the

flow of information between units, with feedback 1loops, etc. AEL

uses an explicit input/output model that shcws lab output as an

input to

service delivery organizations. NCREL incorporates the

CIPP model (standing for context, input, process, and product

evaluation) in its design. (Note that context evaluation

corresponds to neecds assessment.)

Management Quality Control. Virtually all 1labs view SA as a

tool of management for maintaining control of operations and
assuring accountability. In some labs this perspective is the
figure and in others the ground. Whether there is an explicit
three-level organizational design, project information is reviewed
by program heads, and program information 4is reviewed by top
management and the board.

Straceqgic Planning. We have said that the overall plsnning
model under which the labs operate and of which SA is a comngonent

is strategic planning. In the SA context it comes into play

primarily in addressing the relevance evaluation question.

Goal-Free Evaluation. The models or images discussed so far
all represent forms of goal-based evaluation. The need for

accountability under government contracts dictates at Jlease some

use of such mcdels. Some labs (FWL and NCREL) also aspire to use
gual-free evaluation or dits varZants, but how this view is

implemented 1is unclear.

Institutional Rene’'*al. Finally, "institutional renewal" 1s the

term we have given to an image in four labs. Tnis image seems to

ST
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be related to the fact that SA 1is part of the planning cycle and
through successive jterations of that cycle the institution is

continuously renewing itself.

Mechanisms for Implementation of Self-Assessment

The mechanisms for implementation of SA are the ways of
collecting SA data and the organizational arrangements for review
and decisionmaking. It dis helpful to examine these mechanisms at
three different organizational 1levels: the institutional, program,
and project. (Some labs incorporate this three-level schema in
their SA designs; for others we have inferred it.) Lab profiles are
shown in Table 5. Some labs say that they have three-level SA
systems but have 1limited the SA report to jinstitutional 1level
assessment. However, some program and project level information is
contained in these reports.

Institutional Level. SA is employed by top management and the
lab board to review t*e overall program in relation to the lab
mission. Both exterr .l and internal mechanisms are employed.

Since 1980, RBS has used a three-person external peer review

team, the Institutional Review Team, to provide an outside

perspective on lab functioning. The team meets twice a year and
focuses on different aspects of the lab as the need arises. It had
a constant membership for several years, but will begin rotating
the membership in 1988. One of the outcomes of the SEDL SA Jrocess
was the decision to add an external peer review team to its SA
system 1in 1988-90. To emphasize a more reflective 1look at

institutional improvement, the team was given the interesting name

<y
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Table 5. Mechanisms for Implementation of FY 1287-88 Self-Assessment Designs

o — —————————————— o —— ——— ——————————— o —————————————— T ——— o —_—— - - ———— i a— a_———

Mechanism AEL FWL McREL NCREL NE/I NWREZL RBS SEDL SFIL
A. INSTITUTIONAL LEVEL
1. EXTERNAL
a. Peer review * X ok
b. Subcontractor
1. Meta eval SA X X X
2. Gov/Mgmt X
3. Program X X
c. Eval advis rom X X
d. State adv com's X X* KX X
2. INTERNAL
Mgmt council X
Mgmt retreat X X X
Portfolio review
Eval position
8d review
Task 5 theme
Compliance rev

x
x
x

X X X X X
x

Q 000w
X X X X

B. PROGRAM LEVEL
1. Advisory Com
2. SA repor* focus
3. Match needs asses - X X X

X X
x
x
X X X
x

C. PROJECT LEVEL
1. DOCUMENTATION (NO PROFILES AVAILABLE)
Phone logs
Request logs
Field contacts
Meeting minutes
No. copies
etc.

““0Q00o

2. EVALUATION

a. Int qual asses X X X X X
b. Ext qual asses X X X X X
c. Feedback mech X X X
d. Tracer stud-es X X X
e. Special studies X X X X X X

# McREL data from 1§86 SA report. Final 1987 SA report not yet available.
* McREL preliminary 1987 report used OERI site review panel report as focus.
*% SEDL will add an external peer review panel in 1988-90.

**%Dissolved in 1988
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1IR3 Team, standing for dinstitutional review, reflection, and
renewal. A different kind of external peer review is provided by
the OERI site review teams. A number of labs report the comments

of these teams and their responses to them. A preliminary draft of
the McREL 1987 SA report took the form of responses to the comments
of its OERI site review team, but this repcrt is not the one cited
in our tabulations.

In other cases, subcontracts are let to external organizations

to perform specific evaluations. Both AEL and SEIL use this device
and employ this method for obtaining a meta evaluation of the lah's
own SA efforts as well as evaluations of lab management and
programs. The SEIL subcontract also examines lab gcvernance. In
both cases, subcontractors conducted tracer studies of specific lab
programs.

Another external device is use of an external advisory

committee specifically to advise the 1lab on 1its self-assessment
design and operation. FWL employs such a group. In operation this
group seems to go beyond this charter at times to function more
like a peer review team for the total lab operation. NWREL employ:
a "consultant review panel" but provides little information on its
operation.

State advisory committees, which provide needs assessment

input, often function as an SA mechanism as well. Some labs use
thes committees to review lab documents and products as part of the
quality assurance system.

Other mechanisms are internal to the lab. Four labs mention
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some form of top management council consisting of the executive

director and program heads that advised the executive director.

The mechanisms used by boards vary and are not always easy to

jdentify. Where the 1lab is part of a much larger organization
there 1is wusually a subcommittee with special lab oversight
responsibilities. FWL has devised a specific technigque modeled

after financial investment models called portfolio review:

To accomplish the review of the entire portfolio, a
four-part form is used. In part one, the portfolio is
scanned and...seven questions are answered pertaining
to: risks; probability of payoff in terms of affecting
school or classroom improvement; benefit-to-cost ratios;
helping the Laboratory to develop or improve its
capabilities to work with and through other agencies;
improvements in the capacity to serve as a regional
laboratory; successful cust-sharing; and maintaining a
good reputation with key constituencies.

...the primary purpose of these questions is to promcte
discussion among staff that engender better common
understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of the
total program...

Part two of the review is a scan of developmental areas.
This scan responds to six questions: jidentify potential
activities that would help FWL respond mo.e effectively
to emerging needs; which client groups are served least

well; assistance strategies that are most strongly
represented 1n the current program; promising technical
assistance strategies that are most lacking; the most

productive or promising things the Laboratory is 4oing
in developing an effective and efficient R&D support

capability; and the most critical or important
capabilities that are needed to be more effective in
meeting regional and national expectations for a

regional laboratory.

Part three is an evaluation of the total portfolio.

Again, a seven-point agreement rating scale is
employed...ranging from low tc high agreement. The
instructions are, "Considering the present set of

activities contained in the Regional Programs portfolio,
how would you rate the portfolio on the following
characteristics?" [fifteen characteristics]

(V]
<.
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Part four of the portfolio review is a contingency
planning exercise, which calls for responses to...three
questions [hypothetical ten percent increasc in funding,
ten percent cut, and] what do you see as being the most
prowmising things we could do to increase the return on
investment of our present set of resources?

(FWL Second Annual Self Evaluation Report, pp. 11-13,
italics in original).

This illustrates how a technology can be developed to implement
aspects of SA.

Seven labs have designated a specific dJnternal evaluator

position in the office of the executive director as the Jlocus of

responsibility for lab SA. In others, this is a responsibility of
some other official. Specific sub-tasks may be delegated to line
units.

There is a Task 5 theme for SA, for which SEDL is the lead lab
ind in wnich alil 1éb§ participate. Meetings of staff responsible
for SA have been held and 1labs have shared their SA reports with
each other. A report on FY 1987 activities 1ists four objectives
of this of the collaboration (Hoover 1988):

o To strengthen each individual institution’'s
evaluation efforts by sharing expertise and ideas
concerning Tlaboratory evaluation purposes, designs,
implementations, and (esults

o To assist the planning and implementation efforts of
OERI as it carries out its responsibilities in
Laboratory evaluation by providing input on effective
and efficient ways to collect and use laboratory
evaluation +information

o To provide a broadened perspe. :ive on laboratory
operations by synthesizing evaluation information on
the effectiveness of selected major laboratory
strategies

o To enhance planning for subsequent laboratory efforts
by monitoring current trends in laboratorv evaluation
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work and reporting on accomplishments of the
collaborative
Program Level. For the most part the designs say relatively
little about special mechanisms at the program level. Basically SA
at that level appears to consist of review by the program head and

his or her project directors of project level data. A number of

the SA reports are organized by program. This is probably the

primary level for . conduct of compliance reviews. Program

advisory committees are a specific mechanism used by three labs.

But it is hard to find mechanisms for determining whether the
programs are more than the sum of their project parts.

Project/Activity Level. Mcst SA data are collected at the

project/activity level. Labs attempt documentation of many aspects

of their operation. _ For example, they maintain 1logs of phone
calls, document requests, field contacts, etc. As mentioned
earlier, AEL 1l1isted 28 forms of documentation; but not all labs
provide such lists, and no attempt will be made here to profile all
documentation activities.

We w11l attempt a more specific profiling of evaluation

mechanisms. Most labs have some form of internal quality assurance

that reviews reports and products for editorial and technical

quality. Five have external guality assurance systems is well.

For the most part this consists of using rating forms, which are

also used as feedback mechanisms to determine the reactions of

participants in workshops and in other meetings. Such mechanisms

may provide important formative data to lab writers and developers
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but are rarely of general interest.

Special mention needs to be made of tracer studies and other

special studies that use more sophiscicated designs to evaluate

specific projects. Both AEL and SEIL employed outside subcon-
tractors to conduct tracer studies to determine whether impacts
could be traced from primary clients to secondary clients (both
with disappointing results). SEDL attempted to build tracer data

into its documentation system, but had little success.

Comments on Planning

Conceptual Issues

This chapter has covered a lot of territory. The 1implicit
strategic planning model has included needs assescsment, regional
capacity, and self-~assessment. The position taken here is that
planning 1is the best term for this complex set of operations
focused on the use of dinformation for decisionmaking. One problem
encountered is that each of the components of planning has tenaed
to be "imperialistic," i.e., each component concept tends to expand
to include territory claimed by the others. FfFor example, needs
assessment, as conceptualized by Kaufman, has been expanded to

include the entire territory we have termed "planning." Similarly,
evaluation has been used for the same purpose in the CIPP model

In the present analy,sis self-assessment starts as a discrete
component of the strategic planning process, but whun one examines

the self-assessment reports they seem to include far more than

self-assessment "properly so-called."

Q
)
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Under these circumstances, it is not surprising to see certain
kinds of information appearing 1in multiple reports (i.e., plans,
needs assessments, self-assessments, and annual reports). The labs
and OERI need to work together to sort out the several purposes and
reports so that each kind of information has its proper place Tha
need is to narrow the scope of each component concept to avoid
overlap and exclude extraneous matters. In the sections below I
will comment on each of the concepts and suggest some steps that
might be taker to achiev? this.

Needs Assessment

On the whole, labs seem to do a reasonably good _Jjob of
assessing the needs of their regions. A variety of methods have
bgen tried and many produce useful information. No doubt labk staff
members have an even-better "feel" for their regions than emerges
from their formal methods.

Nevertheless, there are improvements that might be made. One
need is some conceptual c.arification as to the various possible
types of need (see above). Another is to recognize that needs
exist at different levels of generality. It 1is useful to
distinguish three levels of generality, i.e.:

o Level of educational functions: e.g. 1improve teaching

o Level of choice: e.g., 1improve beginning teacher
induction

o Level of design decisions: e.g., best ways to design a
mentor teacher program.

The level of educational functions is largely inappropriate for

needs assessment. Every lab should have the capacity to provide

g




CHAPT III PLANNING Page III-46

services for each of the major functional areas o~% education. (I

say "largely" because there is the secondary consideration of the
balance of effort among these areas.) At the other extreme, the
level of design decisions, choices should be based on the best
available research and craft knowledge; i.e., the decisions are
technical decisions. Needs assessment should be focused on the

middle level of generality, i.e. the level at which values and

interpretations of the regional context operate.

Regional Capability Assessment

As indicated above, this was the most poorly implemented
component of the p1anning model. No doubt the labs have better
information on this topic than appears in their re orts, if only
the personal kn9w1edge of the staff. However, we cannot understand
whether this component is contributing to the planning function
unless this knowledge and its application are made explicit. While
an important start on the methodology of this assessment was made
by the ARROE Study (Frankel et al 1879), elaborations are needed to
mase the measurement of organizational capacity commensurate with
other elements of the planning model, +.e., needs or policy
domains, improvement capacities, and linkage capacities.

| Self-Assessment

The sorting out of multiple purposes needs to take place
primarily in the self-assessment component. A number of the labs
used a three-level model that dJdentified SA questions and
mechanisms at institutional, program, and project levels.

Not all these Jlevels are appropriate. The 1986 SA reports

ERIC o
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included a much formative evaluation data from the project level.
The older 1labs have a strong background in development, and they
collect a significant amount of data aimed at making design
decisions for fine-tuning product davelopment. However, even here
there are problems. For the most part these studies have yielded a
large amount of craft knowledge that has yet to be codified and has
only 1limited potential for building a knowledge base of more

general application. Most evaluation ds "black box" evaluation;
e.g. clients are asked to evaluate some product whose
characteristics have not be specified and for which the strategy
for bridging organiiationa1 space has not been described. Where
are the studies that compeére the effectiveness of two workshop
formats for the same type of audie6ce or of one format with two
types of clients? Where are the studies that compare two ways of

organizing networks?

It was recognized that most of the formative evaluation data

supplied in the 1986 SA reports was not very useful for SA
purposes, and most labs complied with a request to reduce the
amount of this detail in their 1987 reports. The next step would
be to recor ize that formative evaluation data are part of the
development process and should be excluded from self-assessment.
The relevant SA question would be: "Do we havc adequate methods of
formative evaluation in rlace in each program?"

Similarly, a great deal of the documentation data (phone logs
etc.) may provide a useful descriptive context, but they are either

grist for the formative evaluation mill or mere counts that require

J6
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interpretation if they are to be understood in a2 self-assessment
context.

Also, detailed contract compliance data are not the stuff of
thoiughtful co&g1derat1on of lab mission and strategy. They belong
in quarterly and énnua1 reports, not self-assessment reports, and
there only on a management-by-excepticn basis.

It is recommended that self-assessment (reportable to OERI) be
limited to the institutional and program levels and focused more
sharply on two aspects of lab operation: issues of organization and
governance (e.g., is the 1lab organized in accordance with and
operating within its mission?), and issues of strategy, (i.e., is
the lat responding to the needs of the region, is it using the best
improvement and linkage strategies, and is it contributing to the
knowledge base concerning these strategies?). It appears that,
with few exceptions, lab SA 1is not focused on the strategic
questions of lan operation. (The notable exceptions are the AEL
study of the study group methodology and the AEL and SEIL tracer
studies.)

Another problem is the wunavoidable overlap between SA and
OERI's desire to evaluate the laboratory program as a whole. Given
the history of prickly relationships between the labs and the
government and the labs' strong sense of vulnerability, 1is a
surprising amount of candor uppears in their reports. While it is
inderstandable to want to put a good face on everything, the labs
acknowledge numerous problems and weaknesses.

More candor might be forthcoming if more of a separation




CHAPT IlI PLANNING Page II1I-49

between s¢ |f-assessment and OERI evaluation could be achieved. One
suggestion would be to try a different set of labels. "Evaluation"
and ‘“"assessment" are terms that automatically trigg:r dJdefensive
mechanisms and stifle the intended learning and renewal purpoces.
Problems might be avoided by 1egit1mizing'a laboratory research
program to study laboratory operations and functions, thus helping
to move the labs away from their excessively empirical approach
toward a more theoretically relevant agenda. The research fields
involved include interorganizational theory, knowledge utilization,
dissemination, and social change. Labs should be contributors as
well as consumers of research in these fields.

A 1limited amount of work of this kind has been done, e.g.,
AEL's examination of the effectiveness of study groups as an R&D
methodology and the SEIL tracer studies.

Reprise on Rational Planning

While planning is inevitably a proactive approach to problems,
labs are also expected to be reactive. More than that, as
sociologically marginal institutions they are constantly in the
position of having to renegotiate their role in the regional
infrastructure. The reports contain many’'examples of how, for
example, a whole new relationship to an SEA had to be worked out
when there was a change in chiefs. Such events create havoc with
.carefu1y laid plans. The entire planr.ing process needs to be

examined to determine which parts nave heuristic value and which

ones play only ritualistic roles.
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CHAPTER 1V
WORK WITH STATE LEVEL DECISIONMAKERS

ON SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT ISSUES

Introduction

Ever since the beginning of the educational reform movement

triggered by the report of the National Commission cn Excellence, A

Nation At Risk, education policy issues have been much more salient

at the state level. Mzny governors and state legislatures have
placed educational improvement high on their agendas, and the
National Governors' Associatvion has issued its own report (National
Governors' Asscciation, 1986). Probably the key to the new focus
on educational issues has been the realization of the importance of
a strong educational system in the Jjnter-state competition for
economic development. . A number of states have adopted
comprehensive school improvement programs and virtually all states
have undertaken specific reform +initiatives that go beyond the
usual financing issues. State level professional associations, and
groups representing business, labor, and parents have been active
in the accompanying policy debates.

However, the states vary greatly in their capacity to deal with
these issues. Larger states such as New York and California have
sophisticated staff Jin their SEAs and policy aides in the
governor's office and legislative committees, but many others are

ill-equipped to deal with the problems of policy formulation,

implementation, and assessment. Further, states also vary greatly
in the availability of non—-governmental resources from such
&y
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entities as universities and research firms.

It is in this context that we examine Task 3, which requires
that 1labs "work with state-level decisionmakers on school
1mpr0vément issues.” Three illustrative tactics are 1listed in the
REP: technical assistance, providing issue-specific analyses and
syntheses, and facilitating communication amorg state-~level
decisionmakers.

Federa)l Specifications

Unlike Tasks 2 and 4, which involve the "with and through"”

strategy, Task 3 states that the lab will work with state-level

decisionmakers. This may or may not be a distinction without a
difference. State-level groups are intermediaries with regard to
school improvement at the local level. However, if the focus is on

reform at the state policy level, state-level decisionmakers can be
considered direct clients and the labs will be judged on the basis
of their delivery of direct services for Task 3.

But what does it mean to "work with" state-level decisionmakers
on school improvement issues? It 1is important to note that policy
making is a social process while policy analysis is an intellectual
actiQity (Dunn, 1986). Some observers have questioned the value of
professional social dnquiry in affecting the policy process
(Lindblom and Cohen, 1979). Perhaps this is due to the primitive
state of policy analysis and the 1lack of a sound theory of
applications (Dunn, 1986). In any case, the mission of the labs
under Task 3 is to assist state-level policy-makers to make better

use of knowledge at various stages of the policymaking process.

201
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State Education Policy Consortium

In 1983 NIE funded a two-year project with the State Poldicy

Consortium, a group made up of the Council of Chief State School

Officers, the Education Commission of the States, the National
Associatiorn of State Boards of Education, the National Conference
of State Legislatures, and the National Governors' Association.

These national organizations count as tF:ir members many of the
principai state-level decisionmakers who are the targets of the lab
Task 3 efforts. Among other things, the project was designed to
“...[improve] our wunderstanding of the sources of information
policymakers rely on, and of effective strategies for disseminating
research to policymakers" (Cohen, 1985a, p. di. See also Cohen,
1985b; Fuhrman and McDonnell, 1985:& & 1985b). In addition the
study made recommendations on the roles of the Consortium
associations, the regional labs, the Center for Policy Researc. in
Education, and OERI.

The project was completed in 1985 at the time that the new labs
were being organized, and a meeting was held involving Consortium,
lab, and OERI staff. As a result, the labs had the results of this
project available at the time their new contracts began (although
not necessarily at the time the plans were written).

A major finding of the research was the strong {Hnterest
expressed among all states and stakeholders in having available
information on the specific policy issues being addressed by other
states. The project had collected a 1ist of state policy "data

bases, " many of which were collected by the Consortium

1oy
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organizations, but many of these consisted of one-time studies.
The report made recommendations concerning coordination and
improvement in the collection of useful data by the member
organizations. Three roles for the labs were suggested (Cohen,
1985b):
o Cooperation in developing in-depth descriptions of
state policy provisions, on a 6&50-state basis, in
selected policy issue areas (initially rejected by labs

at meeting with Consortium staff in 1985)

o Conduct of studies of the implementation and impact of
state policy initiatives

o Creation of an 1information base of studies of state
policy implementation and impact conducted by other
agencies and serving policy formulation needs

Elsewhere 1labs were urged to adopt dissemination strategies
that "allow for easy access to information. 1low consumption costs
for the user, a direct 5£p11cation cf information to specific state
or policy contexts, and timely receipt =f information. Especia%]y
valuable is the use of structured meetings that encourage an
informal dinteraction between information users and dinformation
providers" (Cohen, 1985b, p. 67). Further, in recognition of the
importance of instate sources of information, the labs should
establish or strengthen instate jssue networks. This would involve
identifying sources of expertise and bringing them together with
state policymakers. Strengthening the capacity of the State
Education Policy Seminar~ (SEPS), jointly sponsored by ECS and IEL,
was recommended. Finally, 1labs can play a strong role in .

connecting state policymakers with national and state R&D networks

and in studying local district and school responses to state




CHAPT 1V State-Level DMs Page IV-5

improvement initijatives.

Methodological Issues

This s the first place that we encounter a methodological
issue common to Tasks 2-5, namely the choice of a unit of analysis.
The most detailed anaiysis could be done if we could identify and
classify each projest or activity conducted over the two-year
period. However, this is difficult, if not impossible, for several
reasons. First, while some activities are discrete units of work
having finite time 1ines and determinable characteristics, others
are ongoing services of a more open-ended nature (e.g., data base
maintenance). Second, the amount of information available and the
conceptual frameworks used vary greatly from project tc project and
from lab to lab. Third, there is no uniform way of structuring
work into programs, projects, activities, and sub-activities. As a
result, cruder methods are used here that anply to the entire task
area for each lab, indicatinyg either presence or absence of a
particular tactic, or sometimes a degree of emphasis (high, medium,
low). Based on these data, the attempt will be to find patterns

indicative of broader strategies.

Organization of Chapter

The following sections describe lab activities under Task 3 for
the three strategic dimensions of T1inkage strategy, improvement
strategy, and educational need; identify the policy stage most
frequently addressed; examine the national coordination of state
policy activities; and then present a holistic picture of each

lab's Task 3 program. Comments summarizing the analysis appear at

103
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the end of the chapter.

Findings

This task has the three strategic dimensions of the cube
presented in Chapter 1.

First, each lab needs to design a linkage strategy by deciding
who its primary clients are and how it will relate to them. (Note
that such "designs” ¢&llow for the possibility of opportunistic
strategies.) A lab is expected not only to mediate relationships
among organizations within the region but to provide access to
national resources. Lab regional services should complement
national resources with more context-specific assistance.

Second, each Tlab needs to design an improvement strategy in
terms of some mix of KPU functions as they apply to selected stages
of the policy process.

Third, each lab needs to determine whether it will attempt to
work across a more or less comprehensive set of policy <dssues or
domains or focus on a 1imited number of such issues, and, if the
latter, which ones.

Cross-cutting these dimenszions is a distinction concerning the

goal of the activity: is the activity intended to build capacity

for policy analysis (either the 1ab's or that of some other entity)
or to do policy analysis?

Although the focus of this chapter is on Vask 3, one of the
themes developed under Task 5 (cross-lab coordination) deals with

state policy also and is addressed here.

Al
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State Policy Linkage Strategy

Profiles of the linkage strategies employed by labs in their
second contract year are shown in Table 6. This table should not

be taken as defiritive because a service not shown in the table

might be found under another task. In addition, data are derived
both from plans and from progress reports, and sometimes
discrepancies appear. Nevertheless. the table 1is indicative of

broad patterns.

Table 6. Profiles of Lab Task 3 Linkage Strategies for Working
with State-Level Decisionmakers on School Improvement Issues.

Linkate = = - Laboratory-————————sweowu o
Strategy AEL FWL McREL NCREL NE/I NWREL RBS SEDL SEIL
Component

———— — ——— —— ———— — T ———————————————— o —————————————————————— oy i T ——

1. Collaborators -
a. Regional HE SPA SEPS SEAs SEA,HE ISA HE

b. National CVE CPRE ECS ECS CPRE CPRE
2. Clients

a. Primary CH Cs S CS CSs CS ) SG CH
b. Range N B M B M B N M M
c. Type N 0 AH 0 0 0 N
3. Communication ]

a. Approach S,R R S,R 3 S R S S R
b. Type M,R,B R C.M M,R M,R R,M,P P B R
LEGEND: T TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTI T e

1.a. Regional Collaboratorrs: Higher Ed Instituions; State

Prof Assoc; Intermediate Service Agency
1.b. National Collaborators: CPRE, CVE (Center for Voc Ed); ECS
(Ed. Commission of the States)
Primary Clients: Chiefs, SEAs, State Gov't, Cross Section
Range of Clients: Narrow, Medium, Broad
Type of Clients: Ad Hoc, Network, Organization
Communication Approach: State, Region
Communication Type: Meetings, Reports, Briefings,

Consultations, Products

W wro N
[o /N o T o i ']
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The three major dimensions of the linkage strategy are "three
C's": collaborators, clients, and communication modes.

Collaborators. Collaborators are not nearly as significant for

Task 3 as for Tasks 2 and 4 because the "with and through" strategy
is not involved. At the national level, the Center for Policy
Research in Education at Rutgers University cosponsored regional
policy symposia with NCREL, SEDL, and SEIL, and the Center for
Vocational Education collaborated with AEL. ECS worked or projects
with NE/I and NWREL. Regional <collaborators include SEAs,
Intermediate Service Agencies, Institutions of Higher Education,
and SEPS units (which, of course, are instrumentalities of two
national organizations, ECS and IEL).

Clients. The number of possible groups to serve is considerab]
A l1ist of the major potential clients would include:

Chief state school officers
Other SEA personnel

State board of education

State higher education CEO and board
Governor

Governor 's aides

Legislators

Legislative aides

State professional associations
State business associations
State labor associations

Other state advocacy groups
Intermediate agencies

LEAs

0000O0O0OOOOOOOOODO

The latter two catngories are included because they are sometimes
involved in lab-sponsored meetings even though Task 3 is directed
at state-leveil decisionmakers.

While there may be a desire to work with all these groups,

1o
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limited resources, the number of states or other units to be
served, and other considerations require some choices. The issues
that arise regarding client selection are:

o Which groups are given primacy?

o Is the range of clients broad or narrow?
o What form does the client group take?

Although, in a sense, SEA's are the primary clients of all

labs, the variations on this theme are considecrable. For AEL it is
hard to overestimate the centrality of the chiefs as significant
others. They all serve on the Board of Directors and collectively
constitute the Council on Policy and Planning, which serves three
functions: (1) it has special responsibi1it§ for raviewing 1lab
projects regularly and recommending to the f#oard any changes in
overall lab direction; (2) it serves as the Advisory Board for the
Policy and Planning CeBter (i.e.,.the Task 3 program); and (3)
individualiy, the Council members are the primary clients of the
Poli.y and Planning Center.

For most Tlabs the SEA as a whole is the primary client. RBS
goes further than any other lab in defining itself as an adjunct to
SEAs. (For details see the RBS configuration below.) Most labs
also try to relate to other elements of the state government, i.e.,
the governor's office and Jlegislative committees. SEDL seems to
have the most balance in its attention to the several components of
the state government.

Four Tabs deal with a cross section of state-level
decisionmakers that goes beyond state government to include state

profescsiona’ associations and various advocacy groups (FWL, NCREL,

ERIC it
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NE/I, and NWREL). (Not that other 1labs exclude such grcups; it is
a matter of emphasis and balance.)

This discussion leads 1into a characterization of the range of
clients as narrow, medium, or broad. The coding on this factor in
Table 3 is admittedly impressionistic but takes us & step beyond
identifying the primary client. AEL and RBS seem to have the
narrowest focus on state-level decisionmakers, and FWL, NCREL, and
NWREL the broadest.

Finally, the type of client may be a formal organization,
networks of individuals, or ad hoc collections of 1individuals.
Coding of this dtem is particularily difficult because the
individuals served invariably have roles in client organizations.
But it makes a big difference whether the individual dis involved
for personal reasons- (e.g, profaessional development) ér
organizational reasons (e.g., implementation of a training
program). As we shall see below, at least one lab nade the mistake"
of selecting for a trainer of trainers program individuals who had
no organizational responsibility for inservice training.

For Task 3 most labs seem to emphasize the formal organization
as the client. For example, NWREL has a broad clientele and often
makes presentations at meetings of professional associations and
other groups. In a number of cases networks have been established
among legislative aides in different states or among legislative
aides, governors aides, and SEA policy representatives. We also
classified the chiefs invulved with the AEL Policy and Planning

Center as a network, although it might be considered a formal
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organization. Unfortunately, it is often difficult to tell from
the documentation whether those involved in an activity constitute
a network or an ad hoc group.

State and regional policy forums and symposia usually have an
ad hoc partici ation depending on the topic, but may involve
gcatinuing networks.

Communication Mode. The third facet of the ~irnkage strategy is

the mode of communication. A major difference in communication

approach occurs between activities that are ourganized on a
sta"e-by-state basis and those that are organized regionally.
Detarmining which is more appropriate will depend on a number of
con” derations. To the extent that states within a region have
common problems and 1nteéests, a regional approach is feasible;
where there are considerable differences among the states, dealing
with them individually may be required. The~e 1is a continuing
tension between the need to be responsive to varying needs and
contexts and the need to bring broader perspectives to bear on
problems that are rare: ' unique. Many labs have opted to work with
the State Education Policy Seminars (SEPS) Jjointly sponsored by ECS
and [EL, and this format requicres a state approach. In other cases
labs have cooperated with the Center for Policy Research in
Education (CPRE) in organizing regional policy symposia. Aside
fromn meetings, most direct services such as those provided to
chiefs and SEAs are organized on & state basis. SEDL has made a
special effort to provide more or less identical services to each

state in its region, but to organize them by state, not by region.
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(Interview with institutional liaison).

Many types of communication are employed, 1including meet%ngs,
reports, briefings, consultations, and products. Mer in s in their
various forms (symposia, forums, conferences, etc.) generally
involve fhe widest array of participants. Meetings and reports in
various "Dunn types" (i.e., policy dissue papers, policy briefs,
policy news releases) are common to almost all 1labs. SEDL 1is
roteworthy for 4its frequent use of briefings for state personnel
and 1its attemnt tc use an electronic bulletin board (later
abandoned). Both FWL and NE/I have consulted directly with

legislative committees on specific pieces of legislation.

Policy Improvement Strategy

The services offered as part of the policy improvement strategy
are shown in Table 7. . (The caveats enumerated for Table 3.a1so
apply here.) They cover the entire spectrum of KPU activities. (In
this table an "X" 41is used to indicate presence of the strategy
component in one or more activities or projects.)

Info-mation Services. Clearly labs see themselves as sources

of knowledge 1in the broadest sense. In the first +instance, this

takes the form of a number of specific information services. These

are separated in c¢he analysis from other improvement activities
because they are primarily capacity-building functions; they
provide an information resource that facilitates the actual

performance of policy inquiry. Information services include:

o Development of =several types crf databases °

O Preparation and dissemination of reports based on

170
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these databases

o Provision of search and retrieval services.

/

Labs may either use their own resources or help clients find other

resources in or outside of the region.

Table 7. Profiles of Lab Task 3 Policy Improvement <EStrategies,
and Policy Stage Emphasized.

Profile
Component FWL McREL NCREL NE/I MWREL RBS SEDL SEIL

A. POLICY IMPROVEMENT
1. Information

a. DB Develop

b. D8 Reports

c. Search/Retr X

2. Policy KPU
. Research
Evaluation
Anal/Briefs
Development
Tech Assist
Staff Devel
Demonstration
B. POLICY STAGE A,F A,F,E

LEGEND:

A. Policy Improvement: X = present

B. Policy Stage Emphasized: Agenda, Formulation, Implementation,
Evaluation

The specific nature of the databases is not described in detail
in the documentation reviewed. In many cases databases consist of
materials in a file drawer or 1library collection. In some cases a
formal content analysis of the document has been prepared.
Retrieval and analysis are often manual but in a few cases files

have been entered 1in a computer and can be retrieved and analyzed
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electronically. Overlap with Task 1 dis suggested by the inclusion
here of databases on indicators (education, social, demographic,
economic, ei:c.) and educational dissues.

The study of information needs of state policymakers by the
State Policy Consortium found a great interest in the policies and
reform dJnitiatives of other states (Cohen 1985a). Four 1labs
indicate that they are tracking tnis information for states within
their region (FWL, NE/I, NWREL, and SEIL). The national
associations involved 1in the State Policy Consortium (see above)
have collected this kind of data from time to time. However, for
reasons that are not clear, the state policy coordinators, meeting
to plan cooperative activities under Task 5, rejected the idea of
all nine labs cooperating to produce this database. (The "policy
issues matrix" adopted is used to keep track of policy dissues on
which the labs themselves are working. See Policy Domains section
below. Only CZEIL uses it to track state reform efforts.) Given the
strong interest in this kind of information, its relevance to the
Task 3 responsibilities of all labs, and the continuing interest of
national organizations, it seems unfortunate that it has not been
possible to organize a national system that would track state
policies, programs, and reforms on a comprehensive and continuing
basis.

In several instances there are databases on special topics
related to lab programs. Thus. NWREL has a regional database of
information relevant to the education of at-risk youth in the

Northwest. Other specialized files 1include those on service

11 I
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organizations and consultants.

These databases are used to provide bﬁth reports of general
interest to decisionmakers throughout the region and to prepare
targeted reports for given states or even to local districts.
Thus, McREL reported 1in 1987 that during the past year it had
produced a national, a regional, and two state environmental scans.

Labs typically offer search and retrieval (and sometimes
synthesis) services to chiefs and other state officials. For
example, AEL offers to conduct searches and prepare two syntheses
for e# n chief in {its region each year. However, a dilemma is
inherent in these activities. On the one hand, demand for such
services nay be slow to develop (as AEL found); on the other, too
much demand will strain lab resources, and labs don't want to
compete with general information centers.

Policy KPU. Beyond the capacity-building activities of
information services are activities or services that are ways of
doing (or assisting in doing) policy ingquiry. Of course this is
not an entirely clear distinction in that doing something
undoubtedly tends to add to the capacity for doing it. But the
obverse is not necessarily true; it is possible to build capacity
without actually doing. (e.g., one can learn to do arithmetic
without using arithmetic to solve problems.)

Many >f the labs have used conceptual frameworks developed by-
William Dunn to distinguish between policy research and policy

analysis (Dunn 1986). In brief, policy research responds to

problems identified by researchers, collects and analyzes new data,

- il
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operates in a long time frame, and uses complex methods. Policy
analysis responds to problems identified by policymakers, and uses
available information and simple methods in a short time frame.

In these terms only FWL conducts policy research, although two
others conduct policy evaluation, which can be considered a form of
policy research. In 1987, FWL conducted a research study of the
1ink between teacher recruitment and retention and a teacher
information system 1in California. It also evaluated the Utah
Career Ladder System. RBS assisted the District of Columbia Public
Schools in evaluating a career-focused dropout prevention strategy.
For FWL and NWREL policy evaluation 'is a source of contract work
that operates outside of the OERI scope of work.

Dunn has elaborated what he calls the ADD model of policy
analysis, i.e., types of Analysis, Development, and Disgem1nation
(Dunn, 1986). This schema would be useful for a more micro
analysis if the necessary detailed data were ava%1ab1e and we were
able to use specifiz reports or projects as units of analysis.
Since this 1is not feasible, we are using a more traditional
Knowledge Production and Utilization (KPU) framework (Mason, 1982),
but introduce the Dunn concept of policy analysis as a special type
of research.

A1l of the 1labs perform policy analysis and/or prepare policy
briefs. The issues examined will be dealt with below in the
section of policy domains. Sometimes the papers are prepared for
presentation at a policy forum or symposium. In other cases they

are printed and distributed to selected lists of state
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policymakers. SEIL has chosen to go the sub-contract route for
doing pelicy analysis. Agreements have been reached with the
Educational Policy Center of the University of South Carolina and
the Center for Policy Studies at Florida State University to
provide on-demand po]icy. analyses and alternative policy
configurations for state-level decisionmakers within the region.

In the Dunn framework, policy briefs are shorter versions of policy

issue papers; labs often distribute policy briefs as newsletter
inserts.

A limited amount of development is undertaken. RBS, for

example, does some 1instrument and handbook development as part of
its assistance to the 1implementation of state school improvement
programs.

Another form of service is technical assistance, which may take

the form of reports designed to assist a specific client, or
in-person consultation. McREL, NE/I, NWREL, and RBS are most
involved 1in this type of work. For example, the New Hampshire
Assistance Center of NE/I helped the Allijance for Effective Schools
(a broadly based group promoting school improvement) to develop
plans for a school improvement project based on a model developed
for special education. Technical assistance is a source of

additional contract work for some labs.

Finally, labs provide a 1imited amount of staff development,

and in some cases develop training materials. McREL, for example,
is conducting a Job analysis of the knowladge, skills, and

competencies needed by state agency staff to prepare for a

iR
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systematic training program in strategic planning.
Policy Stage.

As indicated earlier, the policy process is a social activity.
Mitchell and Dunn, among others, have pointed out that the policy
process goes through several stages and continues to recycle
(Mitchell, 1979; Dunn, 1986). Their fairly elaborate models
suggest that different kinds of policy relevant dinformation are
most appropriate for each stage of the policy process.

Table 7 characterizes the Task 3 efforts of the labs in terms
of the policy stage emphasized. Labs show a marked preference for

the early stages of the policy process. Policy formulation is the

modal stage, and several are also active at the agenda setting.

A1l are involved in the latter to the extent that they share the
results of their needs, identificaticn work wunder Task 1 with
state-level decisionmakers.

The clear exception to the overall preference to the early
stages is RBS, which appears to operate almost entirely at the

policy implementation ard evaluation stages. In the years before

the current OERI contact Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware had
all adopted ambitious state school improvement programs. In a
sense many of the major policy decisions were already made and
embodied in these programs. Consequently RBS chose to focus its
assistance on the implementation and evaluation of these programs.
Policy lIssues and Domains

The third side of the "strategy cube" is the identification of

the substantive areas of program work, whether labeled "educational

- 1lo
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need" or "policy dissue." The strategic planning design for
laboratories requires that they select their programs and projects
through a process of studying the needs and resources of the region
(see above).

Fortunately, as part of work under the state policy theme of
Task 5 (see below), a common classification of policy dissues has
been devised. Using this classification, a "policy issues matrix"
has been established as an on-1ine database on the Source. This
databuse consists of a 1ist of 650 policy issues for which each lab
indicates the nature of its involveme.t with the 1issue, using the
following code-

0 Not an organizational theme or policy 1s§ue area
1 An emerging policy issue area or staff interest area

2 An organizational theme, but not specifically
identified as a policy issue area

3 A short-term or one-time state policy +issue

4 An ongoing Task 3 state policy dissue

This database enables labs and others with access to the Source
to identify Tlabs that are working in specific policy arenas. It
also enables us to analyze patterns of lab activity across policy
issues. (Note that it is not 1limited to Task 3 activities. See
next page.)

Less fortLunately, the classification was not derived
the~retically and thus consists of a "laundry list." As such, it
may be useful for searching, but has 1l1ittle analytic value. To

cope with this problem, a more general and theory-based

| )
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classification has been adapted that seems to have categories that
are mutually exclusive and comprehensive. It was developed by
Mitchell and is found in the FWL proposal (pp. I1I-109-110). (This
classification is similar to but not identical to that proposed in
Mitchell and Encarnation, 1983). The 50 policy matrix categories
are mupped dinto the seven Mitchell classes along with one of our
own. Our adaptation adds a category of policy issues defined in
terms of the class of student involved (e.g., dropouts, wurban)
rather than an educational issue per se.

The codes used to record Tlab activity present another problem.
In the present context we are interested in identifying the policy
domains of lab Task 3 activity. Tabulating the incidence of code 4
would seem to do this, but only if we use a narrow definition of
Task 3 activity, namely that it s an "ongoing" Task 3 state policy
issue interest. In & number of instances labs have undertaken the

study of a policy issue on a one-time basis. Inclusion of code 3,

a short—-term oOr one-time state policy 1issue,”" would seem toO
provide the answer. It is not clear, however, whether this is
restricted to Task 3 activities or includes work under other tasks.

Table 8 wuses the broad definition of involvement, indicating

the number of "policy matrix issues" each lab is involved with at
either the 3 or 4 level, classified into the more general policy
domain categories. (Note that the table entries are numbers of

issues addressed, not the involvement Tlevels.)
Several patterns stand out. Two-thirds of the policy issue

involvements are found in three domains: curriculum and

(ST
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3 or 4%, by Laboratory and Policy Domain.

S — " ——— - T — — —————— —— — ———— ——— — —— — - —— —— T —— — ———— ————— —— ———————

Source: Bazed on kagional Lab Policy Issues Agenda, 2/1/88
*Level 3 = A short-term or one-time state policy issue
Level 4 = An on-going Task 3 state policy issue
instruction, school personnel, and student types. No at
given to ‘"buildings and facilities," and practically
"school finance" and "student testing." Both of the 1
perennial state 1issues, but evidently labs are not pe
resources for their analysis.

The labs vary markedly in number of issues addresced.

and McREL address twenty different 1issues, FWL in five d

only four issues in three domains, and NWREL and SEIL in
Only a small association exists between the number
addressed and budget level (see also Table 3).

National Coordination.

General. Because all labs have Task 3 scopes, state
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Table 8. Nuymber of Policy Matrix Issues Addressed at Involvement Level

— — —  — T _— —— — T —— o ——_— T —————— ——————— T —_— T ——————— . — —— - ——— T D = — > — a——— T YD —— v = —

Poliey = ;e Laboratory-=—-——=cmecvmmm e ALL
Domain AEL FWL McREL NCREL NE/I NWREL RBS SEDL SEIL LABS
Bldg & Facilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Curr & In.tructio 1 7 7 3 1 2 0 2 1 24
Org & Governance 0 3 1 2 1 0 2 2 1 12
Prog Definition 0 1 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 6
School Finance 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
School Personnel 2 3 S 5 3 1 4 4 2 29
Student Type 1 6 4 3 4 2 1 0 0 21
Student Testing 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
Total Issues 4 20 20 16 9 5 9 8 S 96
Involvement Rank 9 1.5 1.5 3 4.5 7.5 4.5 6 7.5 NA

—— —— ———— g —

tention is
none to
atter are

rceived as

Bcth FWL

omains and

McREL in six. At the other end of the spectrum, AEL is involved in

five each.

of dissues

policy is

a natural area 1in which to expect cross-lab coordination. In
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addition, important national resources can be accessed by labs. A
state policy theme was 1indeed ddentified under Task 5. Some
national coordination takes place 1in connection with this theme,
and some outside of it.

Labs are also expected to coordinate their work with research
centers supported by OERI. In this case there 1is a Center for
Policy Research in Education (CPRE) located at Rutgers. While

severa’ Jabs have worked with CPRE to organize regional policy

forums, it is not clear that they have made use of research,
conceptualization, or other substantive results coming from the
Center.

In organizing state policy forums a number of the 1labs have
worked with SEPS (State Education Policy Seminars) establiszhed
Jointly 1in 30 states“by the Education Commission of the States
(ECS) and the Institute for Education Leédership (IEL).

Labs also participate in the national sce:i.~ by reporting their
work at the meetings of national professional associations.
Several labs provided input of state policy data at the request of
the National Governors' Association.

Task 5 State Policy Theme. Each lab was required to set aside

funds under Task 5 for collaborative work among the labs and with
centers, national organizations with state policy 1interests, and
OERI. A theme for collaborative work in state policy was mandated
in the RFP by estab1%shing a network of Task 3 project directors.

This group has met several times in the first two years and the

theme will be continued in years three through five . SEIL is the

Q 1 e 3_-'
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lead lab for this theme, and all 1labs are participating to some
degree. Several national organizations have been represented at
meetings of the network.

Two objectives were established for this theme:

o To provide a means for exchanging policy resources and
products

o To enharce existing policy support systems with an
emphasis on increasing the capacity of labs as well as
state and national agencies and support groups, by
focusing on six study questions:

* What are the appropriate ways to do policy analysis?

* Hoew do we assess and enhance capacity for policy
analysis with states?

* What is the nature of data systems to assess and
support policy development?

* Can we develop a taxonomy of underlying policy
mechanisms? .

* How can support groups relate to policymakers?
* How do we develop new strategies of policy
implementation?

From the documentation available it is not possible to quantify
the amount of collaborative work done under this theme. Scattered
references are made to one lab providing a speaker at another lab's
policy forum or making policy analysis papers available. It is not
clear whether any policy analyses were done collaboratively.

The distinction between doing and capacity-building has already
been introduced. The principal activities accomplished, and the
main thrust of the objectives and "study quastions” that guide this
task theme, are intended to dJncrease the capacity of the labs

themselves and of their collaborators and clients to undertake a

12
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more systematic and dinquiry-based policy analysis function.
William Dunn's aforementioned paper (1986) provides a conceptual
framework for policy dnquiry. A sacond document by Dunn in
c¢o1llaboration with Richard E. Basom, Jr. and Carl D. Frantz and

sponsored by NE/I is the Educational Policy Development Training

Handbook. As of the end of the second contract vyear only an
outline and one prototype section had been completad.

One other noteworthy accomplishment has been the establishment
of a "policy issues matgix" to describe the involvement of each lab
(all programs) in selected policy issues. This Jatabase was used

above for the analysis of policy domains.

Policy Assistance Configurations

The fact that it was not feasible to use the project or
activity as the unit of analysis and our method of highlighting the
"primary" clients, etc;' has obscured the full range of each lab's
activity. It will be useful here to provide & thumbnail
description of each lab Task 3 program to get a better feel for
total programs.

Level of Effort. Before Jlooking at the individual program
configurations, let wus introduce Table 9, which shows each lab's
budget for Task 3 in 1986 and 1987. The RFP specified that each
lab should devote 10 to 20 percent of it's program effort (i.e.,
Tasks 2-5) to this work. Task 3 effort expected to be secondary to
the effort for Tasks 2 and 4.

For the most part, the effort programmed for Task 3 was within

the guidelines and on the high side of the range. RBS appears to

17
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hzve committed resources well above the guideline level, but the

figure may include some funds for Task 2.

Table 9. Laboratory Level of Effort for Task 3, FY 1986-87, and Regional
' R&D Organizational Resources.

___Fiscal Year 1986___ __Fiscal Year 1987______ R&D Orgs

Lab No. Amount Task 3 Amount Task 3 No. Rank
States Amount Per State %* Amount Per State %* xxK

AEL 4 132,597 33,149 11 ~182,662 35,636 13 125 8
FWL 4 353,400 88,350 8 352,745 88, 186 20 303 3
McREL 7 235,838 33,691 21 269,071 38,49 21 176 7
NCREL 7 179,678 25,668 16 89,700 12,814 10 552 1
NE/1 9 236,457 26,273 19 269,575 29,953 18 408 2
NWREL 7 349,662 49,952 13 275,080 39,297 10 114 9
RBS 5 583,375 116,675 28 583,375 116,675 28 291 4
SEDL 5 194,468 38,844 14 272,975 54,595 20 180 6
SEIL 6 120,913 20,152 19 123,024 20,504 158 271 5
TOTAL 54 2,386,388 44,192 19 2,378,207 44,041 17 2,420 NA

**Source: Frankel et al 1979

Just what can be accomplished undmar this task is a function of
both the absolute amount of money available and the number of
states to be accommodated. In 1987 the absolute amounts ranged
from $120,000 (SEIL) to $583,375 (RBS). The number of states or
other jurisdictions served varied from four (AEL and FWL)) to nine
(NE/I). On a per-state basis, the range is from $20,504 (SEIL) %o
$116,675 (RBS). The range for percentage of program budget is much
smaller, from 11.4% AEL) to 27.8% (RBS). Of course there 1is no
requirement that the same amount be spent on each state, and some
activities are region-wide and not state-specific.

Between 1986 and 1987 SEDL made a significant dJncrease in its

Task 3 allocation as 1its thematic work reached dJts final

1
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made by NCREL and NWREL. Rationales for these changes are not

available.

Regicyal R&D Resources. One would expect that lab plans for

state policy asristance would be tempered by the availability of
resources for policy analysis within state government and in

non—-governmental organizations. Table 9 contains a rough

indication of the distribution of R&D resource organizations by
region as they existed in 1981. (While the numbers may have been
different in 1986-87, the rank order by region was probably about
the same.)

NCREL is a new lab still 1in a developmental stage with a small
budget and required to serve seven states. NCREL spent only
$25,668 per state in 19856, and even this was reduced to $12,814 in
1987. On the other hand, the North Central region ranks first in
the number of R&D organizations in the region. These circumstances
may account for tnhe focus of the NCREL Task 3 program on state
forums that include outside experts.

By contrast, NWREL ranks lowest in regional R&D resources and

has the largest tota! budget, but in allocation of funds to Task 3

it ranks third on both total and per-state bases.

Further comments about level of effort and R&D resources will
be made 1in the description of ncach lab's Task 3 “"configuration®
that follows.

AEL . AEL is 1in the 1lower end of the range for both total

dollars available for Task 3 ($132,597 and $143,662) and 1in

’ [
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percentage of total budget allocated to this task (slightly over
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nine percent). However, because only four states are in the
region, the amount per state is close to the average (about $35,000
in each year).

The Task 3 program, the Policy and Planning Center, is a
reflection of AEL's organizational design that establishes
structural interconnections between the lab and major state level
constituencies. Focusing on Task 3 is potentially misleading, for
Tasks 2, 3, and 4 are all intended to assist different groups of
state-level decisionmakers.

AEL begins by noting that the educational R&D community is
marginal to the world of educational practice. The 1lab is viewed
as a linkage organization designed to assist in bridging the
“theory-practice gap." They are aware, however, of the research
literature failure of. decisionmakers to use research-based
knowledge and the inadequacies of strategies that rely solely on
information. Their intent is to "maximize long-term involvement by
state officials in activities that should help them develop a more
inquiry-based approach to decisionmaking and, at the same time,
support their efforts at dJnquiry with easily accessible and
relevant information" (AEL Proposal 1985, p. 125).

The program 1is organized into five activities. The first is
designed to create a forum of the region's CSSOs. The chiefs, all
members of the AEL Board, are also constituted as the Council on
Policy and Planning. As such, they have a dual role, first as a
committee of the board with special responsibilities for reviewing

and making recommendations on the lab program, and second as a
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forum for the discussion of regional policy issues. This committee
meets before the board's quarterly meetings. The first role has
tended to overshadow the second, and in the second contract year
only two Task 3 forums were held. A formula has evolved for
rotating the meetings among the four states and inviting the host
chief to select the policy topic. He/she also has the option of
inviting a variety of state-level policymakers to the forum. The
lab assists by preparing special information packets and policy
briefs and commissioning papers by outside experts.

The second activity is an annual symposium of state government
decisionmakers. The topic for year two was "The Competitive Edge:

Preparing Youth for Jobs of the Future." The 70 people attending

included legislators, state board members, governors' staff, state
voc ed advisory counqj1 members, and business and iJndustry
representatives. In the future the annual symposium will double as
one of the chief's forums.

The third activity is dintended to monitor and report on
selected educational trends in the region, but it is not clear that
any work was actually accomplished under this activity. During the
second year a design for accomplishing this task in FY 1988-90 was
produced under sub-contract by the Virginia Policy Analysis Center
at the University of Virginia.

The fourth activity s to provide a policy information search,
retrieval, and synthesis service, including linkages with national
and regional organizations, for the chiefs and other government

officials. Eight issues papers have been published. For 1988~90
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activities three and four have been modified to de-emphasize search
and retrieval services and to put greater effort dnto issuance of
trend and policy issues papers.

The fifth activity is to prepare "Policy Briefs" as inserts for
AEL's newsletter, The Link. Four such inserts were prepared in the
sacond contract year.

In sum, the AEL program is designed to increase the inquiry
orientation of the chiefs primarily, and other state Jleaders
secondarily, by dJnvolving them in meetings for the discussion of
policy issues of their own choosing and providing information and
analysis resources to support these activities.

FWL. Although the Far West proposal descriktes a system of
matrix management that has a Task 3 coordinator providing oversight
for activities found in each of four programs, the Task 3 work
reported for the second year seems to reflect only that labeled
"State—-Level Policy Support" wunder the Policy Support Services
Program.

FWL spends more than $350,000 per year for Task 3. With only
four states in dits region, this amounts to roughly $88,000 per
state. However, it is a heterogeneous region. California is a

very large, rescurce-rich state, while the other three states have

small populations and much smaller resources. The program is even

larger that these figures suggest because the laboratory has
undertaken several significant non-federal contracts consistent
with Task 3 objectives.

The FWL program 1is notable for its employment of field agents
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in each state. These agents have a variety of responsibilities:
they collect needs-sensing and trend information, update lists of
key actors, help organize SEP seminars, prepare state-oriented
inserts to policy briefs, and prepare white papers (personal
communication from Paul Hood).

Probably the dominant activity for FWL 1is preparing policy
briefs and issue papers, four of which were prepared in 1987. But,
it also engaged in direct consultation with state-level
policymakers in a relatively rare instance of involvement in the
legislative process: it worked with the Califorria Senate
Appropriations Committee to develop an omnibus school reform
measure. The lab also worked with the state directors of planning
and program evaluation' to explore the establishment of a regional
database, an idea that had to be dropped for lack of funds. In the
area of policy research and evaluation, the lab studied the Utah
Career Ladder System and analyzed the 1ink between teacher

recruitment and retention and a California teacher dinformation

McREL. McREL allocates a significant portion of {its budget to
Task 3 (20-21%), but this amounts to only $33-38,000 per state, on
the averageé/zghe program is noteworthy for its focus on the theory
and methodology of strategic planning. Their assessment of state
education systems 1in the region had dJdentified a number of
deficiencies (Proposal pp. Il1l-Task 3, p 1-2):

o Lack of a comprehensive database to develop and assess
school improvement and restructuring proposals
o Lack of a coordinated planning and evaluation mechanism

* .
1/
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o Lack of policy analysis

o Lack of opportunities for state leaders to network and
to get to know the perspectives of other leaders

o Lack of opportunities for training and development
o Lack of informational models for restructuring
education systems

Further, their examination of the context of the region's
educational systems had revealed a major shift from an industrial
to an information-based economy and focused on the restructuring of
education to adapt to that shift.

Given this analysis, McREL adopted a strategy for Task 3 that
emphasized a capacity-bd11d1ng approach to help the state education
systems use strategic planning to adapt to environmental press.
Five sub-tasks in the 1985 proposal had been consolidated into
three by the.second year.

First, in response to the 1lack of needed information organized
on a state and regional basis, the lab has organized anc develcped
a variety of databases, including state files, educational news
publications, education dinfluence publications, and statistical
publications. These databases can be searched through the use of
key werds. The lab publishes and distributes reports based on the
databases and commissions related policy 1issue papers and a
periodical, Policy Notes.

Second, the 1lab organizes an annual policy conference. One,
held in 1987, invited 30 state Jleaders to hear national experts on
issues that appeared to be strategic rathér than educational 1issues

more narrowly defined, i.e., human resource development, state
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aconomic development, school finance, and school/business
partnerships.

Third, technical assistance 1is provided to state (and local)
education policymakers. The lab has assisted North Dakota, Kansas,
and Nebraska to develop state strategic plans and provided planning
assistance to numerous LEAs.

NCREL. In 1ts 1985 propcsal (the lab's first vyear, but a year
before the time frame under review) the 1lab had proposed an
information and networking strategy designed to provide useful
information to legislatures, SEAs, and 1local school districts.
They planned three types of meetings 1in each state each vyear:
legislative forums, SEA seminars, and policy implementation
institutes, which would have required 21 meetings a year 1in its
seven-state region.

However, only $179,678 was allocated to Task 3 in 1986, or
$25,668 per state. In 1987 this amount was cut in half ($89,700
total, or $12,814 per state). By 1987 the ambitious schedule of
meetings originally planned had been reduced to one state policy
seminar in each state plus a regional policy workshop sponsored
Jointly with the Center for Policy Research 1in Education. The
meetings featured both papers prepared by experts and interaction
among various stakeholders. Activities involving database
development and services, technical assistance, or training do not

seem to have been used for this task.

NE/I. Originally the 1lab defined its Task 3 program as the
theme for Public Policy for School Improvement, plus
-«
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policy—-relevant activities under three c¢ther themes, and
distinguished between regional and state-specific projects. In the
annual and assessment reports it is difficult to pull this entire
set together, and it 1s not clear whether the budget allocation
refers to the entire set or only the Public Policy Theme. NE/I
makes an average commitment to Task 3 in terms of budget percentage
(17.9% and 18.2%), but given nine Jurisdictions, the amount per
unit s near the bottom of the range. Consistent with 1dts
decantralized structure, the 1lab emphasizes a linkage strategy
using state-level forums, although some regional meetings are
sponsored.

NWREL. The Northwest Lab has a relatively large budget, but
must divide its attention among seven states and territories. It
made a significant redqgtion in commitment to Task 3 between 1986
and 1987 (see Table 9). No rationale for the reduction seems to be
available.

A1l of the states in the Northwest region are engaged in the
implenentation of 1long range plans designed to achieve higher
levels of excellence. NWREL's Task 3 activities are matrixed
across the Lab'_ organizational units. The dominant theme of these
activities seems to be the improvement of database management and
use through development of specific packages and products, and
related technical assistance. The accomplishments reported for
1987 include development of a special regional database on at-risk
youth; presentations on specific policy dissues at meetings of

regional groups; development of methodologies for developing,
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managing, and using databases and profile information at different
decision levels; development of an ekpanded form of the School
Improvement Program's School Profiling System and a related
workshop package; and provision of consultation and technical
assistance to state agencies, school districts, and other NWREL
staff. It is not clear from the documentation whether the Task 3
effort is targeted at the state level or whether it is aim.d at
assisting local districts use database management for implementing
state plans. If the latter, it would not seem to be consistent
with the objectives of Task 3.

RBS. RBS stands out 1in its heavy commitment to Task 3: over
$583,000 in each year, 28% of its budget, and over $116,000 per
state. (In some documents it appears that the State Leadership
Assistance Project is coterminous with.Task 3, while 1in others it
seems to include som~ activities from other tasks.)

The RBS approach to Task 3 is unique in that it establishes a
specific contractual relationship between the lab and each state.
For each state the lab assigns a senior staff member to serve as
state coordinator. In turn each CSSO selects a senior state-level
decisionmaker to serve as the RBS state liaison person. These two
develop and modify, as necessary, a written agreement describing
how RBS will work with state-level decisionmakers and how they will
participate in ~ross-state activities.

Also unique is the lab's emphasis on the policy implementation
and evaluation stages. Although the lab often provides planning

assistance, it is generally the planning of implementation or
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evaluation activities vis a

vis the state educa+<ional improvement
plan. However, some assistance 1is provided each state 1in
identifying new policy dssues and analyzing policy options.
Although the emphasis is clearly on working with each jurisdiction
separately, it sponsors at least one regional conference.

A broad range of types of services is provided dincluding, in
the RBS terminology., planning, planning assistarnce, resource book
revision, training, technical assistance, evaluation, information,
research, instrument and procedure development, workshco
development, and conference management. The overall {image is one
of gap-filling within state school improvement programs.

SEDL. Between 1986 and 1987 SEDL made a significant increase in
its commitment to Task 3 as its themes reached the dissemination
state (see Table §). Th? lab's posture in Task 3 is noteworthy for
its strong desire to avoid taking sides in political battles
involving conflicting interests. It specifically eschews the role
of regional problem solver and opts for a more purely informational
role. Further, Task 3 is not an independent program; rather, in
the matrixed SEDL sy<tem, Task 3 activities represent the targeted
dissemination activities of the several themes around which SEDL's
programs are organized. The three primary tactics are preparation
of briefing papers, forums for state-level decisionmakers, and
one-on—-one briefings. (An electronic bulletin board was tested but
later abandoned.) SEDL emphasizes a state-by-state orientation,
although some regional meetings are held.

SEDL's self-assessment found this program to be unnecessarily
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rig’d and non-responsive to many emerging needs and issues.
Consequently, in the plan for 1988-90 this profile is substantially
changed. A new theme called ED-AIDE 1is identified that takes full
responsibility for Task 3. It s designed to identify and monitor
emerging issues and to anticipate and meet information needs qf
decision- and policymakers, and to respond with &available
1nf;rmation to requests that regquire quick turnaround. It does
continue to assist the theme programs 1in working with state
decisionmakers. This reorientation is an example of the
constructive use of self-assessment to make program changes.

SEIL. SEIL has a relatively small budget and makes a
relatively weak commitment to Task 3. Consequently it stands at or
near the bottom of the range for level of effort. Its $21,377 per
state (8.5% of budget) in 1986 moved up to only $24,369 per state
(8.8% of budget) in 1987.

Educational reform 1is the dominant theme of the SEIL Task 3
program. In its first two years the lab established and maintained
a file of state reform initiatives and a system for monitoring
them. It also operated a system of issue identification through
environmental scanning of publications and surveys of educational
personnel. It held a regional policy forum and commissioned some
policy analyses. SEIL 1is also the lead lab for the Task 5 theme on
state policy wunder which an electronic database of policy issues
addressed by each lab 1is maintained. This program reflects the

SEIL style of sub-contracting some program elements.
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Comments on Task 3

A wide variety df linkage strategies were used 1in assisting
state-level decisionmakers. While there was some collaboration
with national organizations, most work was intra-region. Some labs
were highly focused on the chiefs and SEAs, while others worked
with a broader cross—section of state-level persons and
organijzations.

A wiue range if improvement strategies was used, with all labs
providing policy analyses and/or briefs. With the exception of
R3S, all concentrated on the earlier stages of the policy process.

Of eight broad policy domains, the ones in which most lab work
was done were cur-jculum and dinstruction, organization and
governance, school personnel, and assisting special types of
students.

Ac the risk of over-simplification, the dominant role of each

lab in its Task 3 program can be characterized as follows:

o AEL: resource for policy information and analysis for
CSSO0s and SEAs plus organizer of regional symposia.

o FWL: resource for policy research, evaluation, and
analysis

o McREL: builder of SEA and LEA capacity for using
strategic planning and other methods for the
restructuring of education

o NCREL: conference organizer for state policy forums

o NE/I: convener and facilitator of state policy forums

o NWREL: resource for development of database management

systems for use by Jlocal systems in implementing state
school improvement programs

Q 1&53
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o RBS: gap-filler in SEA efforts to implement school
improvement programs

o SEDL: dissemination arm of lab thematic programs
targeted at state government personnel

o SEIL: monitor of educational reform issues and resource
for policy analysis

These represent substantially different approaches to bringing
an 1inquiry orier*ation to bear on the state policy process.
Whether they have resulted from careful considerations of strategic
options, the style preferences of lab personnel, or highly adaptive
responses to variations in regional needs and resources is
difficult to say.

Review of these programs in the future might consider the
following factors:

o The balance between 1nf6rmation and policy analysis
strategies

o Tne balance between capacity building and doing
strategies

o The balance between meeting the needs of SEAs and those
of other state-level decisionmakers

o The balance between state-by-state activities and
regional approaches

o The balance between proactive and reactive efforts

o The balance among different policy stages

o Whether the program serves state-level decisionmakers
loca' districts

14




CHAPTER V TASKS 2 & 4 Page V-1

CHAPTER V
PROVIDING R&D BASED SERVICES FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF EDUCATION
WITH AND THROUGH EXISTING ORGANIZATIONS:
TASKS 2 AND 4

Federal Specifications

Accui'ding to the RFP, the core of lab work was in Tasks 2 and
4. The two are treated together here because most labs found it
difficult to organize their work according to this task structure.
They preferred instead to define their programs in terms of some
priority need and then identify both Task 2 and Task 4 activities
in relation to that need. Some, however, labs did identify
separate activities for these two tasks.

Given the importance of Tasks 2 and 4, a review of their
characteristics as defined by the RFP is in order.

Task 2 simply staééd that 1Yabs should "work with and through
existing organizations to improve schools and classrooms" (p. 21).
While some provisiun was made for working directly with schools and
school districts in exceptional cases, it was clear that an
indirect strategy for school improvement was mandated as the
dominant 1inkage strategy. This became known as the "with and
through" task.

The rationale for requiring an indiract strategy was quite

str "jhtforward: 1lab resources would be very Jlimited and all
regions had at least some important school improvement
organizations already in existence. Therefore some leverage in

achieving school improvement could be achieved by collaborating in

various ways with other organizations in the regiona’
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infrastructure.

Unfortunately, there were also some countervailing
considerations, the most important. being the loosely coupled nature
of the KPU configuration which makes impact at school and classroom
levels problematic. In addition, the willingness of other
organizations to work with 1labs has to be constantly tested and
negotiated. Finally, even where improvement is achieved, the lab
contribution might be invisible or difficult to separate from
others' contributions.

This dilemma permeates everything that labs do and, indeed, it
might be said that the central challenge faced by all labs is that
of developing a 1linkage strategy to deal adequately with these
problems.

Three examples of-pppropriate ac ivities were cited (RFP pp.
21=-22):

o Building and strengthening organizational support
systems for improvement.

o Engaging in cooperative local improvement initiatives
with other service improvement organizations.

o Broadly disseminating the results of research...to the
spectrum of audiences interested in improving schools
and classrooms.

Task 4 required the 1labs to "work to create research and
development based resources for schoo) improvement" (p. 25).
Despite ambi..ity 1introduced by the term "based," the text made

clear that it was Jlegitimate for labs to do research and

development as well as to compile R&D based resources. However,

the labs were encouraged to undertake only short term research and
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to TJeverage their resources by taking part din collaborative
projects. An issue to be raised (but, alas, not resolved) s
whether the popular tactic of collecting "promising practices" and
disseminating them is in any sense an R&D-based tactic rather than
a craft activity. A related problem is that craft knowledge, which
has its origin in experience rather than disciplined inquiry, seems
to be accorded the same status by the labs as R&D-based knowledge
although it is not mentioned specifically in the RFP.

Note that Task 2 corresponds to the linkage strategy and Task 4
corresponds to the improvement strategy. According to the formu-
lation presented here, all lab program activities require both a
linkage strategy and aﬁ improvement strategy. So it dis not
surprising that labs found it difficult to divide their projects

into Task 2 and.Task 4 categories.

Level of Effort

The centrality of these two tasks was underscored by the
guideline that Task 2 was to constitute from 4C to 55 percent of
the program budget, and Task 4 from 20 to 35 percent, or from 60 to
80 percent for the combined tasks. (One cannot add the two upper
T1imits to 90 percent because Tasks 3 and 5 were expected to take 20
percent.) The actual allocation of effort for the two tasks in FY
1987 is shown in Table 10.

Generally the labs allocated between two-thirds and three-
quarters of their program budgets to the combined tasks. On

average, 44 percent went to Task 2 and 27 percent to Task 4,
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Table 10. Anount and Percent Budgeted for Tasks 2 and 4, FY 1987

- — T —— —— — T —— — ———" —_— " T —— ——— — —————— —— ——  — — " ——— > — ———y —— — ———— ——— — "\ W w——— ————

--—--Amount Budgeted--—-—- Percent of Prog Budget*
Lab Task 2 Task 4 Total Task 2 Task 4 Total
AEL 503,667 374,182 877,849 44 .17 33.2 78.0
FwL 809,220 421,940 1,231,160 44 .9 23.4 68.3
McREL 544,095 308,416 852,511 41.9 23.8 65.7
NCREL 307,759 372,243 680,002 35.1 42.4 77.5
NE/1 724,618 321,033 1,045,651 48.3 21.4 69.7
NWREL 1,401,549 837,028 2,238,577 50.0 29.8 79.8
RBS 770,058 513,370 1,283,428 . 36.7 24 .4 61.1
SEDL 630,697 320,472 951,169 46.2 23.5 69.7
SEIL 377,544 231,817 609,361 46.8 28.7 75.5
ALL 6,069,207 3,700,501 9,769,708 44 .4 27.0 71.4

—— — T —— ————— — — — " — ——— " s Vv = - —— > P — — —_— ——_— ———— - —————— —— - —— — —————

indicating an emphasis on the Jlinkage strategy. NCREL is an
exception t¢ this pattern, having allocated 42.4 percent to Task 4
and only 35.1 percent to Task 2. This emphasis on creating R&D-
based resources may seém surprising considering that its region has
more R&D and service improvement organizations than any other
region (see Table 9, Chapter IV); but the lab tends to create these
resources by subcontract and other arrangements with outside
agencies.
Analytic Approach

As stated above, every lab program has three dimensions: a
linkage strategy, an improvement strategy, and a substantive focus.
Task 2 essentially defines a linkage strategy (work with and
through other organizations), but lab programs listed under Task 2
have the other two dimensions as well. Similarly, Task 4 defines
an improvement strategy (knowledge-based resources), but lab Task 4

programs also have the other two qﬁmQTSions. Many labs structured
PN .
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their programs in terms of substantive themes (our third
dimension), then matrixed the activities between the other two
dimensions.

While determining which of the three dimensions is used as the
primary identific: ion of a program may be somewhat arbitrary, it
is probably based on which of the three is chosen as the point of
departure in the planning process. If, for example, wcrking with a
particular set of partners is the starting point, this 1linkage
strategy becomes the program’'s primary ddentification. Planning
then is generally done Jjointly to select a substantive focus and an
improvement strategy and to further refine the mode of linkage.
If, on the other hand, the lab starts with the need to create
certain R&D based resources in a substantive area, it must devise a
linkage strategy for bringing these resources to bear on the
problem.

Our task would have been greatly simplified if it had been
possible to 'se the project as the unit of analysis and to describe
all lab work in terms of these projects. However, as noted above,
there are a number of difficulties in doing this. Some 1lab
activities are continuing open-ended services that do not lend
themselves to a project structure. Some define their programs in

terms of abstract functions rather than programs and projects

(e.g., McREL Subtask 2.3: "Netvork and B8roker People and
Resources"”; NCREL Task 4, "Extend Pool of Available R&D
Information"). Some labs start with a hierarchical structure of

programs., projects, and activities, but make only partial use of
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that structure in their annual reports (e.g., FWL).

The inability to create an exhaustive database of lab projects
means that we cannot perform quantitative and comprehensive
analyses of Tlab work by task. For example, 1if we attempted to
analyze work done with intarmediate service agencies under Task 2,
some of labs would undoubtedly rush forward to say, "Your analysis
is incomplete because it doesn't show our work with intermediate
agencies under Task 4." (In Chapter IV we chose to ignore this
problem, knowing that not all work with state policymakers was

found under Task 3.)

As a result we are eschewing any sophisticated quantitative
analyses in favor of searching for an understanding of 1lab

strategies more qualitatively. The method will vary somewhat from
section to section. The first analysis is of programs designed
around a particular néed or polijecy 1issue (i.e., the educational
focus in our three-part schema). The example chosen s programs
for improving administrative leadership. First, a set of programs
addressing this problem will be identified and described briefly.
Then issues such as the following will be addressed:

o Are there variations in how the problem of improving

adninistrative leadership is defined?
o What knowledge base is used?

o What l1inkage strategies are employed?

o What improvement strategies are selected?

The following sections will exr.ore new typologies of

interorganizationa’ collectivities, research approaches, and

iq:
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development/demonstration designs for programs for dimproving

administrative leadership.

Improving Administrative Leadership

We begin with a set of programs that use a substantive focus,
improving administrative leadership, as the point of entry. At
this broad level seven of the nine labs identify a need and define
one or more programs, brojects, or activities.* A listing of the
relevant work units is found in Appendix B.

There are a number of differences in the structure of these
work units. Some are single-level and others multi-level. In some
cases the hichest "avel 4§ a major lab program, in others it is a
single project.

Profiles of work designs for administrative leadership for the
seven labs working 1n“this area are shown in Table 11. Following
is an examination of each design feature by looking across the
table horizontally. Those who want to focus on the overall
strategy for any lab program/project should look down the columns.
Problem Definition

The substantive focus of the work represents one of our three
strategic dimensions. The seven labs represented in Table 11 have
undertaken work in the general area ve have called "administrative

leadership.” In each case the work has been justified as emerging

" —— —— - —————

*McREL planned but later drupped its Administrator Leadership
Program. It did provide assistance to applicants for Leadership in
Educational Administration Development (LEAD) Center grants. While
NCREL's Professional Development Program was focused on teachers,
it also has implications for administrators.
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from the need assessment process, but that does not mean that the
labs are working on identical problems. Under this broad rubric is
considerable room for variation in how the problem is defined at
more specific levels.

There 1is also tremendous variation in the amount of detail
available on problem definition (as well as other program design
dimensions). Some labs have prepared specizl papers (not examined
in this review), while others provide only a paragraph or two.

Generally, there are several broad themes:

0 Local administrators have a great responsibility for
implementing changes resulting from the reform movament
and reform initiatives of the states.

© There are {important bodies of research on school
improvement, instructional 1leadership, etc., that
administrators need to become familiar with.

o Schools and their leaders need to develop a culture of
inquiry to use knowledge-based resources in their

attempts to improve. schools.

o0 School administrators are dJsolated, and new structures
are needed that put them in communication with their

peers and enable them to access knowledge-based
resources for school improvement.
o It is a mistake to focus exclusively on the

principal’s role; leadership is provided by a number of
roles at the school and central office levels.

These are not mutually exclusive problem definitions and might
easily be strung together as one complex rationale. However, the

tendency is to stress one or a few of these rationales.

Improvement Strategy

The use of knowledge-based strategies is a given for labs.

(Money and regulation are alternatives available to governmental
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entities. See Mason 1982.) The components of knowledge-based
improvement strategies are the knowledge base, information

services, and knowledge production.

Knowledge Base. There are distinct differences in the
knowledge bases used for the improvement strategy. (Note that
knowledge bases are also used for the linkage strategy. See
below.) Here the focus s on the nature of the knowledye be
transferred. First 1is a choice to be made among research

knowledge, knowledge in the form of developed products, and that

represented by existing practices or some other form of craft
knowledge.

The main bodies of research knowledge mentioned are those on
effective schools and leadership. Some labs provide a discussion
of one or more of these knowledge bases; some list a number of the
generalizations that have emerged, and others merely name the
knowledge base used. At the activity level some specific bodies of
knowledge come into play (e.g., school-home~communications at AEL).

A distinction can be made foi products between those that are
extant and those that are to be developed by the lab. In the
former category, FWL proposed to use (and further refine) Peer
Assisted Leadership (PAL), a product developed in prior years. In
the latter category, AEL proposed to develop a document, Guidelines
for Assessing Secondary Remedial Software. NWREL planned to
develop training materials for use with school network personnel.

Examples of practices to be collected and reviewed include

"exemplary programs"” (RBS), ‘"existing performance assessment

14
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systems" (SEDL), and "career ladcer options" (FWL).

Information Services. It may seem strange to see the category

"information services" under improvement strategy since this would
seem to be dJnherently a linkage strategy. However, the front end
activities involved in information services are appropriate, i.e.
database development and the preparation (in contrast to the
dissemination) of reports, newsletters, inserts, briefs, etc. based
on knowledge bases. Database development may be difficult to
distinguish from knowledge bases used (see above). The term is
used to refer to organized and manipulable knowledge bases.

AEL provides a range of information services, including writing
topical reports, preparing topical pieces and inserts for the lab
newsletter, preparing inserts for the newsletters of administration
professional associations, and search and retrieval services for
region=1 administrators. (These activities correspond to
development in the Dunn ADD model for policy analysis (Dunn 1987).
SEDL compiled a database on performance assesc..ent systcins and
prepared reports based on it. It s noteworthy that only two of
the seven labs chose to use information service strategies.

Knowledge Production. Knowledge production can take the form o

research, evaluation, policy studies, or development. SEIL

expected its activities in the first two years would lead to the
identifying needs for future research. NE/I proposed two specific
studies, one of central office leadership, and anoéher of teachers
as school {improvement leaders. .FWL and NWREL organized and

developed training materials for institutes and NE/I prepared for

PE
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publication a Directory to R&D Resources for School Improvement

Leadership.

It is often difficult to distinguish between the improvement
and linkage aspects of a given effort. For example, in organizing
a leadership institute, the irstructional content constitutes the
improvement strategy while the wrganization of the institute (e.g.,
whom to invite from what organizations, whether to organize ‘t on a
state or regional basis, whether to use large group instruction or
org . ize subgroups by roles or some other criterion) constitutes
the linkage strategy.

Linkage Strategy

The three components of the linkage :trategy are knowledge hase
interorganizational arrangements, and communication mod:- .

Knowledge Base. The krowledge base for tne 1linkage strateg&
consists of bodies of gno~ladge cencerning the most effective means
of knowledge dissemination, dimplementation, and utilization. It
can take the forms of research or ordinary knowledge, products, or
practices/craft knowledge.

Documentation of the 1linkage knowledge base tended to be thin
or absent in the material describing these programs. This area was
covered in the original proposals under "’essons of research and
experience 1in terms of implications for effective strategies to
address [each task]" (RFP p.36). Because it probably applies to
all programs, it is not repeated for each. The citations in Table
11 are taken from both the proposal introductory material and

program/project aocumentation.

I
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Research cited as the basis for linkage strategies jincluded the
General Purpose Dissemination Assistance (GPDA) Study (Louis et al,
1984), the Dissemination Efforts Supporting School Improvement
(DESSI) St.dy (Crandall et al, 1983), Rogers' conceptualization of

adoption stages (Rogers, 1962), open systems theory, and others.

The only example of ordinary knowledge cited in association with
this program was knowledge of the region (AEL), although all labs
provided this kind of knowledge in other sections.

For 1inkage knowledge products, there is again the distinction
between existing products and those to be developed. FWL proposed
to use and further refine 1its previously developed Peer Assisted
Leadership (PAL) product. (PAL was also mentioned above as part of
the 1improvement strategy knowledge based, assuming that PAL
contains both substantive knowledge and a linkage strategy.) It
furthsr proposed to develop a trainer of trainers capability and to
dec“gn summer leadership dinstitutes. NE/I took the route of
compiling a directory of extant school improvement leadership
resources. NWREL proposed to design network and collaboration
models in one activity and develop training processes for training
school network personnel in another. SEIL proposed to use products
developed by two other labs and centers (FWL's PAL _and the former
Texas Center's Concerns Based Adoption Model) and develop its own
training modules.

Similarly, practices can be existing or planned. AEL noted
that it had a good deal of experience with practices growing out of

its work with several NIE-sponsored dissemination programs: RDx

IR
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(R&D Exchange), R&D Interpretation Service (RDIS) and RS (Regional
Services), a claim other older labs might make as well. NE/I
planned to develop an Action Guide for School Improvement (probably
a blend of improvement and linkage knowledge).

Interorganizational Arrangements. Possibilities for national

collaboration 1ie chiefly in the improvement strategy, mainly in

developing the various knowledge bases. Linkage is inherently a
regional function at the service delivery end, although there are
also possibilities of national collaboration in terms of reviewing

the knowledge base for a 1linkage strategy and developing linkage

.models. Several labs 1ist other labs and centers as national
collaborators, but few details are provided. Regional

collaborators include SEAs, professional associations, institutions

of higher education, principals’ academies (with varied
sponsorship), and study groups. Clients 1included both service
improvement organizations (SI0s) and service delivery oryanizations
(SDOs).

Each 1lab's configuration of relationships with collaborators

and clients is summarized by categorizing its interprectation of the

‘with and through" strategy. Focusing on the SI0 as the sole

client represents a "pure" indirect strategy. The approach of NE/I
and NWREL s indirect in that they trest SIOs as primary clients
and assist them in imclementing programs with SDO personnel. RBS
works with SEAs, ISAs, and LEAs: Its work with large metropolitan
schoal districts can be considered "with and through" in tha+

central offices of large districts function much like SIOs. FWL
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also werks with the central office of a major urban district, not
only as a client but also as a collaborator, 1in developing and
testing products for wuse in its own district. On the other hand,
AEL sees SDO administrators as its clients and state professional
associations as 1its charnnels of access to them (i.e., sponsor).

Communication Modes. Virtually all labs organize their primary
activities by state, although they held some regional conferences.
The dominant service strategy 1is staff development. Variation
occurs in whether new networks are organized or existing structures
(e.g., principalship academies) are used; whether new 1inkage
training 1is designed for SIO personnel; and whether the 1lab
provides information or training to SDO personnel or assists or
supervises SIO personnel in providing such assistance.

Conclusion to Improving Administrative Leadership

Our method has necessarily broken lab programs into pieces.
tet wus try for a more holistic view. These programs are all
focused on improving knowledge and skills of a particular role
group: mostly building administrators, but including central office
staff and others in many cases. There appear to be two main
approaches to the improvement strategy. One is to start with
research iiterature and to develop training packages. The other s
to collect, review, and package particular administrative
practices. The principalship academy, either pre-existing or newly
formed, is the most popular vehicle for linkage. Most labs use an
indirect strategy. training the staffs of SIO agencies, and

sometimes working with them to implement training programs. Most

o
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are organized by state rather than by region. It does not appear
to be an area of significant netional collaboration.

While use of inservice training 1is traditional, two aspects of
most programs incorporate the findings of recent research. One is
the recognition that the need for leadersihip resides not in a
single role but a combination of roles at both the building and
central office levels. The other is that single-shot training is
only marginally effective and -hat more lasting effects can be
obtained by involving trainees in a continuing network and
providing various support services.

We now turn to a more fine-grained analysis of the
interorganizational arrangements used as part of the Tinkage

strategy in Task 2 and Task 4 programs.

Linkage Strategy: Types of Interorganizational Arrangements

Conceptual Approach

In moving to a focus on the linkage strategy, 1it will be
necessary to shift methodology. In previous analyses we have
examined three aspects of the linkage strategy: the knowledge base,
communication mode, and interorganizational arrangements. However,
the "with and through" strategy was perhaps the most salient
innovation in the 1lab RFP design, and interorganizational
arrangements made by labs to implement this design feature warrant
a more fine-grained analysis. Understanding the nature and

variations of this indirect strategy 1is crucial to designing the

next round of contract awards.
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The field of interorganization theory has been developing for a
number of years as an offshoot of open-systems theory (Negandhi,
1975). It has been studied in health management among other fields
outside of education (S. Mason, 1979). In education the present
author prepared a multi-award RFP dssued by NIE for studies of
interorganizational arrangements that resulted in several
ground-breaking reports (Huberman et al, 1981; Yin and Gwaltney,
1981).

The interorganizational collectivity (IC) has been proposed as
the basic unit of analysis (Van De Ven et al, 1975). Note that not
all relationships constitute collectivities, e.g., a lab and an
organization receiving one-way communications. The relational
properties of IC's have been examined from two perspectives: (1)
the dimensions' of dJnteraction or exchange between organizations
(e.g., formalization, intensity, reciprocity, and standardization);
and (2) the mechanisms for coordination between organizations
(e.g., mediated or unmediated; domain consensus, complementarity of
resources, homogeneity of structure, mutual awareness, and
stability between the organizations in the exchange relationship).

Unfortunately, documentation available for this study does not
permit this level of analysis. However, it wouli be helpful if we
could get a clearer description of the different kinds of ICs
developed by the labs. Four kinds can be differentiated by
observing two different factors. First, does the collectivity have
a single or multi-purpose? Second, 1is the collectivity limited to

two organizations (i.e., a bi-lateral ar-angement), or are more
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than two organizations invc lved?
yields four kinds of ICs. (See Figure 7).

for these terms do not necessarily

labs' reports.

"networks" in

The reports being

particular, but this term

Page v-19

The combination of these factors

Of course our meanings

correspond to those used in the

examined make many references to

seems to have different

referents. The intent here is to use four terms and give them more
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Multi-Lateral

Figure 6.

Single-Purpose

Multi-Purpose
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Types of Interorganizational Collectivities

prrecise meanings.
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shown in Figure 7.
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Bi-lateral Multi-lateral Bi-lateral Multi-lateral
Single-purpose Single-purpose Multi-purpose Multi-purpose
Lab is LAB LAB LAB LAB
Member PARTNERSHIP CONSORTIUM COLLABORATIVE [INETWORK
Lab not CLIENT CLIENT CLIENT CLIENT
Member PARTNERSHIP CONSORT IUM COLLABORATIVE [NETWORK

Figure 7. Types of Lab/Interorganizational Collectivity
Configurations

made up of three kinds of organizations, KPOs, SIOs, and SDOs (see
II-1.) For present purposes KPOs and SIOs are combined and labeled
SIo.
Analysis of Lab Programs

In Table 12 the four kinds of ICs appear as the column heads.
Not all relationships. constitute ICs. It is very difficult to
define the boundary between interorganizational arrangements that
constitute collectivities and those that are too evanescent to br.
counted, but activities involving one-way communication from the
lab to some organization are not shown. However, the stub of the
table shows the types of organizations the lab is related to and
its role relation to them.

A number of 1lab programs, projects and activities are
classified in the cells of this table. No claim is made that this

— ————— N  ——— ——— OC——

table i complete or comprehensive. Many projects or other work

units are no doubt missing because it was not possible to work out
a system for classifying everything. The goal 4is to examine

projects in several differer* cells to gain a clearer understanding
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Tabls 12. Linksge Stretagy: Clessificetion of Selected Task

ond Leb Role.

CHAPTER V VTASKS 2 & 4

2 and & Lab Programs/Projecte by Typs of Intsrorganizational Collectivity, Yype of Organfization,

$ingle-Purposs 8ingle-Purpose Mult 1-Purpose Multi-Purpose
Lab Mesbership si-Latere) Multi-Letersl $1-Lateral Multi-Lateral
and Type of Orgenization PARTNERSHIP CONSORTIUN COLLASORAYIVE NETWORK

LAD PARTNERSHIP LA® CONSORTIUM LAS COLLASORATIVE - LAS NETWORK

A. LAS IS A MENSER
1. Servioe
Isprovement
Orgenization(e)
(810s)

2. Service Delivery
Organizetion(s)
(8008 )

). Mixed S10s
and S00s

Lab/center conference sponsorshipe:
CPRE/NCREL, CPRE/SEDL, CPRE/SEIL
CVE/AEL, NREA/MoRel.stc.

RE8S: Applied Res/Palicy Studres: Md|
High Sch Gred Requirements Study
R8S: Applied Res/Impr Studes: Pa &
Md studies of mandeted sinimum

competency testing

R8S & CIRCE: Effects of changes

in sssesssent policy

FuL 3.1; Suppt for Beg Veas w/CSV
FuL 3.3: Preparing teas for work
w/diverss stud pops, w/CSU

NW 4.18: The Autosated Workplace:
Jt dev W/ corporete partners

SEIL and McREL: contracte witt IHEs
& other sgencies for RD&E

Lab Task S themes

CSAP: Communigetion Servicese
Assistence Prog (Lab nectwork
sotivity done by CeDAR)

RES & Consortiue on Ed Poliey
Studiees, Indianes U.

Nw 2.1: Info Ctr on Applicetion
of Yechnology: RICE detabesss of
coursewars evele from “network®
of SEAs

Nw 2.8: Collegial Tee Trng (w/
SEAe.  3Ae, & IHEs

NW 4.4: Technological Literacy
for Al11: eixed mseting with sub)
matter and tea organizestiona
FuL 1.8: Teaching for 8Sci Literscyp
w/C8U & Kern Co CA

REBS/SEA agresments (Task 3?)
FHL/CSU (CA Stete Univ) agresment

SEIL. MCREL (and others) Stats
Adviaory Committess

NCRE.: tote Liafeon Committes
Lab porcion of Urben Ed Networl
AEL, MoREL, NCREL

FHL 3.8: Promote district opticns
for ach fepr w/Clerk Co NV
McREL: School Audit Experissent
with Shoshone, WY

RES: Study of 10 High Scha with
Mid Atlentic Meto Council
NCREL 8.3: Curr Dvefign in Yes Ed
sst @ consortius to sponsor the
study of Induction progs

REL: Taachar study groups
hEL: Ade etudy groupe

SEIL: SEED (Software Eval Exch)
with SEAs and LEAs

FHL 1.3: Sch Oropout Teek F,
Phoenixn, w/ atete leg, bue, ste.
FuL 2.1: Outcome Based Ed w/

UY SEA & I3As

8. LAS 13 SPONSOR/
SERVICE PROVIDER
1. Service

leprovesent
Organization(e)
(810e)

v
-

A\

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CLTENT PARTNERSHIP

CLIENT CONSORTIUM

CLIENT COLLABORATIVE

R8S: Applied Res/Policy Studies.

4 pol studies dons for Pa legiel
SEIL contract's with IHEe
AEL: Cleseroom Instr Prog: provide
TA to NEA‘e Mastery in Learning
McREL: Resource asupport for

I1SAs in NE, KS, end CO

(This table is continued

SEIL: °Nstwork® of ;12. dirsctore |

of SE Writing Projects (SEWP)
SEOL: Themea A, 8, C (or

sre thess broadcasting rel’e?)
NCREL: Vidso conf w NDN facilitet
NCREL: Yechnology Info Exchange
FuL 3.2: Providé TA for feplement
prof dev ctr net f rur sche NV
AEL: Osaign & test inetr strategy
for uee in teacher ed

on the next page.)

] NW 2.11: Ragional Indian Ed Net

(Stete Indien Ed Assoce)

RBS: Coop Sch Impr Networke:
o MD Council of Assisc Supte
o Labor~Mgmt Cooperation Network
o Mid At Metro Council (5 LEAs)

‘\-A

NE/1: Lesdership for Scho Impr Net
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Yeble 12. Linkags Strategy: Clssseification of Sslectsd Task

and Lab Role.

(continued)
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’

2 and 4 Lab Programs/Projects by Yype of intsrorgenizational Collectivity, Type of Organization,

Leb Nembership
and Type of Organization

$ingle-Purpose
Si-Lateral
PARTNERSHIP

81ngle-Purpose
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COLLABORATIVE
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McREL Staff Dev Network
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of what these different linkage arrangements mean 1n prectice.

Despite this disclaimer I will hazard two generalizations.
First, the collaborative (multi-purpose, bi-lateral) seems to be
the least popular form of IC. The agreements that RBS has drawn up
with each SEA in its region (which apply primarily to Task 3) fall
in this category. Similarly, the relationship between FWL and the
California State University (CSU) covers a range of activities. In
fact the two organizations overlap in that the Southern Service
Center operated by FWL 1is shown as a unit in the lab table of
organization. At the bottom of the chart, the NWREL Rural
Networking Program is really a three-level arrangement and
therefore classified as "mixed." The lab provides support services
for a number of SIOs (presumab1y.separate1y), which in turn provide
services to a networkK of rural schools. Perhaps the 1ab/SIO
relationships would be better categorized as partnerships and SIO
relationships as client networks.

The second generalization cautiously advanced is that there are
far mere single-purpose arrangements (partnerships and consortia)
than multi-purpose (collaboratives and networks). This seems to
point to the desirability of flexible arrangements for responding
to ;hifting needs and opportunities.

ICs with Lab Member. The top half of the table contains ICs 1in

which a lab i a member of the collectivity. It is undertaking an
activity jointly with one or a series of organizstions on a more or
less equal footing. Variation occurs in terms of whether the other

organizations are SIOs, SDOs or mixed, whether the activity has a
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single or multiple purpose, and whether the relationship is

bi-lateral or multi-lateral.

There were a number of cases of partnerships between labs and

Sl0s. A frequent activity was Joint sponsorship of a conference
with a Peseaéch center. RBS reports working on research studies
Jointly with the Maryland and Pennsylvania SEAs. It had another
partnership with the Center for Instructional Research and
Curriculum Evaluation (CIRCE) at the University of Il1linois. The
FWL/CSU relationship, already noted at the institutional level.
shows up again as partnerships for specific projects.

Although business corporations are not, strictly speaking,
SI0Os, one program involving corporations is placed 1in the SIO
partnership cell. NWREL worked with several such corporations in
its Automated Workplace program to get a more accurate idea of the
work environments that students would be moving into.

There was one case of a partnership with an S00O: FWL's work
with Clar County, NV, on the project, "Promote District Options
for School Improvement."

The consortium may be the most frequent form of lab membership
in an IC. IndiQidua1 themes under Task 5 would be the clearest
example: three or more co-equal organizations working together on
one topical theme. Similarly, Jjoint 1lab sponsorship of CSAP,
(Communication Services Assistance Projact) at CeDAR is a cross-lab
activity, operated in this case by a third-party SIO.

NWREL has three projects involving multiple SIOs. In one, SEAs

provide software evaluations for a database operated by the

ifng
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Information Center on Application of Technology. In another, a
meeting focused on Technological Literacy for A1l was attended by
both subject matter and teacher organizations. And in a third, it
worked with SEAs, ISAs, and IHEs on the Collegial Teacher Training
Project.

Labs are also 1involved in consortia with SDOs. RBS made a
study of 10 high schools working jointly with the Mid Atlantic
Metropolitan Council (composed of SDO administrators). NCREL
established a consortium to sponsor a study of induction programs.

In the “mixed consortia” category, SEIL operates the Software
Evaluation Exchange (SEED), apparently similar to the NWREL
préjecu, but involving both SEAs and LEAs as sources of
evaluations. FWL worked with a Dropcut Task For .: in Phoenix, AZ,
with both the LEA and _community representatives. It also operated
an Outcome-Based Education project .:i Utah in conjunction with both
the Utah SEA and state ISAs.

Continuing across the top half of the table, we have already

noted the paucity of Jlab collaboratives. Lab networks are also
relatively scarce. The Urban Education Network 1is somewhat

difficult to classify. It is operated by th: e labs, so there is a
lab network at that Jlevel. But &s a whole it is better classified
in the lower right box as a "client network," since the labs
provide support for SDO members of the network.

Client 1ICs. Although not Task 2/4 projects, state advisory
committees and ljaison committees operated by a number of labs

might be considered client networks of either the SIO or mixed
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variety. RBS works with four networks, three at the SI0O level and
one at the SDO level. In the former group are the Maryland Council
of Assistant Superintendents and the Mid-Atlantic Metropolitan
Council (the five Targest LEAz in the region), being counted as SIO
personnel here because central offices of large districts function
1ike SIOs; &nd the Labor-Management Cooperation Network. In the
latter category is the Rural Schools Exchange. McREL operates a

rural network and a (£AD Center network.

Improviment Strategy:- RD&D Approaches

We would also 1ike to develop a more fine-grained analysis of
some of the improvement strategy categories.

Research Approach

In previous analyses we have used a breakdown of the research

approach into research; evaluation, policy analysis, and planning.

In Table 13 these categories appear in the stub. For each of
these, a further differentiation can be made in terms of the

primary source of data, j.e., primary data, secondary analysis, and

interaction documentation. These categories appear as column heads

in the table. Tne first two of these are straightforward. The
third, "interaction documentation," needs some explznation. Labs
hold many mreetings with other groups and individuals. Frequently
these are "working meetings" rather than listening to speakers.
When people share ijdeas and interact at thase meetings, a
documentation of what occurs is often made that constitutes an

intellectual product termed "interaction documentation.”

s
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Table 13. Improvement Strategy: Classification of Sel

ected Task 2/4 Lab Programs/Projects

by Research Approach.

Research Approach

Prima

Primary Data

ry Source of Data--—----
Secondary Analysis

Interact ion Documentation

A. Applied
Research

8. Evaluation

C. Policy

Planning

R8S:CSIP/Applied Res/Policy Studies
Mid At Council etudy of 1D H Schs

NW 4.5;: Res on Claseroom Aseessment
three studiee collect primary data

NW 4 6: Tea Turnover in Reservation
Schools

NE/1: Leadership for Sch Impr:
Study of Urdan High Schoole

FWL: Study of tea recruitment &
retention in CA

NW 4.5 Res on Classroom Assessment
One study {e synthesis of res

NW 4.13: Sch Improvement Res Synth

NCREL: rev of ree on etrategies
for 1mproving inetruction

NCREL: 10 “"Interpretations of ree
or. teacher rolee” & 4 intesrps of
case etudy research

NCREL: 24 papere/monograph on
dimeneions of thinking

NCREL: Rev of 11t on incentives
for personne)

AEL: Anal of longit DB on family
conditions & student achievement
AEL: Demog Study of Rural Smal
Schools and Districte

REL: Teacher Demand & Supply

SEIL: Model for tea research on
writing (eubcontract)

NCREL: Invitationa)l eeminar on
etrategiee for 1improving instr
will produce mats for summer 1inst

AEL: Classroom Instruction Prog:
Study group reports

SEIL: Tracer etudy of SEED (subcon)
RBS: Paper: Exemplary SD Practicee
Related to Info Zollectior & Use
McREL : Reader Response:McREL Update
RBS: Studies of state mandated min

competency testing in PA & MD;

Study of MD HS Grad Requirements

FWL: Eval prof dev ctr in NV co
: Eval career ladder syst 1in UT
: Eval CSU Summer 8ridge & Inten
sive Learning Experience Prog

AEL: The Effectiveness of Study

Groups ae an R&D Methodology

NW 2.1: Qtr software analyeis
reports

NW 2.4: Item & Test Info Ctr:
Consumer Guides & Guide to Item
Banks

RBS: CSIP/Org Eff/Sec Sch lmpr:
Paper: Sec Sche & Central Office

NW 2.5: Reg conf on Collegial
Staff Dev (no proceedings?)

NW 2.12: Regional Nets for Sch Imp

SEIL: Teacher labor market etudiee

SEIL: Longit study of rea cert

RBS: Appl *.y8/Policy Studies: Strat
Planning Studies in LEAs & schs;
Coord of Ed & Soc Services in.PA

NW 4.18: Et ‘ective Voc Ed: use
strategic planning to work w LEAS
toward rew directions in voc ed

McREL: North Dakota State Plan
tor Technology

SEIL: Supply Side of Tea Lab Mkt
RBS: 3 pusition papers for PA lag

“Roporto of policy forums

/

NW 4.12: Profile of Pacific Schs
NW 4.15: The Automated Workplace:
synthesis of previous research
NW 4.18: Eff voc Ed: 11t search
NE/1: Leadership for Sch Impr: sec
analysis of 2 sch impr studies
NCREL: Pev of 11t on SD; dev frame-
work for planning SD progs
McREL: various strat plan proJs

INW 2.7: Rural Networking:supervise

& monitor plan & dev of collab
arrangements between nets & SI0a
NW 2.17: Sctate plans for working
with and through SICs

NW 4.4: Technology Forecast Panel

e ]
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The reliability of coding lab programs and projects into the
cells of this table may not be high, but the typology may still
have heuristic value 1in illustrating a fairly wide variety of

research approaches and methodologies used. Again, no claim is

mude that this table represents a complete and comprehensive

classification of lab activities.

While no attempt to review all of the work found in each cell
is being made, a few comments are in order. Examples were found
for every cell of the table. Collection and analysis of primary
data is still an approach used by labs. While there 1is no way of
quantifying and comparing the Jlevel of effort for the three
columns, it appears that most labs are more involved in secondary
analysis rather than the analysis of primary data. In addition, in
a number of cases involving primary analysis, the work is being
done by a subcontracto; rather than by lab personnel. Interaction
documentation constitutes an important form of knowledge production
for labs.

The eval.iation category may include some projects not actually
funded by OERI; it 1is not always easy to tell whether the work
being reported is inside or cutside the OERI contract.

Development/Demonstration Approach

Development and demonstration are also knowledge-based
improvement strategies, but they cannot be subclassified 1in the
same way as research approaches. The categories used 1in the stub

of Table 14 are of a mixed bag. Development is divided into two

types, that done by the lab alone and that done Jointly with some

ity
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other organization. Promising practices 4is a knowledge-based

approach, but it is based, at least in the first instance, on craft
knowledge, not research knowledge. We will dinvestigate this

strategy 1in more detail below. Finally, Demonstration +nvolves

implementation and operation of an. innovation on site, usually but
not always a local scheol, to document and +Jllustrate the
feasibility and effectiveness of the innovation. Demonstration is
a permissible exception to the "with and through" linkage strategy
when SDOs are involved that permits the lab to retain "hands on"
experience.

The column heads of the table differentiate types of materials

as student materials, teacher materials, trainer materials, and

administrator materials. This 1is probably the 1least reliable

classification of all because it 1is frequently difficult to tell

for whom the materials are intended. Projects involving "arogram
descriptions"” are generally classified as "administrator
materials,"” although the programs might well be oriented toward

teachers or trainers.

Again, no claim is made that this table is comprehensive; 1in
addition, generalizations are hazardous. It would appear, however,
that the focus is on student materials 1less often than on other
types of materials. This represents a sharp contras to the former
focus of older 1labs when the primary <improvement strategy was
curriculum development.

When development 4is involved, 4t appears that labs are more

likely to proceed on *heir own than to engage in Jjoint activity.

;'.}
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Teble 14. lmprovement Strstegy: Clsssificltion of Sclected Leb Tssk 2/4 Progrsms/Projects by Development/Demonstrstion Approsch.
Typs of Development Type of Materisls jtatutefotatubutnintubniaiuineiututetauiuiuieteieineii it
Demonstration Student Meterisls Teacher Materisls Trsinsr Materisls l Adainistrstor Meterisls

A Leboretory
Owvelopaent

8. Joint Development

C. Promising Prsctices

0. Demonstrstion

W 2.2;: Tee Ctr for Dewo & Trng:
Collection of hardware & softwars

R8S: Specis) Populetions Sch
lsprovesent Mode |

NW 2.0: Trng Ctr for Clsssroom
Assessment (sl1so T of T & prs)

McREL: Math scope & sequence for
rural high schools

McREL: Tactics Teacher Menus)

[NCREL: Dptions handbook on

strategies for instr fmpr

SEIL: Buide to Pvt Sector Resource |SEIL: 2 clusters of modules:

for Principal Effectiveness Competencies of High perf Pre
EIL: Effective Math K-5: workshop |[R8BS: Spac Pops Sch lapr Model
sode), handbook, video tspe NW 2.7: Rursl Networking: Trng
R8S: Orgsnizing for Sac Sch Dev sats for 810s re role 1in

W 4.7: Res BGased Sch lmpr developing rursl nets

W 4.16: Eff Voc Ed:itrng saterisis [NW 2.0: Trng Ctr CR Assess: trng
CREL: Prof Dev: Manual for saterisls for principals

stsff dev plsnning NW 4.6: Adm Guide for Tes

CREL: Models/indicstors of {nstr Turnover 1n Reservetion Sche
Tesadership NW 4.13: Sch lapr Res Synth: Dev

NE/1: Modules for Thinking Ski113
Progrsa (Jt w Herverd p: ~f)

CREL: Res synth on tes ed

FWL: Outcome Based Ed: Casebook,
Modsls of Instr Org

AEL: Cisssra Instr Prog: Dev)
Turnkey Trsining Activities
McREL: How tOo Teach Teachers

electronic communicstion system
RES: Institutions) Anslysis:
Directory of instruments

M2REL: Ed leadership trng modules
MCREL: Pisnning guide for 1mp)

INW 4.15: The Automated Workplsce:
dev corporste mentoring & f1ield

FuL 3.1: Eff Suppt Beg Teas, w/.A,
dev & test trsining prog

FuL: Devl & test Tesching for
Scient{fic Literscy

MCREL: ASCD tsps on strstegic
pisnning

piscement progrsa (w bus collsbs)

Teacher Hsndbook (with S10s)
FHL 3.1: w/Los Angelss SD, dev )
ssts of resource mats for mentor
teaching

NW 2.6: Collegis] Tea Trng: Mentor [ri8S: LORE (Leadership for Org

Ronews1 & Effect) w/Phils

R83: Sch D Eff Audit (w NJ Sch 8ds
Assoc)

Nw 2.7: Rurs) Networking: Dev rur
networking modsls

NW 4.12 Pacific R&D Da sbsse

AEL: Reg Lisison Ctr: {.odel of
home-schoo-coa partnerships
w/Norfolk comsunity

SEIL: SEED (Software Evel Exchange
see Trscer Study

NW 2.4: Item & Test Info Center
NW 2.10 Eff Practice 1n Indisn Ed

NW 2.1: RICE dstsbase on coursewsre|NW 2.12: Reg Nets for Sch lapr

evslustions (Jt w SEAs)
NW 4.14: Prom Prscr for At Risk ¥V
McREL: Prsirie Winds

NW 4.1: Computer & Curr Studies:
csses of integrsting software &
curriculum

NW 4.12: pscific Eff Prsctices

NW 4.13: Sch lapr Res Synth:
Exemplsry Prsctices

NE/1: Jdentified print, prog &
hua v rucources un 6 topics, &
resource bibliogrsphies

NCREL: Handbook of options for
evslusting computer spplications

|[NCREL: Collect & collste info on

cutting edge spplicstions of tech
to students st risk & HOTS

NCREL: Collect, study & snslyze
8SEA & LEA prsctices, policies,
progs on personnel {ncentives

FuL 2.1: Outcoms Based Ed products
school profiles & rssourcas dir

SEOL: Theme B: Applying Technology {SEOL: Theme A: Psrtnerships with

to Sch lapr 227

Psrents, Business, & Communities

NW 2.6: Collegis] Tea Trng: Search |[SEOL: Thess C. Tes/Ada Perfmance

for P?s for induction & long
torm prof Jev (w S10s)

NW 4.10: Eff Voc Ed: study
off prsctices st sch sites
NE/1: Tea Dev: Guidebook
NCREL: Prof Dev: project 1n 2

FWL 3 1, Eff Suppt Bey Tes, w/ CSU
dev cssebook, Close to the Clssra
AEL: Prof Prep & Res: VA & Wv,
directory of tss trng resources

ststes to 1D distinctive SD progs’

Assessment Systems
R8S: Compendium sch 1mpr 4ndicstor

iINW 2.8: Sch 1apr thru Eff Tes

Evel: Five Keys to Growth

NW 2.15;: Need 10: trng mats on
probles snslysis

NW 2.14: Pvt Sector Networking:
Linksge models

NE/1: Tea Ed Refora Datsbase
NE/1: Lesdsrship for Sch Impr:
Directory of Kesourcss

FulL 1.1: Profile of stste
assessment programs

rFuL 3.1 Et+ Support Beg Tess w/CSU

Policy & Prog Casebook
AEL: Gov/Adm: study group products

Wt 2.2;: Yoo Cetr tor Demo & Trng:
Demos of herdward & software st
headqusrters & 1n field

NW 4.14. PP for H1 Risk Y: Help
selected LEAs plisn slt lesrn envi:

McREL: Technology Desonstrstion
SO DAT

NE/1: Agreesents with 6 SEAs &

11 LEAs for demo schs, At Risk Y
FUL 1.2: 301¢-01r Learn 1n Sci
AEL: Sahool Excellencs Sites (SES)
McREL: ACCESS: Preparstion for
SAT snd ACT

SEOL: lmpr Sch & CR Productivity:
outcomes for trng SID fscilitstor
S sites w S1D partners

NW 2.13;: Pscific Locs) Csp 6ldg:
Trsin trsiners ("locs) csdres®)
FuL 3.1: Eff Suppt Beg Tess, w/CSU
Support & document gilot demos 1n
clinics) supervision of beg teas
McREL: Tsctics rsining for MO
Lesdership Academy

ROS: Sec Sch lepr: demo sites,
working w tesas fr cent off

FulL 3.8: Promots Dist Dptions
for sch 1mpr, w/ Clsrk Co NV

4
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On the other hand, the promising practices strategy is almost

always an approach requiring work with other organizations.

Approaches to Staff Development

+he last two sections have provided an overview of lab linkage
and improvement strategies and subtypes of dinterorganizational
collectivities, and rusearci and development /demonstration
approaches. We would now 1ike to get a more holistic view of
contrasting strategies.

While all Jlaboratories ddentified staff development as an
important educational focus, there was considerable varijation in
definition of the problem and improvement and 11nkagg strategies
emploved. Because they divide naturally into three subgroups,
profiles of selected of staff development programs appear in three
separate tables: 15, 16, and 17. Table 15 shows three labs that
selected a trainer of trainers approach mixed with an important
knowledge production component. Table 16 shows three labs that
also had a knowledge production component but combined it with
information dissemination rather than training. Finally, Table 17
shows the other three labs that adopted three different strategies:
a nearly pure knowledge production approach (FWL), a networking and
information dissemination approach (McREL), and a comprehensive
approach (NWREL). Note that these are selected programs, chcsen to

reflect variations in approach. No claim is made that the program

selected for any lab necessarily reflects its total approach to

staff development.

17,




CHAPTER V TASKS 2 & 4

Table 15. Selectaed Approaches to Staff Development: Knowledge Production

Design Feature

AEL

R8BS

ooperative School Improvement
Instructional Improvement
[TURNKEY TRAINING

Program/ IClassroom Instruction Prog
Project <. Training opportunities
Name b. TURNKEY TRAINING*

A. Problem A. PROBLEM DEFINITION
Definition |1. Neaed: to improve teaching
(Educational & learning in region
Focus) 2. 3 principles of action:

8. Improve-
ment
Strategy

C. Linkage
Strategy
1. Collabor-
ators and
clients

2. Services

3. Provision
for 2nd
tier

D. Impact
1st level
ind level
3rd level

E. Remarks

Work with and thru
Privide R&D-based info
Provide opportunities for
teas to increase kn

- - - -

and Training Trainers

EFFECTIVE K-5 MATHEMATICS
REMEDIATION

A. PROBLEM DEFINITION

FB. IMPROYVEMENT STRATEGY

o Using methodology of RDIS
synthesize ressarch on st
dev, math & sci, and oral
& written comm & reading

o Produce 4 training
pkgs in 36 and 9 in 87

o crwccccrcrrrrcrrre e ce—-

18. IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY

o Produce/refine training
packages in 3 content areas
thinking skills, elementary
excellence, and instruction:
supervision.

JIC. LINKAGE STRATEGY

1. Collaborators/clients

o NEA state affiliates are
sponsors; trainers = SDO
personnel “charged with
staff development”

2. Services

o Training workshops

3. Second tier
o Ad hoc

4 - -
Ic. LINKAGE STRATEGY

1. Collaborators/clients

o Collaborators: SlOs

o Clients: staffs of LEAs,
S10s, prof assocs, & SEAs

2. Services

o Turnkey training

3. Second tier
o Ad hoc

D. IMPACT
o 120 in 6 workshops in 87
© 236 by 19 of above

D. IMPACT

o "...the use of materials
wzg more piecemeal then
programmatic”

E. REMARKS: Part of larger
program. *Also provides
turnkey training to NEA's
Mastery in Learning project.

A. PROBLEM DEFINITION

1. Need for more teachers
with four competencies

2. Goals:

o Communicate theories
and strategies of
instruction

o Train trainers of
trainers

18. IMPROVEMENT STRATEQGY

o Knowledge base is
resesarch synthesis on four
competencies teachers
should have.

o Dev products: workshop
model, handbook & video ta

C. LINKAGE STRATEGY
1. Collaborators/clients
o SEAs sponsor and nominate
participants
o SDO personnel are trainees

2. Services

o 0= .u.lop non-content parts
of workshop model

o Train trainers

3. Second tier

o Ad hoc

D. IMPACT
o 20 in 1 workshop in ‘87
o 32 by 2 of above

E. REMARKS
was subject of 3rd party
tracer study.

2e-A ebed
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KP/TT Approaches to Staff Dovelopment.

AEL, RBS, and SEIL all designed trainer of trainer programs
utilizing materials developed for that purpose. The problem
definitions of AEL and SEIL combine pragmatic and theoretic
rationales. SEIL had the narrowest focus, namely K-5 mathematics
remediation. AEL and RBS included both curricular foci (math and
science, oral and written commur.ication, thinking skills) and more
general staff competencies (research on staff development,
elementary excellence, and dnstructional supervision). For an
improvement strategy, both AEL and SEIL produced research syntheses
as the knowledge base for their training materials. It s not
clear whether RBS usad a research or promising practices approach;
it specifies “produce/refine training packages in three content
areas." Both AEL and RBS refer simply to “"training packages." SEIL
identifies three development products: a workshop model, a
handbook, and a video tape.

The labs also varied in their linkage strategies. They tended
to perceive staff development as an internal SDO function rather
than one for which school districts look for outside assistance.
Although state NEA affiliates (AEL) or SEAs (SEIL) acted as
sponsors, the clients were SDO personnel charged with staff
development responsibilities. R8BS trained both SDO and SIT
personnel .

Cu. iously, it appears that none made specific provisions for
the training that clients were expected to pravide. Apparently

they believed that this would be taken care of by selecting

17¢
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individuals with staff development responsibilities (AEL) or from
S10s with improvement roles (RBS). The third lab (SEIL), relying
on nominations from SEAs, found that some of its trainees were
principals with no training responsibilities or teachers who
perceived themselves as weak in the subject matter and therefore
unqualified to train others. Perhaps it is difficult to influence
established ard active inservice programs, and labs may not have
much leverage concerning second and third tier training, but it
seems that labs need to give further thought to these next steps
before they employ a T°7T strategy. Impact data dJndicate
considerable attrition from one tier to the next. In the case of
AEL, although 120 trainers were tra.ned in six workshops in 1987,
only 19 of these provided training to others. These 19 trained 236
in the second tier. SEIL held only one workshop for 20 trainers in
1987. Only two of these trained 32 at the next Jlevel. Clearly
reduction in the attrition rate could greatly increase the leverage
achieved with a TT approach.

KP/Information Dissemination Approaches to Staff Development

A second group of three labs (NCREL, NE/I, and SEDL) combined
knowledge production with information dissemination (see Table 16).
Problem definitions tended to be pragmatic. A1l three labs
employed a promising practices improvement strategy, although NCREL
included a component for designing and testing training materials,
and NE/I indicated an interest in using adult learning theory.

No cc11éborators wre dJdentified for the 1linkage strategy.

Clients of the information dissemination efforts were more general
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Table 18.

Selected Approaches to Staff Development: Knowlaedga Pr--uc .ion

Design Featu~e

NCREL

Program/

Project

Name

A. Problem
Definition
(Educational
Focus)

8. Improvement
Strategy

C. Linkage
Stratagy
t* Collabur-
ators and
clients

2. Services

3. Provision

and Information Dissemination

SEOL

8.1 STAFF DEVELOPMENT

”Proqrnn for Professional Dev Priority Area 2: Teacher
evelopment
2.1 PROFESSIONAL DEV MODELS

A.3 PROVILE TA [to S10s)
TO HELP THEM PREPARE ELEM
TEACHERS & ADMS FOR PARENT
INVIOLVEMENT

A. PROBLEM DEFINITION A .
o Reform reports call for
improved inservice for

both beginning and
experienced teachers
© Need new goals and models)
& innovative delivery &
implementation strategies
© New staff dasv legislation

PROBLEM DEFINITION

provide staff developmen:
need support

8. IMPROVEMEKNT STRATEGY
o Study and catalog staff
dev programs & practice

materials
o Profile practices in
schools of education
o Prepare prpers

8. IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY
o Apply adult lear .inn
[ theory

© Design and test traf.ing o Develop effective practices

file/directery/guidebook

A. PROBLEM DEFINITION

© The variety of groups that [Partnerships with parents can:

© help with problem of shrinking
resources & rising expectations
© improve climates for learning

8. IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY

© Compile bibliography and
directory of materials
on parent ir.volvement

C. LINKAGLE STRATEGY
1. Collaborators/clients

partners® (misc XPOs &
810s) {inferred)

2. Services
[inferred)

3. Second tier:

o Clients = “Digsemination o Cifents = LEAs,

C. LINKAGE STRATEGY

1. Collaborators/clients
ISAs
and [HEs

2. Services

o Information dissemination| o Information disseminat fon

3. Second tier:

C. LINKAGE STRATEGY

1. Collaborators/clients

o Clients are trainers in
state-leve) tea eod assocs,
SEAs, IHEs, etc.

2. Services

o Develop procedures and
recommendatfons for
providing tech assistance

b. Second tier

for 2nd o Ad hoc o Ad hoc o Ad hor
tier
D. Impact D. IMPACT D. IMPACY D. IMPACT
ist level © Six state-level workshops
2nd level for 165 reoresentatives.
3rd level © No dsta on gecond and
third tiers
E. Remarks E. REMARXS E. REMARAWK3 E. REMARKS
Source: *Addendum to Full Original more comprehensive Pne piece of programmatic
Service Plan FY 1987°; program gcaleu down in second |effort on parsnt fnvolvement.
Projact could not be year. Pescribed as TA rather
fdentified in 4th Qtr Report than training.
7
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than targeted. NCREL apparently sent its information to all its
"dissemination partners,” which included a wide variety of KPOs,
SI0Os and SDOs. Similarly, NE/I sent information to LEAs, ISAs, and
IHESs. SEDL's effort was more targeted, aimed at trainers in
state-level teacher education associations, SEAs, and IHEs. The

exact nature of SEDL's work is hard to categorize. It describes it

as technical assistance (rather than training or information

dissemination). Six stute-level workshops were held for

165

"representatives" who were given information about the SEDL

materials on parent involvement and "bprocedures and recommendati

for providing technical assistance. It seems closer to bein
trainer of trainers program.

No data on impact are provided, either in terms of adcption
use of promising practic2s (NCREL and NE/I) or provision

technical assistance by those receiving the SEDL materials.

Miscellaneous Approaches to Staff Development

ong -

g a

or

of

Finally, three labs had urique approaches to staff development

(FWL, McREL, and NWREL). Profiles of these programs are found

Table 17.

in

FWL. The approach used by FWL appears to be almost exclusively

a knowledge production effort. The Los Angeles School District
a very large LEA that hires .over 3,000 new teachers each year.

FWL s focused on development of a mentor program wher

is
The

eby

experiencea teachers provide support far these beginning teachers.

This development effort was a collaborative one with

Professioral Development Center and produc:d three resources:

the
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Table 17. Selected Approaches to Staff Devepment: Miscellaneous
Dzsign FuWL McREL
Feature (Knowledge Production) {Networking & Information Diss
Program/ Prof Prep & Developmert Subtask 2.3: Network & Broker
Project EFFECTIVE SUPPORT FOR People and Resources
Name BEGINNING TEACHERS 2.3.2: Foster Interpersonal
Networks: STAFF DEV NETWORK
A. Problem A. PROSBLEM DEFINITION A. PROSBLEM DEFINITION
Definition 1. Need: Lcs Angeles hires 1. Large region with geographi
(Educational over 3,000 new teachers diversity, sparce populatio
Focus) per ysar and isolated professionals
2. Goal: Assist Los Angeles 2. Limited infrastructure and
Prof Dev Center train declining local and state
900 mentors resources
8. Improvement |8. IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY 8. IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY
Strategy Jt dev w/ LEA of 3 resources:} o Ad hoc: {identified through
o Leader's Guide for network interaction
Preparing Mentor Teas
o Mentor Teacher Casebook
o Intern Teacher Casebook
C. Linkage C. LINKAGE STRATEGY C. LINKAGE STRATEGY
Strategy 1. Collaborators/clients 1. Collaborators/clients
1. Collator- o Professional Developmert o Individuals w staff dev as
ators and Center of Los Angeles LEA major resp, fr SI0s, SDOs,
clients and private consultants

2. Services

3. Provisicon

2. Services

o Development + publication
and sale of resource books
beyond Los Angeles

3. Second tier

2. Services

Network creation & sponsorship
o Semi-annual meetings

o Coordination mechanisms

o Steering committes

NWREL
(Comprehensive)

2.5 COLLEGIAL TEACHER
TRAINING

A. PROBLEM DEFINITION

1. Too few excellence reforms
focus on instruction level

2. Goals:

o Establish prof dev network

o 8uild capacity of SIOs to
train area collaboratives

o Diss findings fr kn bases
& collab efforts reg & nat

8. IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY

o Synthesize res on effective
schooling, tea, & prouf dev

o Dev handbooks for mentoring
thru collab design confs

o Find promising practices
for induction and long-term
prof development

C. LINKAGE STRATEGY

1. Collaboravors/clients

o Collaborators: SEAs & IHEs
o Clients: consortia of SDOs

2. Services

Info: diss hbooks; reg conf
TA to consortia

Jt trng with S10s at demo
sites & other S10s

for 2nd c Trng mentors 1s regular 3 Second tier: o Demo sites in 3 States

tier responsibility of partner | o Ad hoc o Estab prof dev network
D. Impact D. IMPACY D. IMPACY D. IMPACY

1st level o Not specifically stated; o Increased SEA communication| © No data

2nd level Presumably 3,000 mentors o McREL participates in SEA

3rd level trained by PD ctr staff. inservice programs

o SEA sxchange of personnel
E. Remarks E. REMARKS E. RE).ARKS E. REMARKS
JR<p)

LE-A @bed
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Lewder's Guide for Preparing Mentor Teachers, a Mentor Teacher

Cesebook, and an Intern Teacher Casebkook. The iinkage stratagy was

'the use of these materials by the Los Angeles School District in

{ts regular staff development program. Presumably over 3,000
mentor teachers were trained by the Professional Development
Center. In addition, the materials were made available for
purchase by other dis‘ricts. In this case Jjoint development with a
large SDO virtually assured implementation.

McREL. McREL's Staff Development Network Program is probably

the most opportunistic cr the nine. (Other staff development
activities are carried out in other programs.) It consists of
creating and supporting a network of persons responsible for staff
develouwment in SEAs, other SIOs, SDOs, and private consultants.
McREL's support consisted of (1) organizing semi-annual meetings,
(2) coordination mechanisms, (3) a steering committee, and (4)
distributing related information. The resulting staff development
improvemert efforts were ad hoc, emerging from the interaction of
network members. McPEL cites as impact increased communication
among staff development personnel in different SEAs, McREL
participation 1in SEA inservice programs, and excharc: of staff

development personnel among SEAs.

NWREL . The staff development program of NWREL, Collegial
Teacher Training, is the r.ost comp-ehensive. It notes that toc few
excellence reforms focus on the instructicnal level. The goals of

the program are to establish a professional development network,

build the capacity of SIOs to train LEA co laboratives, and to

b
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disseminate regionally and nationaly findings from knowledge basec
and collaborative efforts. Three +improvement strategies are used:
research synthesis, handbook developmert, and selecticn of

promising practices for both induction and long term professional

davelopment . For 1linkage, both SEAs and IHEs are 1listed as
collaborators, although the nature of the collaboration is not
specified. Interestingly, the clients are not individual LEAs but
consortia of LEAs dJnterested in dimproving staff development

efforts. Given the small size of most Northwest districts, Joint
staff development efforts are apparentiy felt to be more
cost-effective. Specific services run the gamut, including
regional conferences, dissemination of handbooks, establishment of
demonstration sites 1in three states, Jjoint training with SIOs at
these sites and at other SIOs, provision of technical assistance to
consortia of SDOs, and establishment of a professional development
network. Unfortunately, no impact data are provided.
Comments

Staff development was recognized as an area of need by all
laboratories. Some focused on the problems of inducting beginning
teachers while others focues on inservice for experienced teachers,
or both. One or more Jlabs wused virtually all improvement and
linkage strategiés. This would be a good topical area for labs to
get together and compare notes on what works best and possibly
design some comparative studies that would produce more systematic

evidence.

14
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The Promising Practices Improvement Strategy

The RFP enjoined 1labs to use R&D-based knowledge as the basis
tor dits improvement efforts. When the 1labs employ a research
synthesis strategy or develop materials designed with reference to
some research knowledge base, it is clear that they are using this
approach. When they search for and select promising practices for
cataloging and disseminating, it is difficult to say whether the
opractices are R&D-based.

tor some years, programs supported by OERI have attempted to
give equal weight to craft knowledge and R&D-tased knowledge.

During this same period philosophers of science have argued the

relative merits of various paradigms such as positivism,
behaviorism, action research, interactive research, and
naturalistic inquiry. ~ These issues are beyond the scope of chis

study, but we would 1ike to get a clearer picture of just what is

involved when labs employ a promising practices methodology. What
kinds of search strategies are employed, and what criceria of
selection are used? In what sense, if any, are the practices
R&D-based?

Most of the labs employed a promising practices approach in at
least one project. Unfortunately, the information available for
this study 1is not detailed enough to permit the kind of analysis
employed for other issues. For example, an action step for a
project might :pecify "Identify criteria for selection of promising

practices," but the criteria used are not reported in the kinds of

documents used for this study. Therefore, this section will be

1%,




CHAPTER V TASKS 2 & 4 Page v-41

limited to identifying some of the programs and projects that
emgloy this approach, examining some variations, and discussing
some of the issues involved.

The following is a list of lab programs and projects that
appear to employ a promising practices approach:

FWL. 3.0 Enbancing Teacher Quality and Support for
School-Based Improvement:
3.3.2: Inventory preservice and inservice interests and
activities in the western regijion.
3.5.1: Help districts assess existing school-level
practices and capabilities.

NCREL. B.1. Staff Development: Identify distinctive staff
development programs in two states; describe data
collection procedures and standards employed.
Publication in 1988.

NE/I. 3.1. Resources for Effective Classroom Practice. Six
topical areas; publish resource bibliographies, overview
articles, 1list of materials, and list of program

descriptions.

NWRFEL. Activity 2.4: Item and Test Information Center: Gather
and compile tests, testing jdeas, assessment approaches,
issues and items;

Activity 2.5: Collegial Teacher Training: Conduct search
for promising extant models for induction and long-term
professional development.
Activity 2.14: Private Sector Networking: Survey regioral
and national linkage models and classify by purpose.
Activity 3.4 Educational Standards and Their Impact on
Organizations: Establish a repository of state and
district standards developed throughout the Pacific and
Northwest Regions, as well as selected standard-setting
"models” identified from across the nation (Task 3).
Activity 4.7: Studyv of the Core Curriculum: Gather data
and prepare profiles of different models of 'core
curriculum" in the region.

Activity 4.13: School Improvement Research Syntheses:

Identify, describe and make visible and available for use

among practitioners information about exem-lary uses of

effective schooling practices for school improvements at
the state, inter.nediate district and local school levels.

Activity 4.14: Promising Programs for High Risk Youth:

conduct a regional search of alternative educatior

programs that are effective at the middle school and high
school level.

I&h
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Activity 4.18: Study of Effective Vocational Education:
Identify through a literature review and contacts with
leading R&D institutions applications of effective
schooling research to vocational education.

SEDL. A. Developing Educational Partnerships with Parents,
Businesses, and Communities:

A.1.1. Identify and describe promising programs/
practices of school-business partnerships.
A.2.1. Identify and describe examples of new and

promising parent involvement programs and networks.

B. Applying Technology to School Improvement: Identify
and describe innovative and promising classroom practices

and school programs that use technology.

C. Improving Teacher and Administrator Performance:
Identify and synthesize information on teacher and
adminis .rator performance systems.

SEIL. Project SEED (Software Evaluation Exchange Development
and Dissemination): Indexed annotations on software
evaluations made by practitionz2rs trained in procedure
and mailed to schools.

A number of observations can be made about this array of
promising practices programs and projects:

o This methodology s applied not only to classroom
practices but also administrative practices, testing,
sof{tware, (academic] standards, and professional
development programs.

o Some projects look for practices linked to principles
in the research 1literature (e.g., NWREL 4.13 and 4.
18)

o One part of the FWL project seeks to <nable SDO

personnel to make better choices of practices rather
than to provide the promising practices.

What makes a practice R&D-based? It can acquire this status
either deductively or inductively. In the linear model, a practice

is developed on the basis of princigles uncovered through research.

Much development has been inductive, however. Practices are

Q ‘ 1‘&‘: 4
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designed on the basis of professional experience or hunch and
progressively refined through evaluation and redesign. Practices
that are originally designed deductively may go through a similar
process of testing and refinement. Whether a practice deserves to
be called "R&D-based" depends on the degree to which {it s
logically consistent with research principles and/or subjected to a
rigorous process of evaluation and redesign.

Research ditself can be either deductive or inductive. The
effective schools research has been inductive (for thc¢ most part).
Schools judged to be more effective on given criterion measures
were found to exhibit certain‘characteristics more than did schools
Judged to be less effective. But there was no evidence that these
characteristics caused the schools to be more effective. When
schools are changed to exhibit the characteristics of effective
schools, this may constitute a deductive test of principles arrived
at iJinductively. It may be that some of the labs' promising
practices projects are of this nature.

An important evaluation question for the labs is whether their
promising practices activities meet the test of logical consistency
with research principles and/or the test of rigorous evaluation.
Practices that are selected solely on the basis of practitioner
testimonials belong 1in a different category of ‘“craft-based"

practices.

Conclusion

This chapter has analyzecd Tasks 2 and 4, which represent from
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r

60 to 78 percent of dndividual 1labs' effort. Although Task 2
corresponds to the 1linkage strategy and Task 4 corresponds to the
improvement strategy, we again found that all projects rave three
strategic dimensions: a linkage s.‘rategy, an improvement strategy,
and an educational focus. Projects - tend to be identified in terms
of the strategic dimension that was the point of departure in the
planning process.

Further refinements were made in the conceptual framework for
all three strategies. Starting with a set of programs dealing with
improving administrative leadership, the educational or substantive
focus dimension was further refined by observing varieties of ways
the probiem was defined. Some saw the problem in terms of the need

for administrators to understand new bodies of research findings,

others 1in terms of the isolation of administrators, etc. Labs
used both theoretic and pragmatic rationales and fozuseu on both
curricular knowledge and teaching competencies.

Linkage strategies had previously been analyzed in terms of
knowledge tase, interorganizational arrangements (rational and
regior al collaborators), and +interpretations of the “with and
through” strategy. Turning to a set of Task 2 programs, the
linkage strategy was elaborated by identifying four types of
interorganizational collectivities (partnerships, collaboratives,
consortia, and networks) and differentiating those of which the lab
was a member from those that were served by the lab as clients.

Some tentative findings were: the collaborative {(multi~-purpose,

bi-lateral) was the least common form of interorganizational

15,
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collectivity, and far more single-purpose arrangements
(partnerships and consortia) than multi-purpose (collaboratives and
networks) existed.

Improvement strategies previously had been described +in terms
of the knowledge base employed (research, products, and practices),
information services provided, and the KP activities involved
(research, evaluation, policy studies, or development). In this
chapter a set of Task 4 programs was further studied by subdividing
research dinto applied research, evaluation, policy studies and
planning; and coding the primary source of data (primary data,
secondary analysis, or interaction documentation). Examples of all
approaches were found. Under the heading of "development/
demonstration approach," four categories were recognized: lab
development, Joint .geve1opment, promising practices, and
demonstration. Programs in each were classified by types of
materijals (student, teacher, trainer, and administrator materials).
There was much 1less activity involving student materials than the
other kinds.

A1l labs had programs or projects dealing with staff
development. Three Tlabs wused a trainer of trainers approach
combined with the production of training packages. Labs tend to
see staff development as dinternal LEA function and +ddentify the
final trainers in the zhain to be LEA personnel, especially in
large districts. However, they ofien work with SIO personnel in
early stages of the chain. Trainer of trainers programs were found

to be weak in making specific provisions for first wave trainers to

15v
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follow through and train others.

Three other labs combined knowledge 'production with an
information dissemination strategy in seeking to improve staff
development. Evidence for the impact of these approaches was
sparse.

The other three 1labs had different approaches to staff

development. FWL was largely a joint development effort with the
Los Angeles public schools. McREL combined networking with
information dissemination, while NWREL wused a comprehensive
strategy.

It was suggested that staff development was an area in which
useful comparative studies or "strategic research" might be
conducter .

Firally, the "promising practices” aparoach to {improvement,
which involves collecting information about extant programs, was
singled out for special analysis. It was noted that it may or may
not be an R&D-“ased strategy, depending on whether the practice is
logically consistent with research findings and/or subjected to a
rigorous process of evaluation and redesign. The promising
practices methodology was applied not only to classroom practic s
but also to administrative practices, testing, software, standards,

and professional development programs.
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CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCULUSIONS

Nature of the Study

This study has described the nine regional educational
jaboratories supgorted by the U. 8. Department of Education's
Office of Educational Research and Improvement. The labs are
operating under five-year contracts for 1986-1997. The study has
analyzed lab-produced documents describing lab operation for the
first two years of this period, highlighting the status of the
program at the end of the second contract year. These were largely
management documents (plans, annual reports, self-assessment
reports, etc.) rather than program documents.

These aspects of the study, dictated by the request for
proposal, impose certain limitations on the analysis. The reports
vary greatly in detail and specificity. Consequently it ds
possible in some instances that a lab may be coded as not
exhibiting a certain characteristic or undertaking a given kind of
activity when that is not the case. Such information may exist in
some document not examined, or if the informatior was provided it
could have been missed in the analysis. This possibility was
considerably increased because several lab reports lack continuity.
For example, a hierarchi:al program structure with every program
project assigned 1etter§ and/or numbers would be set out in a plan
but would be abandoned or changed in later documents. Having this
report reviewed by both the OERI institutional liaisons and the

labs should help overcome such problems.
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Some readers may doubt the credibility of lab produced

documents. If one discounts occasional passages of self-
congratulation, the factual information can be accepted as
reasonably valid. There are many examples of candor in discussing

problems and how they were dealt with. If OERI did not belijeve
these reports contained useful information it would surely not have

commissioned this study.

Conceptual Frameworks

One way that this report has attempted to advance our
understanding of lab operations 1is by borrowing, adapting, or
inventing conceptual frameworks for profiling and comparing lab
programs and projects. Hopefully they will prove useful in
designing further studies of lab strategies.

The RFP governing the lab competition has, of course, been a
major point of reference (NIE 13884). 1In that document the mission
of regional educational laboratories was specified by the task

structure and a set of ‘"statements" (see Appendix A). A11 lab
programmatic efforts were found to have three strategic dimensions
that can be derived from the RFP: an educational focus, an
improvement strategy, and a linkage strategy. The major difference
is that, whereas the RFP specifies a linkage strategy in Task 2 and

an improvement strategy 1in Task 4, this analysis has demonstrated

that programs and projects 1listed under these tasks exhibit all

three strategies. This thre2e-dimensiorial schema has provided the
major framework for the analysis of ail lab programmatic
.,
e d
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activities. Each dimension has, in turn, been further broken down
into more detziled classifications of tactics, as follows:

(1) Every (non-management) program and project has a
substantive focus. What aspect of education is being addressed?

The terminology used for this strategic dimension varies in

different chapters, but the most generic and appropriate name is
probably educational focus. In the context of needs assessment
this dimension was examined as educational need or problem. In the

context of state policy analysis it was examined as policy issues
and domains. An adaptation of a classification of policy 1issues or
domains used by FWL and derived from one by Mitchell and
Encarnation (1983) was found to be reasonably comprehensive and
mutually exclusive. In the context of Tasks 2 and 4 educational
focus is examined in mterhs of wvariations in problem definition,
including a distinction between theoretic and pragmatic rationales.
Clearly, the specifics of how a problem is defined will have a lot
to do with the selection of other strategies and tactics.

A recapitulation of the categories used to describe the

educational focus follows. Thes

and other classifications in this

chapter update and consolidate conceptual frameworks used in the

-
—

d
analysis. No one analysis in the body

f the report used the fu

set of categories.

EDUCATIONAL FOCUS
Problem definition
Theoretic rationale
Pragmatic rationale
Educational need/problem/policy/issue domain
Buildings and facilities
Curriculum and instruction
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Organization and governance
Program definition

School finance

School personrel

Student type

Student testing

(2) Al programmatic activities nave an improvement strategy.

Labs are 1Jlimited to knowledge-based improvement strategies by the
RFP (in contrast to strategies based on providing funds, changing
regulations, etc). This dimension focuses on the types of
knowledge used for educational improvement and how <3t is obtained
and process=2d. Some facets of knowledge-based improvement
strategies examined dinclude knowledge bases used, information
services provided, and types of KPU, 4dncluding sub-types of
research approach and primary sources of data.

A recapitulation of the categories used to describe the
improvement strategy follows:

IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY
Knowledge base
Research findings, by field (ad hoc)
Effective schools
etc.
Products
Extant
To be developed
Practices
Extant
To be compiled
Information services
Database development
Reports based on databases
Knowledge production to be undertaken
Approach
Research
Evaluation
Policy studies
Planning
Development

14,
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Primary type of data
Primary data
Secondary analysis
Interaction documentation

(3) A1l programmatic activities have a linkage strategy. Labs

are sociologically marginal organizations operating in a loosely
coupled configuration of educational units. Since education lacks
system characteristics, there is no assurance that new knowledge
and practices will flow through it efficiently. Labs are in the

position of having to continually negotiate their role in the

organizational +infrastructure. Consequently all programs and
projects must specify a strategy and tactics for 1inking to other
educational organizations. The RFP called for an dJndirect "with

and through" strategy as the dominant mode of operation, j.e., labs

would work primarily with and through other service improvement

organizations (SIOs) rather than directly with service 'elivery
organizations (SDOs). In this context, the conceptual fr .mework
was further elaborated to specify knowledgea bases,

interorganizational arrangements, and communication modes.
A recapitulation of the categories used to describe the linkage

strategy follows:

LINKAGE STRATEGY
Knowledge base
Research findings, by field (ad hoc)
GDPA study (Louis et al 1984)
DESSI study (Crandall and Loucks 1983)
etc.
Ordinary knowledge
Products
Extant
To be developed

Q 1:}0
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Practices
Extant
To be developed
Interorganizational arrangements
Collaborators
National collaborators
Cther labs
University centers
National associations
Other
Regional collaborators
KPOs
S'0s
SDOs
Clients
Primary
Chiefs
Other SEA
State government
State—level associations
IHESs
ISAs
SDOs
Cross section
Other
Range
Narrow
Med ium
Broad
Type of client
Organizations
Individuals
Networks
Mixed
Interpretation of "with and through" strategy
SI0s are clients
SI0s are collaborators/sponsors, SDOs are clients
SDOs are collaborators and/or clients
Type of interorganization collectivity (IC)
Lab is member of IC
Partnership
Consortium
Collaborative
Network
IC is client of 1lab
Partnership
Co sortium
Collaborative
Network
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Communication mode
Approach
Regional
State-by-state &
Type
Information services
Search and ratrieval
Publications
Electronic services
Presentaticn meetings
Briefings
Technical assistance
Telephone, mail
In-person coinsultations
Professional development
Training workshops
Training of trainers
Other
Participation in inservice programs

The conceptual frameworks presented above deal with lab program
activities. Other frameworks apply to organization, governance,
and planning activities, but only those for planning activities
will be reviewed here.”

The planning process implic“ iJn the RFP requirements and
exhibited by the labs was a version of strategic planning. Its
ma jor components are needs assessment, regional capacity
assessment, self-assessment, and laboratory plans.

Needs assessment might be structured dJin terms of ta.ne
classification of policy doma%ns presented in the educc:ional focus
framework. Needs assessment has tended to be pragmatic in orien-
tation. Consideration might given to structuring needs assessment
along theoretical dimensions. For example, how are regional
schools distributed in terms of characteristics of effective
schools? Of course labs are dependent on the avaijilability of good

indicator data for this kind of information. Several labs did
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collect needs survey data using the Grunig communicetion theory,
which seemed to be useful in determing the degree of concern with
specific issues. A number of meanings of "need" were noted,
and the concept should be clarified for further needs assessment
efforts. Further, needs can be specified at different levels of
ge-erality. A Jevel midway between the generic functions of
education and the level of technical design was recommended.

The weakness of regional capacity asseésment was noted,
together with the failure to use the methodology developed in the
ARROE Study (Frankel et al 1979; Lehming 1952). That study
collected information on educational organizations perform.ng
research and research-related activities by type and including
purpose, areas of primary educational R&D work, size of staff,
specialities of professional staff, améunt and source of funds with
breakdcwns by educati;na1 level and R&D function, and types of
publications and dissemination activities. Adaptations of this
framework to make it commensurate with other components of the
strategic planning model would be necessary.

A review of the questions addressed in self-assessment
activities reveaiad two types: criterion and purpose questions.
Criterion questions could be grouped under the three strategic
dimensions discus:zed above in addition to a fourth for organization
and management.

CRITERION EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Educational focus
Relevance
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Improvemant Strategy
Quality
Utility
Impact/effect
Client satisfaction
Linkage strategy
Interorganizational arrangemerts
Reazhing audience
Lab visibility
Indirect strategy
Organization and management
Efficiency
Capacity for self-assessment

PURPOSE EVALUATION QUESTIONS
Improve program

Improve organization/management
Improve self-assessment
Development staff

Achieve contract compliance
Increase knowledge

At a more general level, a variety of models or images were
employed in self-evaluations.

EVALUATION MODEL OR IMAGE
Systems/CIPP

Quality control

Strategic planning

Goal free evaluation
Evaluator as educator
Instituticonal resnewal

Lab plzns are expected to flow from these needs-sensing,
capacity assessment, and sel'-assessment activities. One would
therefore expect the plans to use the conceptual frameworks related
to each of these processes. In addition, there is the issue of how
lab activities are structured 1into work units and organized for
supervision and management.

The present study found the task structure mandated by the RFP
useful 1n providing more detail on the mission of the 1labs but .

tended to be confusing for structuring work. Some kind of

2{}”
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hierarchical structuring of programs, projects, and activities was
used by virtually every lab and seems desirable. Problems arose
when names and numbers of work units were changed and <t became
difficult to trace a work unit from one report to another (e.g.,
from the full service plan to annual reports, to self-assessment

reports, etc.).

Findings
Governance and Organization
The nine regions differed widely in their demographic,
educational, and economic characteristics. However, thers is

probably as much variation within regions as between them, and
regional homogeneity is not the basis for the regional organization
of laboratories. Rather, logistic considerations such as size of
area, trav=] distances: and number of organizations with which to
establish relations dicta*e a sub-national approach to laboratory
services. Whether nine 1is the right number or the present
configuration of states into regions is the right one is an open
question. Nevertheless, given the difficulty of a laboratory
establishing itself or changing ccnstituencies, changes should be
considered only in response to some compelling demand. It s
difficult to discern the rationale for the relationship between
budget levels and regional requirements. It may be desirable to
find & new formula for the next round of competitions.

Labs have met federal specifications for establishing

independent governing boards and seem well connected to regional

g
¢
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constituencies bcth through their boards and adjunct structures
such as advisory committees. This is especially {important given
the loosely coupled nature of the educational configuration.

In terms of organization, all labs have some combination of
program and service units. . Most employ some form of matrix
management. If they did aot have to report to OERI by task, both
organizational structures and reporting requirements might be
simplified. While a small deéree of uecentralization, as practiced.
by FWL and McREL, for example, seems to work reasonably well, the
more radical form tried initially by NE/]l had to be abandoned.
Labs would probably have to be larger by several orders of
magnitude before radical decentralization was feasible (i.e. large
enough to have a "critical mass" at every location).

Planning .

Some of the planning findings have been covered above in the
section of planning conceptual frameworks. But a few additional
comments are in order.

Labs do a reasonably good job of needs assessment but a noor
Job of regional capacity assessment. Given the requirement that
labs stress the "with and through" strategy it might be helpful if
labs viewed regional capacity assessment as measuring the needs of
regional service improvement organizations. Labs also need to make
explicit the ways in which components of the strategic planning
model are analyzed 1in relations to each other. What 1is the logic
and analysis whereby needs are compared with capacity to yield

planning priorities? Alternatively, if regional capacity

<,
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assessment is not necessary to gocd planning it should be dropped
from the model.

Self-assessment as presently conducted is trying to serve too
many purposes, and the process needs to be separated from OERI's
program evaluation efforts. 1In additiodgnproduct testing {in the
development process or selection of promising practices should be
outside the bounds of self-assessment. Many documentation
activities (e.g., phone logs) may be useful for internal management
but are not particularly useful for reporting to OERI. Most
contract compliance issues should be relegated to quarterly and
annual reports and l1imited to a management by exception procedure.

Most important, new emphasis needs to be placed on an RFP
requirement that seems to héve been largely overlooked. "...the
Taboratory is expected to contribute to knowledge about effective
strategies for improving education through carefully designed
studies of how its own dissemination and improvement efforts are
working" (NIE 1984, p 21). The AEL examination of the study group
strategy and tracer studies supported by AEL and SEIL appear to be
examples of what is needed.

This goal is give explicit recognitioun in the Task § Evaluation
Collaboration. The Summary Report of the Task 5 Evaluation

Collaboration (1987) lists as one of four objectives:

To provide a broadened perspective on Tlaboratory
operations by synthesizing evaluation information on
the effectiveness of selected ma jor laboratory

strategies
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However, the jnitial activity iJdentified to implement this
objective seemed rather Jlimited. It was to compile a descriptive

synthesis of how Tasks 2 anu 3 were being implemented at each
laboratory. Only four labs had provided the necessary information
by tfte end of 1987.

Work with Scate Level Decisionmakers

At ‘least one "ab viewed the task of working with state-level

decisionmakers on school improvement issues risky because

maintaining & neutral posture on controversial policy <issuas was
difficult, but most labs did not even mention such difficulty. In
most regions other organizations seem to welcome the idea of a
lab's convening diverse groups to discuss and analyze issues of
common interest and otherwise play a catalytic role.

Labs differed in whether they focused their Task 3 effort
largely on the CSSOs"or SEAs more generally, or worked with a
broader cross section including the governors' officez. legislative
committees, professional associations and interest groups. They
also differed considerchly in the improvement role assumed. Some
functioned primarily as convener of state and regional policy
forums and conferences, some as resources for policy analysis, some
as monitor of educational reiorm efforts, etc. This is an area in
which some progress was made in Task 5 in planning some activities
for year three and beyond as collaborative lab efforts. Their
support of William Dunn at the University of Pittsburgh 1in
elaborating his ADD model and preparing a handbook of policy

analysis methods should help considerably in developing a common

ERIC Zus
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understanding of the policy analysis function.

Most labs directed their efforts primarily at the early stages
of the policy process (agenda and formulation). RBS was a notable
exception, focusing primarily on the implementatior and evaluation

stages.

One unresolverd issue needs to be addressed. It would seem
essential for each lab to have dinformation on the educational
reform Tlegislation and programs in each state and to know Jjust
which states are engaged in different kinds of initiatives. This

is logical aspect of environment scanning or needs assessment. In

addition, <+his dinformation would be useful to many national
organizations, and organijzations participating in the State
Education Policy Consortium expressed such a need. Some labs
collect these kinds of data, but whether regional laboratories are
the best mechanism for developing this kind of national database is
an open question. Data comparable on a national basis are needed,
and it might be more practical for OERI or the Center for Education
Statistics to collect the data in some other way.
Tasks 2 and 4

Although Task 2 corresponds to the linkage strategy and Task 4
corresponds to the improvement strategy, all programs and projects
classified into and reported to OERI under these rubrics were found
to have all three strategic dimensions (educational focus, linkage
strategy, and improvemen® strategy). In analyzing this set of

activities it was possible to elaborate various parts of the

concertual framework, as reported above.
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In examining a set of programs to improve administrative
practices, varijations in defining the problem were observed:

o Local administrators have a great responsibility for
implementing changes resulting from the reform
movement .

o There are important bodies of research on school
improvoment, iJnstructional ‘leadership, etc., that
administrators need to become familiar with.

o Schools and their leadaers need to develop a culture
of dnquiry orienting them toward using knowledge-
based resources in their attempts to improve schools.

o Scnool administrators are physically isolated, and
new structures are needed teo put them iJin touch with
their peers and help them access knowledge-based
resources for school improvement.

o It s a mistake to focus exclusively on the
principal’'s role; leadership is provided by a number
of roles at school and central office levels.

Two main approaches to improvament were found. One synti *sizes
relevant research findings and develops them into training
prackages. The other “collects, reviews, and packages promising
administrative practices. The most common vehicle for linkage was
the principalship academy. These academies are sponsored by
different kinds of service {improvement organizations, and labs
generally worked "with and through" these organizations.

The further study of 1linkage strategies was placed in the
context of interorganizational theory (Negandhi 1975), and four
types of interoganizational collectivities {IC) were formulated,
based on vhether the collectivity was bilateral nr multilateral and
whether it had a single purpose of multiple purposes. These were

further differentiated in terms of whether the lab was a member of

the IC or provided services to a c¢client IC. While it wes not
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possible to make a comprehensive classification of Task 2 and Task

4 programs, the analysis produced several suggestive findings

worthy of further study. The collaborative (multi-purpose,
bilateral) was the least common form of IC. More single-purpose
arrangements (partnerships and consortia) than multi-purpose
(collaboratives and networks) were found.

A more detailed examination of research approaches found
examples of applied research, evaluation, poliecy stucies, and
development. In each of these, examples were found using each
source of data (primary data, secondary analysis, and interaction
documentation).

A group of programs on staff development was examined to refine
our understanding of the {improvement tactics wused. Three Jlabs
combined a training of trainers approach with development of
related training packages. These programs tended to be deficient
in terms of making adequate arrangements for those trained to
provide second tier training.

Three other labs combined knowledge production activities such
as publications and information packages with information
dissemination activities. Little evidence of impact from these
strategies was presented.

Another three labs had unique &pproaches to staff development.
FWL worked with the Professional Development Center of the Los
Angeles Public Schools to develop three sets of training materials
for mentor teachers. MzREL combined network creation and support

with dinformation dissemination. NWREL, used a comprehensive
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strategy, using just about every improvement and linkage tactic.
Finally, a separate analysis was made of the “"promising
practices" approach to improvement. This tactic consists of
collecting descriptions of programs and practices already in
existence and providing access to this information to others. This
methodology was applied not only to classroom practices but also to
administrative practices, testing, software, academic standards,
and professional development programs. Unfortunately, the
documentation available for this analysis did not provide much
information on methods of identifying promising practices, the
criteria used for selecting them, or evidence of effectiveness. It
was noted that this approach may or may not be an R&D-based
approach to improvement, depending on whether the practice is
logically consistent with research findings or subjected to a

rigorous process of evaluation and redesign.

Final Comments

At a number of points the tension between the rational systems
perspective and the configurational perspective was noted. A
similar tension exists betwazen requirements for proactive planning
and need for accountability under government contracts on the one
hand and need to be flexible and responsive to shifting demands
from constituents on the other. These tensions cannot be
eliminated, but they can be ameliorated if all actors in the drama
get a bett%er understanding of the limits of planning and

accountability. Lab programs are high-risk endeavors that can be
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undercut by unpredictable changes 1in their environment such as
changes in SEA personnel. The important thing is to have consensus
on the broad mission and goals of the labs and recognition that
changes in specific activities in response to unforeseen
circumstances are all right 1if they are consistent with broader
purposes. The RFP under which these laboratories were selected and
funded did an excellent Jjob of clarifying the mission of the
program and provides & good basis for program management. It does
not appear at this point that any radical changes would be needed
for the next round of competitions.

Several minor adjustments have been suggested along the way.
One is to devise a new task structure that does not define any one
of oqr three strategic dimensions as a separate task. On the other
hand, it might be useful to ask tha: the three-dimensional schema
be used in describing each programmatic effort. No program
description would be complete unless it described its educational
focus, improvement strategy, and linkage strategy.

Another suggestion was to develop more specific guidelines for
annual reports, quarterly reports, self-assessment reports and
needs sensing reports. There is some overlap among these reports,
and the separate purpose of each needs sorting out. It would also
be desirable to define a program structure of programs, projects,
and activities that would be consistently followed from one report
to another and over time and that would permit development of a
management information system for the total laboratory program.

The regional educational laboratory program has been

<UY
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controversial for over 20 years. It never lacks for critics who
ask for hard evidence of massive impacts. Alas, few, if any,
government programs can meet that test. Perhaps an analogy exists

between the laboratory program specifically and the educational
system generally and the bumble tee. We are told that according to
all the principles of aerodynamics the bumble bee cannot fly - but
it does. Sometimes it seems as if we are told that the educational
system s a total failure: that children don't learn, teachers
don’'t teach, and new knowledge has no impact on the improvement of
education. Yet our common sense tells us "it ain't necessarily so"
- that' somehow it works in most places and at most times. Our task
is to find out more about how and why it works when it does so we
can +improve education 1in all places for all children. The

laboratories are makirg steady progress toward doing just that.

£y
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APPENDIX A

EXCERPTS FROM REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL
REGIONAL EDUCATIONAL LABORATORY INSTITUTIONAL OPERATIONS

Jask Structure

Task 1: Develop effective governance, management, planning and
evaluation systems for the laboratory.

Subtask 1.1: Design and implement effective governance,
staffing, and management systems for the laboratory.

Establish or reshape the governing board and other
advisory structures.

Develop or improve management systems and procedures for
the laboratory.

Recruit and assign staff and develop or refine policies a
procedures for their effective utilization.

Subtask 1.2: Assess regional needs, capabilities, and
opportunities and establish priorities for laboratory
activity.

Subtask 1.3: Prepare plans for future services.

Subtask 1.4: Conduct self-evaluation of laboratory projects
and services.

Task 2: Work with and through existing prganizations to improve
schools and classrooms.

Task 3: Work with State—-level decisionmakers on school improve-
ment dissues.

Work to create research and development based resources
for school improvement.

Work in collaboration with centers and with other
laboratories on regional and national education problems
Statements
Laboratories focus on school and classroom improvement.

Laboratories feature dissemination and assistance strategies.

<l
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3. Laboratories engage in applied research and development th
support improvement.

4. Laboratories serve designated regions.
5. Laboratories have independent governing boards.

6. Laboratories are part of a nationwide system.

oo
e

.\
AN




APPENDIX Page B1

APPENDIX B

TASK STRUC%URE OF LABORATORY PROGRAMS FOCUSED ON
IMPROYING ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERSHIP

The following task structures are taken from proposals, which
generally contain the most complete statement of rationale and
task structure. In many cases activities were subsequently
modified cr deleted. Numbering is that used by each lab:

© AEL: School Administration and Governance Program.
1. Provide R&D-based information to school
administrators.
2. Estabiish and operate State study groups.
3. Provide technical assistance to school

administrators through in-State workshops,
conferences, and SES sites.
4. Plan and collaborate with other lab programs.

© EWL: Professional Preparation and Development

3.4 Support for school leval leadership <

3.4.1. Refine and demonstrate Peer Assisted
lLeadership (PAL).

3.4.2. Develop and test a trainer of trainers
capability.

3.4.3. Examine special problems in schcol
leadership (one topic per year).

3.4.4. Deselop and implement summer leadership
institutes for practicing administrators
and teacher leaders.

3.4.5. Promote districts' options for school
improvement.

© NE/I: Leadership for School Improvement
1.1. Support “matarials for school improvement

leadership.
2. The School Improvement Leadership Network
3. Research on leadership for school
improvement.

1.
1.

© NWREL: Rural Networking for Leadership

o Identify up to three regional agencies that are
interested ard have jood potential as agencies.

o Develop up to three models for network and
collaboration development among small...schools.

o Develop processes and materials for training
personnel from cooperating regional agencies and
schoo’s.

« . <ls
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Identify cooperating schools and establish up to
three networks and test each of the three models
in a network.

Evaluate the effectiveness of each of three
models in terms of {improving instruction in the
schools and prepare the successful model(s) for
dissemination.

Disseminate and support the inplementation of
the successful model(s).

RBS: Organizational Effectiveness

1. Management development
2. Secondary school improvement
3. Labor-management cooperation

io

C.

SEDL: Improving Teacher and Administrator Performance
C.

1. Investigating teacher and administrator
performance—-assessment systems associated
with dimplementing rewards, dncentives, or
carear— development.

2. Identifying and describing teacher and
administrator performance-improvement
programs that couple performance assessment
with inservice education/staff development.

© SEIL: C. Improving Leadership Skills of School

o

Principals
Provide information to practitioners on national
and regional resources; national, State, and
local 1initiatives and current literature; and
form a regional resource network.
Design and develop products and staff
development activities based upon current
Council efforts to provide immediate application
to school principal training, making ner of best
adult learning theories.
Collaborate with existing resources to secure
additional staff development materials.
Develop and implement plans for service
delivery to practitioners through principalship
academies, with assistance of State advisory
commitiees.
Provide technical assistance to intermediate
service organizations (principal academies)...
Plan, implement and evaluate activities for
particular application and effect upon
traditionally underserved populations, and
revise accordingly.
Coordinate with other lab projects to maximize
effect.

oo
-
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0 Coordinate with other labs and centers...

o Identify research needs and recommend a school
principals research agenda.

o Evaluate and revise plans to provide
direction for third, fourth, and fifth years.

Q 215
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ADD
Adm
AEL
CIPP
CCSSsO
CES
CPRE
CSSO
Demo

DESSI

Dev
DM
ECS
ERIC
Eval
FwL
GDPA
IC
IEL
IHE
10A
I1SA

KP

Page C-1

APPENDIX C

GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMNS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Analysis, development, and dissemination {model: Dunn]
Administrator

Appalachian Educational Laboratory

Context, input, program and product [evaluation model]
Council of Chief State School Officers

Center for Education Statistics

Center for Policy Research in Education [Rutgers U.]
Chief state school officer

Demonstration

Dissemination Efforts Supporting School Improvement
(Crandall and Loucks 1983)

Development

Decisionmaker

Education Commission of the States

Educa :ional Resources Information Center
Evaluation

Far West Laboratory

General purpose dissemination assistance (Louis et al 1984)
Interorganizational collectivity
Institute for Educational Leadership
Institution of higher education
Interorganizational arrangement
Intermediate service agency

Knowledge production

<lo
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KPO
KPU
KU
LEA
McREL
NCREL

NE/1I

NGA
NIE
NWREL
OE
OERI
RBS
R&D
RDD&E
RDIS
Res
RS

RX
SA
SEA
SEDL
SEP
SEIL
316

SDO

i

Page C-2

Knowledge production organization

Knowledge production and utilization
Knowledge utilization

Local education agency

Mid Central Regional Educational Laboratory
North Central Educational Laboratory

The Regional Laboratory for Educational Improvement of the
Northeast and Islands

National Governors' Association

National Institute of Education

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Office of Education -

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
Research for Better Schools

Research and d;velopment

Research, development, demonstration, and evaluation
Research and Development Interpretation Service
Research

Regional Services [Program]

Regional Exchangq

Self-assessment

State education agency

Southwest Educational Development Laboratory
State Education Policy [Program]

Southeastern Educational Improvement Laboratory
Service improvemenrc organization

Service delivery organization
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Tea Teacher

TT Training of trainers
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