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LINKAGE IVDDELS EOR DISSEM]NATION AND DIFFUSION
Sanford Temkn.n, Research for Better Schools, Inc.

Mary V. Brown, Research for Better Schools, Inc.
- John M. Dougherty, New Jersey State Department of Educatlon

INTRODUCTION

Since its beginning in 1966, Research for Better Schools (RBS) has
been concerned with support systems needed to help school districts
adopt, mplenent and, ultJ.mabely, dlffuse classroom Jmprovements Today
‘.all levels of the educatlonal superstructure in some way share this
broad concern. N

There are two kinds Of criteria continually employed by the more
vocal to flagellate theeducational profession. The first is the cry
for producing s;Lgn;Lf;Lcant student outcames. Why, cr;Lt;Lcs ask,: do educa-
tional pmgrams oons:Lstently produce the dreaded N S. D ? While our work
‘at RBS has provided scme tentatlve answers to th.'l.S quest.lon, they are
not the focus of this paper. Instead it will dwell cn a seoond fall:mg '
. of our profession -~ the failure of edqca.tiorial innovations to achieve
w:Ld.espread usage. ' E |

It is our belief that education must meet both cr:Lter;La if it is
to be VJ.ewed once again as a profession capable of leadershxp and initi-

‘at_we, that is, we must not only develop better ways of meeting student
| needs but must also engJ.neer ‘effective methods for getting these devel-
.opments into schools. -When the Congress recently cut NIE's funding
request, it was implying that both critaria would have to be met before

increased levels of funding would be forthooming.

: - Paper presented at -‘American Educat.ronal Research Assoc;Latlon
-Annual Meeting, Apr:.l 18 1974 in ChJ.cago, IllanlS Lo
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Research methodology and research dlSClpllne suggest that. theory
should precede the data gathering and ge.nerallzat:l.on processes. On the
other hand, it can be argued that careful, unobtru51ve study of present
practices w:.ll sonetmes allow defmltlon of the terrain under investi-
gat:Lon. 'I‘here is a mJ.ddle ground between” theoret:Lcal appllcatlon and
emplrlcmm, one wh.xch J Myron Atkm reooxmends as a potentlal strat-
eqy for futu.re research. atkin calls this m:dele ground "pract:l.w- |
orlented inquiry." We call it "educat:l.onal e.ngmeerlng. The approach ‘:
assun‘es that existing theory is: fragmented or msufflc;Lently valldated
(and thus not theory at all). It assumes further that present practJ.ce |
is incapable of meet:Lng its own needs oonsequently, unobtruswe/ |
emplrlcal study of practice is not lnkely to yleld much of value. As
a consequenoe, an mvest:.gator may find it 1easonable 0 go to the
practltlonen, armed with same clear notions about better practice, and
hope that together they can eke out and synthe51ze what.it takes to
:merove present practloe. This is the approach we. hava taken. . ‘ |

In 1971, RBS initiated three act:.v:.tles to enhance its Lmderstand-
ing‘of how classrodn; RsD innovations are implemented ‘and ut:Lllzed by :

schools. These activities were:

1. Format:l.on of a Network of School Districts, in which
- partZwipating districts adopted and implemented classrocm
innovations developed by RBS. This function was staffed

J . Myron Atkin, "Practloe-Orlented Inquiry: A Third Approach to
Research in Education," Educational Researd'ler, July, 1973, pp. 3-4.




by a team of RBS "field consultants" who provided

' assistance to the schools in the adoption—implementation
process. ‘ ‘ S : ‘

2. Initiation of a continuing study of the circumstances
under which state departments of education supported
‘R&D innovations. This function was staffed by a team of
RBS representatives who worked with state level admin-
istrators to create relationships that would support
the diffusion of innovations.

'3, Development of training materials to help school district -
administrators articulate their own strategies for :
planned change. A staff of experienced developers and
an inventory of teacher training materials (specific to
each classroom innovation) already existed but were .
changed in focus to relate administrative training to -
classroom innovation.. ‘ : ‘ S

In 1972, these activities were‘organizéd under the Administe‘ring” .
RBS. ACP'S mission is to focus, coordinate,

for Change Program (ACP) of
dn the probléms of bringing specific class—

and integrate its resources

room changes to the schools. - In this paper the authors examine same of

‘what was learned fram working with the states over a »threé year period.

METHODOLOGY

Two unpﬁblishéd RBS reports were us_éd in preparing this paper.

. The first report describes RBS' relationships with nine different state

agencies from 1971-73. .The purpose of this report was to document what
states had done in the way of bringing R&D i:movatimsﬂfto their .ééhbols,
with primary attention to RES ' innovations. . A blend of narrative and -

case study,’each account is based in part on anecdotal records main-




‘tailned by RBS representatives during.1971-73 and in part on detailed
interviews oonducted by them in 1973, | B |

‘ The seoond report summarizes the results of a quest:.onna:.re malled
to 116 state education ade-IustratD:rs from 36 states durmg the latter
part of 1973 Slxty—four respondents returned oompleted questlonnalres,
- with at 1east one respocndent from @ach of the 36 states. The typical
| 'reSpondsnt had.‘ besn with his or her organization from three to ten
years; had worked in state curriculum, planning, or Federal program

~divisions; and bel(?nged to secondjzor thlrd line management.

SELECTED FINDINGS

our objective from thls point forward is to sketch saone emergmg

'pattemS of relatJ.onshJ.ps among state deparm\ents of educat:.on, school
dJ-StrlCl:s and R&D agencies grow:ng out of thelr mutual deSJ.re to brmg
' J.mDrovement and innovation to the scho01s.

| " In order to prov1de a base uan vhich thesa emerg:.ng patterns can -
be examined, we have selected four types of fmdmgs. (l) some general
chiracterlstlcs of state departments of educatlon, (2) same. spec:Lf:Lc .
dlrectlons that states seem to be tzking, (3) some ways m which states
directly support mnovatlons 1n schools, and (4) some State agency ex-
pe-tlenwces with RaD agencies. |

At

Sctre general characterlstJ.Cs :

Analys;Ls of nearly three years of anecdotal: reoords and J.ntenswe |
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personal interviews revealed certain cqnirmﬂalities amcng state educa-

tional agencies.

1. State education agencies are highly dependent on state
legislatures as a source of initiative for change.

2. They are subject to frequent reorganization for the
purpose of clarifying existing functions or adding
new functions. This situation has been exacerbated by
the influx of Federal funds, especially ESEA.

3. They do not have clearly defined roles to guide their
relationships with school districts. ‘

4. Chief State School Officers tend to be isolated scme-
what from day-to-day operations of their agencies.
5. Largely because of the transience of Chief State School

- Officers, theré is an accumlation of decision-making
power at mi.ddle management levels.

Same specific directions -

| Analysis of the nine-state report suggests same specific functional
interests and activities of the states with regard to the dissemination

“and diffusion of innovations.

1. There is considerable emphasis on defining and impie-
" menting various concepts of saccountability. This has
frequently been in response to legislative mandate,
" although, to be fair such mandates often result from the
persistent efforts of the state &, 'acy staff who work
with key legislators. ‘ '

2. The state agencies attach, at the present time, con~
siderable priority to the ‘areas_of early childhood
education, special education, career education, and
various kinds of training.




3. State agencies are providing more in the way of direct

. gervices to the school districts. In some states this - = -

 is being fostered through intermediate agencies established -
by legislation and in others through continued funding of
former ESEA Title IIT centers. Title V ESEA has enabled
many ‘state agencies to upgrade existing or create new
divisions of planning and/or program development. While

' the apparent intent of Title V was to strengthen the
internal management of state agencies, Title.V funds have
been used essentially to create add-on departments which,
in many instances, have initiated activities directly ‘
supportive of innovation in schools.

4. State agencies are interested in quality demonstration of
new products and practices but seem unwilling to act as
advocates for specific innovations. They are, however,
willing to advocate specific process, e.g., open class-
room, individualized instruction. o

5. ESEA Title III is now administered by some state agencies
so as to promote curriculum development at the school
level, and dissemination and diffusion of these develop-
ments. : e ‘ ’ , ‘

Same direct support for innovaticn
‘ Tabulated results from the questionnaires cafpieted by state agency

administrators revealed the following patterns of response:

1. Forty-nine respondents. -(76%) indicated that their
agency staff is currently used to develop classrocm
products for schools. ‘ ‘ » . :

..... R—

2. When these samevinciividuals“were asked to specify the
nature of the products.developed, they responded as
follows: - ‘ o ‘ o T
- student learning materials - 36
—— teacher training materials - 43

. -— principal training materials - 17
~- central Office training materials - 14




3. When these same respondents were asked why these products
were developed, they answered: '

—- state mandate - 19
;— internal agency initiative - 38
— sohool district requests - 32
—- availability of Federal funds - 28
- ava:.la.blllty of spec:Lal state funds 14

4. Thlrty—two respondents indicated that their agencies regularly
review J.nnovat:x._ons produced by R&D agencies for pdtential use
in schools in the state. Twenty-eight of these same indivi-
duals indicated that the results of th&se rev:.ews are o
disseminated to schools. o ‘ ’ i

5. When these same md1v1duals were asked about the dlssemJ.nat;Lon
methods used, they responded as follows: '

- oonferenoes and ‘presentations - 46 o
- state agency field staff - 40
| :-; newsletters and bulletJ.ns - 40
- ERIC - 34
- brochu.res an spec:Lf:Lc products - 31

-~ funding th.rough ESEA, NDEA or other
Federal grant programs - 27 ‘

- state lists of approved materials - 17
- spec;Lal state funding - 16

6. F;Lfty-one respondents J.ndJ.cated that their agencies help schools
to identify a range of available innovations. ‘

7. Forty—n:.ne respondents indicated that their agenc;Les help
- schools to select appropriate J.nnovat:Lons. ‘

8. Fifty-one respondents indicated that their state agenc:Les help
school districts: implement new programs. _




9.

When asked whether state staff provided training for school

 district personnel, 38 indicated that training was provided

10.

for central office administratbrs, 45 indicated that training
was provided for teachers. ‘ : L

Twenty-nine respondents indicated that their agencies had a |
wmit responsible for coordinating the introduction of class-

" room products developed by the staff of the state agency into
. schools., Cor ‘ 1

11.

Scme R&D

| 'I‘wenty—nine respondents indicated that their agenciés cooxrdin-
ate evaluation activities that assess the usefulness of

innovations being implemented in state schools. .

linkage findings

' Fifty-one respondents‘ indica that RsD agencies initiated

contact with their agencies. Reasons for thése contacts were
varied but included: seeking information about the state or
schools, seeking information about state needs, trying to get
their R&D innovations used in the state, seeking funds, seeking
use of R&D.inmovations within the state agency itself, and
offering technical help to the state agency. ‘

Fifty—four respondents indicated that their agencies initiated

~ contact with RsD agencies. Pririciple reasons for these

~ contacts included: expressing interest in the R&D agency's

products, seeking help for school districts, discussing fund-

ing for a state initiative, and seeking technical advice or

help for the state agency.

When asked how the state responded to an R&D agency's interest

in introducing its R&D products into-schools, 17_respondents

_recalled 22 positive state agency respanses, one negative

response, and 28 non-responses.

' When asked whether R&D agencies introduced their products into

the state without contacting the state agency, 41 respondents

_ indicated that they did. When asked about state agency

reaction, there were 27 positive’ respcnses reported, 9 nega'-'f“

tive and 7 no definite reaction.

Thirty-five respondents indicated that R&D agencies have intro-
duced . innovations' into school districts’ in ocooperation with

the state agency. 1In all, 12 ‘R&D agencies were named as parti-
cipating in such.joint efforts. CoroT (TR '
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6. When asked if they oons;Ldered the approach used in the
‘questionnaire to be an -appropriate way to explore the problem
of introducing innovation into schools, 39 respondents
mda.cated "yes" and 10 indicated "no". g

Evolving -patterns .

While the term "model" has several connotations, it is used in th:Ls
paper to descrn.be a pattem of ;Lnter—agency relatmnshxps -- more spec—-
ifically, those relationships between a state department, same schools
and an R&D agency.

Tt is hoped that the information presented earlier in this paper
will serve to clarify relationship patterns which now exist and others
which will continue to emerge. 'I’he‘three‘patt'erns now to be presented
are only examples selected from RBS' experiences. Sketching them should
serve two purposes: (1) to descr;.be l;Lnkage mocels which have been

built, and (2) to proflle possrble features of future relatlonshlps.

Model A oL |
- Funch_ng Title III ESEA, school district funds.
-- Sites: Several schools within one school dJ.str;Lct
-_ 'I‘ralnmg- Workshops oonducted by R&D agency

== Other assistance to schools:' anltorlng implementa-
tJ.on by R&D agency. ‘ ‘

- Evaluat.lon.‘ State agency
—-‘D;Lssam.natlon Stabe agency.

—— Diffusion: Key sites around stabe to demonstrate
innovation to other educators.

11



-Model "B. :
| - Funding: State agency funds ,' school dlstrlct funds.‘
—_ Sites: One danonst.ration/training‘sch‘c)ol ‘in‘ the state.
- ﬁ‘rainiﬁg: :Wbrks,hops conducted by principals using
training materials developed by R&D agency. Principal

trains teachers.

—— Other.assistance to schools: Monitoring implementation
by R&D agency. - '

—— Evaluation: State agency.
-- Dissemination: State agency.

-- Diffusion: State agency encourages other schools
aroind state to adopt innovation.

Model C

| - Funding: ESEA Title ITI, school district funds.

—- sites: One school already uéiﬁg:R&D classroam product -
asked to adapt it to_.a management system developed by
another R&D agency. % ‘ :

- Training: Special planning and consideration among R&D
~ agency, state and schocl district about to modify and
‘adapt the two innovations. Monitoring implementation
by R&D agency. :

— Other assistance to school: Continued assistance by
state agency staff and initial R&D agency staff.

-f-‘E\réluation: State agency and school district.

. -- Dissemination: State agency and special centers that
" were former Title:IIT units. : _ S

- Diffusion: Through special centers.

12




SUMARY
State departments of education are in the pmcess of -Vre'fonnulatinéi .
initiatives and reshap:.ng directions. Many states are now organized to
' provide services in support of their own developmental act1v1t1es as
well as those of the R&D agencies. Many other new kinds of relat'.on— I
ships between the state agencies and the R&D agencies are emerging.
Three relationship models were described. Many other patterns
( ocould have been sketched and are possible. Even armg the pattemns
described, elements of one model could be substituted for elements of
wanother. o v
In ﬂqe case of lmkage nodels, pract:l.ce-orlented inquiry would
appear to offer a viable approach for research about dissemination and
diffusionv practice. ‘Tools of such inquiry are cxrude at present, but
the potential yleld is promising. ‘I‘he_ldentlflcatlon of a series of
feasible linkage ‘models for disssmination and diffusion could provide
important answers for educators cbncerned with getting J:.mprovements |

to the classroam users.
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