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Ihree case studies of interorganizational

7; collaboration betveen regional education -agencies (REAs). and school

districts illustrate hou successful knowledge utilization .0CCcUrs.
Researchers -studied hou ‘knowleédge: utilization services  in ‘four
azeas--stafisde?“IdpiEnt, 1inking: agent assistance, infornation
retrieval, -and-broad- organizational issiues--were supplied to their
school districts by the Wayne County (uichigan) -Intermediate School
Distrﬁct,,the lorthern%Colorado Educational Board of cooperative

N Services, and the Bducational Ilprovenent Center-South (New Jersey)-.

For éach case study, data were collected. from REA docuaents, field
observation, -and field. intervieus vith staffpersons from the REA,
schoof\districts, and the state edication agency. Resilts. showed that
° successful interorganizational collaboration could be explained by

ors-11r~services~uere user~oriented.,(2L.serv;ces ‘vere

supported by external resoufces;. (3)‘Rnl“and district staf£5~forned ’
active interpersonal netvorks. (4) the state nandated collaboration.

(Sr*collaboration~yieldedsautual*benefits~for REAS and school

districts; .and (6) federal and state regulations and policies

?,ffacilitated cooperation. To, test these explanations, further research
is -needeéd on other types of interorganizational. arrangenents and on

‘knowledge utilization itself. Appended to the report are data on all

'istates' REAs and a copy of the field questionnaire.
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o7 . 4 V‘Theéimmediate roots‘of'this study'come from eXperiences'on another , ,?’~
‘ aj inveStigation. Abt Associates' study of the R&D- Utilization Program: ’
i:b; The' authors had examined various aspects of this program, including ‘the
" rolé” of regional -education agencies (REAs) The ‘R&D- Utilization Pro- ,
gram, ‘howeéver, was a time-limited,. federally-sponsored effort-—supported RS
:by the National Institute of Education from 1976 to 1979 (the Abt
S A Associates research undef the general direction of Karen Séashore Louis, ﬂ
. N . vwill be. completed thisfyear) What we wondered was whether these REAS o
A also provided longer-lasting, more significant lessons in improving:
: interorganizational collaboration.
?I}u;; .Af - _0ut of this curiosity was born ‘the present study. 'Our goal hasmvvrvx N ~%¥;i
‘ ‘Vbeen.to deteéermine the conditions under which organizations collaborate B eI
;successfully, -without reference ‘to any specific federal program.. S
3 - o .:Regional—local relations appear to be  increasingly important, ‘because
. 4,':local.school districts are not always able to justify the'full array
V' of educational serVices;nsome;serVices;ésuch.as providing information
"~ .. to improve practice, or what we havé called knowledge utilization ’ S
7. .. gervices--may be.more economscally provided by a regional facility that. :
o sefVes many -school districts. A$ school enroliments haVe,declinéd, o N )
o ~_’*Ehese regional arrangements have become ore. critical. : Bt

Our. interests also matched a broader réalizatio1 thn éducational

2

services: remain an. intergovernmental and hence interorganizational,

effort. Regardless of the. federal ‘role ‘in education (which seems to
1be undergoing re-examination in Washington these days), local school

- districts donot-alone providemeducation, ‘state department.s of educa- -

Ution, other ‘external organizations such-.as the»REAs and university _“*”“'”“f‘;frzj
groups, as well as federal;agencies all must collaborateﬁtomproduce o '“"'“pu“;
Lo ‘ jeducational servicesﬂ\ Thus, our inquiry, though limited ‘to one topic, ‘ s
3“TTTT*§, o 'knowledge utilization,\is also intended to suggest potential lessons i
about znterorganzzatzonal .éollaboration more generally. This,topic . -

i -dppedrs to be a. major gap\ii -current research and -our own effort is R
t ) y - :

vl.n/

.an attempt to stimulate fur her investigation along these- lines.




e i
0f tourse, our study must also:be recognized for its limitations.,. 7§

Because of the modest level of effort, we would not claim to :have. ‘ ) .

arrived at definitive conclusions: about interorganizational arrange=

ments. :Such. conclusions can only’emerge~after a broader -array of

studies;—including ones ‘that ‘use different methodologies as well as i,

“Study sites. Until such variations are attempted one would not know

the full range of generalizations for our findings, of indeéd whether

our findings can be eorroborated ‘We 'strongly urge other investigators . i
to pursue these related Tlines- of inquiry. . e
' ’We also urge researchrfunding agencies,.eVen in times bf*sparéeo‘ }ﬁf

-

support ‘to pursue igterorganizational themes. This is _because edu-

cational policy-—whether céntrist or aecentrist liberal or conservative--

will continue té be implemented through a complex network of different*ngw,fég;

organizations. To the extent ‘that .the collaborativevrelationships among; A o
these organizations is poorly understood -educational policy is likely T %
_to. be inefficiently-and poorly impleménted. No student——or—parene3~;—~~§_;1{;L€
0r teacher--much less policymaker—-should ‘be satisfied by -that i f,i?

— [P C e e o S e

observation. =
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) Knovrldge Utilization,As An Interorg;iizational Process
Hhen a local schodl district improves its services, i;wis often

-

L.asSisted by anothen.organiaationrfe.g., the state départment of edbe

cation, an'independent>reseaf“h;3rganization, or a university group.

| k-new idea is transmitted by. one of these organizations to individuals
in a-local school distnict. Thé- idea may ‘then be put into practice,
a process. known as knawZedye utilization. *

This study covered one particular type- of interorganizational
>arrangement-betveen local 'school districts and regional education
’agencies (BEAs) In ‘this arrangement; which. exists in numerous

istates across: the Ccountry, several schbol districts ‘are ser;ed by a
single REA, which is a. regional unit of government. The services' :an

.

include a wide variety of classroom, administrative, computer, and.

v inf"?mationwservices. _The study'intensively examined three REA

% g -

 arrangedients:

o v

-

R The wayne County Intcrmediate .School District (Wayne
1sD), Hichigan, and. its 36 school districts; ‘
‘:jA The Northern- Colorado Educational Board of Cooperative
Serviges. (NCEBOCS), Colorado, and its 6 school dis-

rtricts, and
© The Educational Improvemént: Center-South (EIC-South),
New Jersey, and its 144 ‘school districts.

e

N

. These three arrangements were_ selected: because they had been success-
fully operating for a nnmbeéﬁof years. The three differed in several
. -ways; however. Each served ‘a different ¢ombination of urban, suburban,.,.

———

There is considerable variation in the names used for these agen-
cies (e.g.,, intermediate serviceﬂagencies, educational seérvice agencies,
-and ‘boards of cooperative-sérvices.. The general. term "regional \educa~
tion ageéncy” ‘(REA) has; beenﬁaélgcted as- the most appropriate parallel
‘to the prevailing use of “two terms:. -staté education agency (SEA) ‘and
local education -agéency (LEA). f




i . . A . 7"\ ) - .V . . ~
and rural populations of students and each existed within a different ~

-state strﬁcture -and legal mandate. .Each arrangement was visited twice.

(spring and fall l980), and each provided numeraus documents and °

* .
records about its. activities. . f

~ B
e

- The. main’topic of investigation was how these arrangements worked .

o successfully to providerknowledge utilization services. The study
v'especially examined three types “of services provided by al‘ of the :_
~REAs: staff deveZopment or inservice training for workshops, confer-

ences, and other meetings; linker assistande, in. which an REA staff )
7?person acts -as a linking agent and p ovides in-person assistance rele-
' vant ta specific school problems, and znfbrmatton retrieval, whichQ

\makes materials available on a wide rangé of educatlonal topics based | »’fff,
on: requests from individual school personnel. Together, these three R
Aftypes~of services represent the major knowledge utilization services = :‘ .
.. .that can exist between two collaborating organizations. To this .t
extent the collaborative principles _may apply to. othex interorganiza-
tional arrangements and. not just the .ones that weretstudied ) }- .
. 1.‘ . ' ] -
The Role of. Interorganizational Agr ﬁgements . ) .

All -of the services studied ‘had been in operatibn for a number of .
syears. All were providing timely and relevant information to school ;A,
'pers01nel on both core and special curriculum tOpics, as well as on /

administrative topics. The topics included longstanding and newly—
.emerging school problems, such as: ¢ e '

o»iReading improvement at both elementary and secondary ., . - A

- levels; . .‘ 1 - N i : B

e Methods for evaluating‘tenured teachers (to.implement ‘ ';

‘a new” state directive i: New Jersey); L - . :;;rml “

Ways of iqproving career education,

-

\’ »
The study: is reporteéd in two parts: Robert K. Yin and Margaret K.
Gwaltney, Omganizations CbZZaboratzng to Improve Educational Practice;

".and Bobert K. Yin, Margaret K. Gwaltney, and James’ Molitor, tase S%udzes .

-of. Three Ihterorganzzattonal Arrangerents. ’ -

~

&
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e - o o ';he gesign of-new prograns for gifted and talented : . ..

£ o -
- Y
>

o B | .children; and. .= - . e
=8 B Ct vy The. teaching of classroom skills, such as learning e
N . _how to ask moré effective questions. .

’ 7 ) 1) ‘\
s Horeover, all of the services wvere continually adjusting to new needs.

] .- ~—— For ins!.ancc, REA personnel noted that school administrators-including «
; ':'T i - ‘ new school board. menbers--*wﬂre ‘becoming inportant ugers of infomat‘ion - '
e - . services, which had tradition..lly catered mainly to teachers. o f
R ’7 . ' _ Sources of Service Support, Some of the: services only called for '
. co..laboration ‘between an REA and a group of school districts, but a few. R
O - also invoived other organizations=,-e 8+ local vhiversities in giving L
h ‘ - academic. credits for staff developnent courses, the state department of .
PRI education *in providing library resources for an infomation retrieval - o

.-, service, or a local’research organization in providfng linker assistance. ]

)

- o o Whateve{ the arrangement, the bulk of these services was supported by

federaljor external funds, -and not by users fees .from the. partici-

b .: . pating schbol dis'tricts. RGN - ) .

D ‘ This pattern of external support characterized a service s opera-
3 \ - tions over the years, éven though the 'relevant state or federal programs
o ‘ might have chariged. -Currently, ESEA's ‘Title IV-C' funds,’ the National -

e : Diffusion Network, ESEA's Title IV=-B funds, and NIE's State Capacity 7
' o ilding grants ‘have he@n the most protinent soirces of federal support.
External support also. ‘tended to ‘be a significant part of the operations I <,
. ‘ot : :the REA as a whole, - wg.th federal and -state-funded projects being t ‘ :
ot about 40 percent of the Wayne ISD's and NCBBOCS's révenues, and about s
' T - 80 percent of EIC-South revenues. R , : L
. -'. Uses and ’User Satisfaction. Interviews with individual schoul

S personnel indicated a general satisfaction and enthusiasm aboiit these 2

- - el .
. - . s -

.. T The total budgets varied depending/u/pon the size of ‘tne REA's
g target population and the scope of its:services. The Wayne 1sD, for .

instance;- rves school districts. with. about 450,000 students, pro-

) vid’ing a la‘:ge number of .classroom and administration services, in
o - addition to knowledge utilization services. In contrasts, the NCEBOCS o ,
w"’——‘——(‘ser:v:i.ng-about--8()—00()—~$tudent:s)..ami..t:l'xe EIC-South (sérving about_ _ﬂ R
. -.275,000- students) tend to 1imit themselves to knowledge utilization .. i
) services. Other regional agencies in ‘the. statés. provide the school . S
districts with adninistrativi and computer services. : ’

P i . : o -

S ia‘

L. > g e e g e
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. “services. Moreover, there were numerous requests for them. -Some
- ) difference in frequency of use were seen-.among the three.! arrangements,
I however. The NCEBOCS was used less extensiVely than the other two.

e e e e L e m s m — - ——

‘REAs and ‘this in part reflected a declining level of effort by that
) organization. Because the NCEBOCS relied more heavily (than the other. .
'REAs) on fees—fromlits memberdschool-districts and_ because the dis-
tricts contributions ‘have been reduced by declining - nrollments,
the NCEBOCS gra&ually reduced its services=-to the exte t' that the.

- . . N

heads of two of the knowledge utilization services (stafr development -

»

-and: information retrieval) only work on :a part-tire basis. This§

experience may be an example of the problems that arise when external

I

£ 2

resources are not. av ailable or are difficult to obtain.

s . ’, The ultimate value of the knowledge utilization services provided
g; - 7 ng by the three REAs 'was hard to assess. The availability of new infor-
5 s o mation does- not~always—have~to resultAin—ehanged~educational—activis-*———_T—~'-f;

- ties. The info;mationqmay_be~used«to initiate planning activities, ; 3
may lead to a better understanding of a situation, or may ‘help a.

” ** . teacher’¢onfirm the Worthiness of,anuexisting*practice; ‘The major . T
o " ‘goal .of ‘the study;‘however‘ was not to. conduct‘an evaluation of these

;~$4 o services, but gather to analyze how they were produced in the first - P

P .+ place. - ) " S T S

- e T g
LB == . - »
.

S . .

lanations for Successful Knowledge Utilization

o, ‘ Occasional §ervice problems notwithstanding, the REAs and their
. member school districts had developed. an- active and satisfactory
v -+ collaboratiVe arrangemént. Parallel experiences among the three REAs
suggested the most prominent reasons_for this outcome. Foremost was
that the services were operated in a user-oriented fashion. Although
© such a conclusion may appear obvious, each service neverth ss-had‘ .
- ) : taken extra steps in this direction. The services coniinually tuned

themselves to user needs during at least six phases of service activity:

H ‘ #"ssessment of needs, design of services, service Operations, maintenance #

L ’,é; of a knowledge base, implementation assistance, and follow-up ' vy
(;, b : ‘;‘ _ . N -
e information.~ . ) .
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}mwmww—wvw-}/though the.connection -may. be an important one. The only fee structure, N
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A second reason.was rélatéd to external resources: Organizations

‘¢ol'laborated- éffectively: when the joint venture could be supported-by—— - .. S

external resources. The TésGirces may have been federal funds for

information service programs “(e.g, Title IV=C, NDN, ‘Title IV-B, and ~ "
“NIE's State Capacity Building grants), or state funds. ' Most important,.

-such- resources meant that users' fees did not have to support the
sérvice., In general, such fees are likely to be an unsound ‘basis for
:financing knowledge utilization services, possibly because such. ser-
vices .consist of intermediate benefits (e. g., the fulfillmént of a

specific nunber of requests for information or the transmission of

: specific pieces of information) These benefits cannot be assessed

directly in terms of their contribution ‘to-.school improvements, even

‘however, would have to focus on these intermediate benefits, but

eir dndirect relationship to school improvement, users

™
P,

e

5

are, unlikely to pay such fees. in*comparison ‘to- other priorities.

A third reason was related to the behavior of the REA and school

district staffs' The more these ‘persons participated in- actzve, pro-

fésszonal nétworks, the -more successful a service. was likely to be.

" The network-building activities~went ‘beyond the common ‘gamut of pro-

fessional activities, such as attendance at professional conferences

and‘the exchange of written materials. Instead; they also included-
Vr,: : LA i “ ;
e Monthly meetings of REA governing boards, which included
in all three casés, the school superintendents from the r
. member school districts-(i e., users); . ‘
S Career mobility- and‘promotions from school districts to

REAs, resulting in a new REA staff person already having

an informal set of "user" contacts; and

° iConsistency and longevity of service by key staff mem-=
bers, avoidigg:the'disruption~of the network that can
follow. job turnover. N :

s

A productive network meant that. people had individualized contacts with .

. i
— pguist PN e

each other_ggg_gouid*exchange ideas on a continual basis, creating a

it o e —— [
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L T marketplace for ideas. The network activities helped to make people . |

. .more aware of .current school probléms and'to—be/more alert to possible

-~‘—solut&ons-~$hough—the—payoffs~cannot be cast~in~specific ‘terms;,—the

At

‘services; visibility, credibility, and responsiveness to users' needs.
A fourth reason was that the coZZaboratzve mandate established. by
~the state legislation provided a -favorable environment for .the inter-
0organizational arrangement and therefore helped the knowledge utilization
s "~ services to be more. productive. The mandatory rather than voluntary
participation -of the LEAs in the interorganizational arrangement
especially,helped to sustain the services. The districts. frequently:
sought dssistance from the REA; because of their integral involvement.

in the arrangement and a long-term and stable relationship between the

““’“’"“““”'*“’pHYOffs‘haVGMtO‘do -with the funnamental aspects of knowledge utilization ‘

"two types of organizations thus developed.
A fifth but less important reason was the ability- of the partici= -

" pating organizations to-derive-mutual benefits ‘or cxchanges from the"
~services. In the staff dévelopment,programs in;the’Wayne ISD- and. the
, FCEBOCS, for éxample, special -courses were»designed~to address*school
problems. Teachers-takingathe courses paid a -fee but<réceiv3d‘graduate—
level credits pecayse the .coursés were dlso Ssponsored. by :a: local

university, the universities. provided 1nstructors and course credit,

in return for increased enrollment—in their‘coursesT"the'Rﬁks“coofdi—

natedwthe,entire~program«andfprovided—administrative—supportjfin “return
In

—for'gaining further credibility and contacts with school personnel.
. the case of the Wayne ISD, this type of arrangement not based on any
A
" formal agreements, has’ alloued the service to operate for l3 years.

I h " -

Egblanations for More Complex Collaborative Arrangements ‘

These five reasons may do more than explain the past. They may
also be considered in the design of any new knowledge utilization
The

findings of the study therefore appear applicable to humerous infor-

service requiring collaboration by two or more organizations.

. mation activitiés, not necessarily limited to education.

Therstudy went one -step further however. .It also examined the

i D

.y ) role of third-party—ergaaizr

L 1' . . 3
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;may‘issue mandates affeCting,knowledge<utilization~serVices, but who

T
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dovnot—participate directly as the producérs or .the users:of the

service. Hhen there is such a third-party organization, the knowledge

>

¥
Ty

types. of. organizations, and not just the szmpZe interorganizational

. arrangement between. an REA and. its member .school districts.—

among with these mandates, interorganizational collaboration will be

Ypromoted.

R Ve

autilization. service may be affécted by the interactions among all three

In such ) °
complex arrangements, the*third-party organizations can facilitate "‘;;
.the information services by being sure that any demands pldced on a '
school district are congruent with those on the REA (and vice-versaj.

:Further, if the ‘third-party organization ‘provides external ‘resources U ,{

Whatever the obJectives of a third~party organization, how-
-ever, the pertinent policies must be installed for a sufficient -period

7

of time S0 that collaboration can. occur. In particular federal .or

state programs should be discouraged from changing their regulations

from -one year to- the next° collaborative arrangements between. organiza-

T

tions -simply cannot be formed or broken on such a rapid basis. - . ‘§

Further Research

The findings from this study proviue new information about how -

organizations collaborate to provide knowledge utilization services.

TR AN BLIES) r

w

|
I

!

Additional research is needed to corroborate these findings,. however. e
The accumulation .of findings from several studies would then allow T :
federal and 1ocal policymakers to design and direct the knowledge
utilization process- so.‘that it is most productive. ' ___T_—___;. h s
‘Research should focus on two topics. First, other interorganiza~ u‘:ﬁ
tional arrangements sshould. be studiad. The studies should contrast ‘7 :
the interorganizational approach to knowledge utilization with othex - i;
approaches (e.g.,7an intraorganizational approach). The research - -
shpuld -also confirm ‘the -results with nonexemplary arrangements, should
further examine the network-building process, and should investigate
the effects that different sources of funding ‘have on the success of

interorganizational arrangements. Second tesearch should be conducted

. on the design and implementation of knowledge utilization services, -‘- . -

B L - N

\ - - : I A . -
\ . .
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;,regardless~of yhether«they are~provided'within 5n interorganizational

-arrangement or -not.

~~*~wv-~—~w$w—~mPotential«Policy Implications ) -

Avveral_policylimplications emerged from .the . study, even thougﬁ3~~

< ‘any definitive actions cannot be made solely on the basis of a single
‘research study. First, all'crganiaations in a complexﬂinterorganizaé
tional'arrangement should collaboraté and jointly‘seek external
resources to support knowledge ﬁtilization'services. ’Seconé,,these

-~ organizations should encourage interpersonal and interorganizational
‘commupications. Third,,servicegproviding organizations should attgmpt
to recruit:neyxstaff members~fromrthe clientele population:ofltne
.area that thep Serve,‘in’ofdér‘to promote: and‘facilitate retwork
actiVitiesl Fourth, third-party organizations (e 8y federal and state

T agencles) should recognize the potential effect that their actions

EreviousvresearCh~has‘failed-to alert us'to the interorganizational
combinations that are most and least successful.

* - » .

'Conclusions . - e,

: ¢ The present..study was based on three case studiés of interorganiza-
5“*f - — - tdonal arrangements, In—general these arrangements produced satis-

factory knowledge utilization seryices to the extent that -they:

-

. -» Had acCess”to external résources;

. ‘ :o‘«Developed interpersonal networks; and . .

? ’ ) ’Involved mutual exchanges and. appropriate -collabora- - - ¢

' -tive.mandates. T R g,‘

:W o " “‘l:}!'” o | . ;

i Tnese arrangenents were made more complex,.however! by‘organizations

: (state.departments of education) that sérved in third-party, inter-
f i governmental roles. Under these circumstances, the arrangement was
) ‘still produc to the extent - that mutual - exchanges. and congruent

T o 7‘demands were created -

LY

B . ‘might have on the productivity of interorganizational arrangements. _ .
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The, study represeats one of the few that has expiicitly examined )

) - mterorganizational arrangements in knowledge utilization. Further S “Tf””;
. ‘“resear‘ch is therefore. ~needed to corroborate the «findings. -At-the same ) .
S t.ime,. ‘the. findings suggest significant insighta into interorganiza- .
= -tional.. collab_qration, which tend to be a common arrangement for improvingh-—fmww“

S

-~ -educational practice. _ S
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= DEFINING THE KNOWLEDGE UTILIZATION PROBLEM '

- . - - [PRPU

'S
»

P

?:: : Knowlggge Uttlization. Ideas into Practice A 7

s o ~ School improvaments can. occur 4in ‘many ways.  Oné such way is»when,
a nev ‘idea is put into practice, a process known as kﬂpwledge~utilﬁzd-
tion.l If the ideas, furthérmore, are. initially -developed by sources
«outside of the school, 'a delicate transfer of information-from one
‘Qrganization ‘to -another or from one person: to -anotlier--giust be -Sus=-

} ;tainedjin.order for utilization to succeed; How such collaborativer
ijé* Y- . .arrangements work to improvereducational,practice‘is the topic\Of,thisr
‘ R Freport. . . S

: ” ‘ \ The last fifteen years have increasingly focused on this process

: ‘“*“"”-—ﬁof mak ing new ideas available to improve educational practice.* Some

: ear]y efforts, 1ike .the ESEA Title IIL program (Berman and. McLaughlin,
1974-1978), scimulated projects at the local level. Other efforts were -

-

léss direct :but also important, ‘For example, in the l960s, the. need to

: —jf—‘ , :« improve social science knowledge in education’ led 'to the establishment
A T _of regional 1labs and centers and the National Institute of Education

.(see ‘Dershimer, 1976~ and Sproull et al. qlgzgzl_é§_§E§ELas to new

'§~"f ol —:programs: in_related federal agencies (e.g., National Science Foundation, .

I ‘,,__.._,

. l969) Support fov these ‘programs ‘was bised pr.marily the ‘belief
R that an increase. 4n R&D efforts, combined with approprigte dissemina-, ;

Toan

i':’ Lo tion, -would e encourage ‘knowledge utilization. ™

More refined strategies ‘have emerged in the last few years, ' -
partially as a result -of lessons learned from ‘the earlier efforts._
I particular the newer initiativesahave been to develop collaborative:
arrangements of individuals, organizations, r_both_(for examples; seé
Far West- Laboratory,‘l978 and Raizen, 1979). The,azrangements‘have

- e z I
// .
[ - - . -

: s Technically,,"utilization" may be said to occur even if no change
o0 in practice occurs,-for instance, practitioners may receive confirma-
tion -of existing practices or :achieve a better understanding of the
context, problems, or solutione: of their ‘situations. The intent of ~

e this report 1is to use utilization in this broader sense, throughout.

Ty




1 . "”: v‘ been fourd essential because the new ideas frequeritly cqpe from a

.gource other than.the.practice setting, where the ideas are to be
plied. For .example, the: Natioﬂaldbiffuaion Netuorkz(ubgl;vas
fE\\ded in 1974 by the U.S. Office .of Education. The'NDN.attenpts
~4eeto‘bring»new knowledge, mainli developed by local school practitioners

,themselves, to bear on new,practices,in elementary_and -gécondary -edu-

“.cation. ~Thé NDN network consists of: ;
b ‘ . 1
i~" - o ¢i. e.y "developers"-staff persons in one LEA);
T

?crsons'who ‘have: developed'néw eéucational‘programsw ’

Persons who are interested in: applying these programs
- 4in their»ovn,schools (1.esy "
o - 4f another LEA); and : ’ o
: ‘ ’ Persons responsible for increasing. communications- \

"adopters"--staff persons

1

jf;j R T between thé first two. sets of people ‘. e., "linking

agents"«»s\aff persons in another organization, such

- . g . as a staté department of education).:- ‘\
\ - ’ ) . IR ) - .

‘ . - A similar :%3 of collaborative arrangements, supported from 1976-79 by
LT .-+, ‘the National Institute of Education (NIE), was the R&D Utilization '

B (RDU) program. This. progtan operated in seven areas. around the country.

However, because NIE -only supported’ this network fot a time-limited ';

”—*-—*m*“asdemonstration period, the collaborative activities have diminished since

f - W'~' tions (seé Louis et al., 1979). < e
ﬁ%*a-‘ - .7 In spite of these strategies, the key public policy questiona.
© 777 & about them remain unanswéred; - : .. )
— S L e ) H o .
FEA e .0 e How do collaborative arrangements operate ‘to achieve )
: ‘ ~knowledge utilization objectives, -and \ - i
. ’ ‘~ll o Why do the arrangements. that perform successfully N
) E . operate.as.they do? v '

- 1979, although individual orgduizations~may_ha!g~ggntinued some func- . .
. N

l
- ‘O:

‘;_' 1

L
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: Strhightforward as these questions may appear, they have not been the

-dominant issues addressed by previous research on knowledge utiliza-
zion in education. As an example, -a. major set of papers on networks
(see Miles, 1978) concentrated mainly on the structural characteris-
tics ‘of -collaborative arrangements or on’the potential goals ‘to be
) served by the arrangements. None of the papers attempted to explain
*"~x\\how or why arrangements ‘operate as they do. '
7 *Outside of education, the prime example of. such a .collaborative
-arrangenent is the agricultural extension service, consisting of the ’
AsM universityvefforts:(who act as "developers"), extension service
’vagents~(who~act as “linklng agents"); and farmers: (who act as -
' adopters . The service has been: credited with numerous advances in
farming practices oven a long period of time. As. a result, policy-
»makers have wanted to-.consider similar initiatives in other service
ﬁields, "such as education (Bean and Rogers, 1977). However, the
' situation in agriculture'differs in significant ways. from that in edu-
cation (see Louis and. ‘Sieber, l979)--especially because .the individual
practitioner in one case;(agriculture).has an independent enterprise,.
‘but in the other case (education). is past of a hierarchical'goverh- »
.mental s:jrcture. ‘Moteover, the hierarchical structure is not part of
organization~ but consists of a "loosely-coupled" set of

.a-singul;
organizations (Heick %76)}. For the%e and other reasons, the experi=
ences in -agriciilture- may not be' applicable to those in education.
. . In short, collaborative arrangements ‘may be an effective way of
promoting:knowledge utilization, and: thereby improving educational
' practice. The following investigation is intended to improve -our
lunaerstaﬁding‘ofuhow these arrangements work, especially ‘to inform
policymakers about the relationships between ‘their decisions and the
opération. of these arrangements. ! --‘-§“ﬁh"“ )
Utilizatipnsas an Intero;ggnizational Process
. Any investigation of this topic must first distinguish clearly
' between.interorganizational and interpersonal arrangements. This is:
because the relationships,,collaborative\efforts, and other inter-unit
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. communications may all differ significantly, depending upon—which of

-

- these two types of arrangements. is involved.
Interpersonal arrangements involve comnunications or social ’ &

systems of solc "practitioners";(e g., doctors, 1auyers, professors, ..
consumers) Hhcther-these practitioners are organizationally based or
not;-the essential network involves individual rélationships; -no
organizational roles or units are relevant. The arrangements may be ‘ -
informal (e. g.: "invisible colleges"--see Crane, 1972) or they may be .
membershipsbased (e.g., a professional association) Regardless -of '
theése differences, the individual person is ‘the key unit in. the arrange-
L ment and’ tne comiunication. processes may be analyzed in terms of the -
i traditional approach to the‘diffusion of ideas (E;g., Rogers and. ' . '{
’ Shoemaker, "1962; -and Rogers; 1962). : . S
, Studies of interpersonal arrangements- tend to dominate the older =
s ' literature on. the utilization of new ideas (es g.,‘Bavelock and Benne,

fﬁw\ 'A ' 1969~ and Havelock,, 1973), with the individually-based communications 75 |
’ systems ultimately connecting«knowledge-with»practice._~Thus,ﬁfor — j
instance,~Hood's (1973) article on educational roles and institutional . :i

structures focuses on the flow of information. (a) within the R&D o el ﬁ

i AN communitap (b) between the R&D community: and practitioners. .and |, . - 'j ‘%;?%

(c) within the practitioner community (see Rood, 19?3) The main .
. feature is that all of the important "elements" of the arrangement»are ‘t~?
= . defined in terms of unstructured groups of individuals. Any attempt .Ajfg
' to- analyze the operations of these types of arrangements ‘must therefore ’
Le dominated by interpersonal (e. g., Rogers, 1962) and intrapersonal
‘ processes (e:g., Argyris and Schon, 1274). . :
© ) ) . In contrast, unterorganzzatzanal arrangements .involve 1inkages «
: " = _ between two or more organizations. Such arrangements may also involve T e
2 key interpersonal relationships, but the role behavior of an individual ' :
L. 15 constrained, sometimes to a great degree, by the norms and regula-' . C
% );//’/f</i tions of the organization‘to which the-individual belongs. Thus, the ‘ ‘ .
Y United Nations represents an arrangement of participating governments,h~, ?
“thoug h the work of the U.N. is mainly conducted by individual repre~.,' “-v,,
) sentatives,‘the‘\\;or agreements and collaborative linkages are ' ;
. #,. formalized in terms of\interorganizational (i. €5, intergovernmental) . s

‘pacts. - ) S

e T ey
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é : Interorganizsgiggal arrange-ents .can also sarve knowledge‘utgli:a- ‘
SR , - tiom functions. As nenrionedmprewiously, the National»DiffusiGn Netuork
~;_*W.gw,ﬁ __-attempts to link state and local school departnents in encouraging the
g?? ’A“ ﬁnplenentation of new -educational practices (Enrickfefzaltjil977"and ‘

Canpeau et .al., 1979). Sinilﬁrly, NIE's R&D Utilization progr (Louis
‘: et .al.; 1979), 'NSF's Urban. Technology System, and other ad ‘hoc relation-
.ships between instituticns of higher. education and local school d tricts
(Havelock; 1979; and Chin, 1979),. all represent interorganizationii\ k
: arrangenents dealing with knowledge utilization. - A ﬁi J
9 . . There are clearly situations in whieh'this basic distinction ’
| . - between interpersonal and interorganizational arrangements bcconesn
A highly°mixed. The longstanding agricultural extension setvice, for i
. . instance, represents a collaborative effort among -organizations: (e.g.,
N the A&Mﬂuniversities and ‘the. field stations) but also represents. strong

interpersonal connections {e.g:, field agents and individual faruers)

~

- hixed, -of the prograns reviewed by Emrick and Peterson (1978), one (ESEI'"'”””*:fTT

~ 3 L

: . )
. Sinilarly, many.of the ‘efforts -of educational dissemination prograns are

'Title III) actuplly involved no interorganizational arrangements; one,

(NDN) was .an interorganizationel arrangement edtablished on a long-tern ’ o
',basis,;and two (Pilot State: and Technical Assistance) were ‘interorgani- - '

S zational arrangements supported: for limited periods of time.* However, - O

: ,\\\\\\y  the reason for makidg this distinction at this point issnot to attempt & " 7“'-
e ) N\\‘full<typology of‘ihterorganizational arrangenents, but to appreciate ) ; ) ‘1 ;\5

.

_‘that"the‘study of interpersonalgand interorganizationsl‘arrangeuents - S

,‘nust proceed along: different paths. In the interpersonal case, indi- b ' ~é§

vidual processes of comnunication, collaboration, -and: conflict would be ' -

o the ‘main functions to be exanined--e.g., a study of ”huuan resource ) |

. networks“ (sarason, .1977). However, in the interorganizational case,.
the main. processes would ‘be organizetional ones-e g:, a study of the - -
,collaborative efforts among different levels of government (federal, ‘_‘ : JLJ-f i

1

state, and local). g : . SN

e

'of ;hese two. types of arraw geneg;s, the present study deliberately

focuses on the interorganizational type. This- is partly because federal v R 7 i“
. I

-~

~policy in. education ‘has. been doninantly an organization-re!atad'policy.
.« e Federal awards and regulatinns, for instance, are nore likely -to deal
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e, B ’ . 6 h ‘ ,
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T “Fith other organizations--e.g., state departments of education and' local -
‘ ’ N - «© L4
Co L -school districts—-than»witﬁ’pfactitioners directly. of course, ‘there

b 2 [,

can be any number of teacher ‘and practitioner—oriented programs, such.. i :

-'as the awarding af 3pecial fellowships to individual practitioners or

-~

;f; ‘“i’ ) 1 the,provision:of support to professigpal;associatigns, ‘the bulk~of the -
. ’federal-programs, however, deals with organizations rather than indi-

i o % " vidudls. F : N R
R S , A secgnd reason for working with interorganizational arrangements

- is: ‘that such arrangements may be more robust and enduring,than Anter=

. personal ones. The increased Tole of state departments of education
is'but one example of ‘this robustness, with such departments of educa- .o

p. tion sérving as an important node in- many educational,arrangements,

"including NDN and a variety of NIE's programs. In- fact, two insightful " Jlj

; vt analysts of educational policy have suggested that the state departments f " ‘}
oot ’ should become even more important focal points in the future, serving as

. -‘,7 the main link between federal agencies and area-wide and local agencies .

AU ”"h . (Berman and McLaughlin, 1978) ‘ . ~

b st mesa e ™ e )
T -

e A final® reason for chusing on&interorganizational arrangements is
.that they may be effective in achievihg knawledge utilization. Ihe
earlysevidence on~the_National Diffusion Network, ferfinstance, sug-' _
" . -.gests that practitionersvhave'beén pleased with the assistance they have’
"'A“received and~are“naw-more*wiiiing—to—work—wdxﬂr1nmw-ideas-fﬁmrick et al.,
1977) Whether such ideas actually lead to improved peTfeTmance, either
by the/teacher or ‘by the- student is not\yet_snown, but is’ also not
. . entirely relevant to the knowledge utilization -process. A major outcome . 5
R ufﬂthemutilization process will ‘have baen achieved if a new idea hass ““”;*j
%y'* . - simply been applied to practice., T - ; N -

T

) —"j . © In summary, the’ following.study is about how organizations collabo- A;ﬁ

rate to improve school practice. The next chapter describes ‘the con—
ceptual framework for the study; - subsequent chapters indicate the .
findings from intensive case studzes of three znterorganzzatzonal

arrangements. The main ratdpnale for conducting these ‘case studies was - -

m)“

o to determine whether consistent patterns could be found in a few

instances, if so, a larger research effort may be warranted in the future.
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_ Chapter Two

p——

~
i

T a This chapter describes the broad aspects of our investigation°
. its conceptual framework the three interorganizationalfarrangements

o A that were selected for .study, and,the mezhods used in ‘the study.

S T T " A. 'CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK <

Outcomes of Interorganizational Arrgfgements -

~

- “Ontcomes. Any specific interorganizational effort involving

g *
‘knowledge utili;atign, may produce an array of outcomes. These may be
“ direct goods and services, including (e.g., see Dissemination Analysis:
" Group, 1977; Miles, 1978; and Paisley, 1978)%

- e -
3 ~

@ Product ¢atalogs or other information .embodied in some
e -,ophysical form (e.g., a. report); D

84 g~ Information disseminated throngh non-face-to-face verbal

3 . ," communication,*whether deaiin; with a site' s‘needs or

37 .« . with ﬁotential solutions to a problem (e.g., responses _

-

to telephone inquiries), _ i
.- Similar information but exchanged, through face-to-face .

ot ; e communication (e.g., on-site assistance),

i,i,_,‘_#_, A Training_.or_educational__endea\LQr.s__Le.,g. ,_workshops and —

ANALYZING INTERORGANIZATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

\. M
conferences) 4n which the participants, rather than -a

- problém, are the-main focps of attention; and

.

ut . - = ~ -

. . It should be noted that, ‘in- opting,for this definition.of outcomes,
.-we- are inplicitly subscribing to a service-based model of utilization.'
- An' alteznative model wotild be an equity-based one, in which the primary

-*  outcome might be regarded as a balancing offpower—or—iﬁfluence among the
) :organizarions within the arrangement-—or a balancing of- power between. the.
R interorganizational arrangement as. a whole. and its external environment
S (see Miles, 1978, for a discus’ion ‘of these: and other.models)
S ‘believe, however, that the service-based model 1s the most useful one,
‘Adrawing directly: from a knowledge utilization effort's immediate func-
~ tional goals, rather than- its potencial political goals (see aleo :
- Peterson, o date)

IR -
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ERIC - - 28 .

T < } ~ i .. I N U VRO G g




) Shared facilities (e.g., multi-media facilities and .‘~HW¢ ;““””
computer systems) .

e . . -

Utilization Outcomes. The outcomes also include utiliza.ion out-"(

‘comes, both intermediate and ultimate. Intermediate utilization out-

comes refer to: (1) the number of services- offered and (2) the number
of users of these services. Ultimate utilization outcomes refer to how~
the knowledge,given in: the cobrse of the services was used,,including.

s .

.comeg cover, such items -as:

[ N Co e s e e eeme—

° Initiation'of .a planning or -assessment activity;‘ .
o A change in educational practice (i.e., an innovation), <
;0—“Changes in perceptions .and. attitudes about the educa-

,~tiona1 process that do not’. necessarily‘manifest them-
.selves in a changed practice; and
e Confifrmation that an existing practice need-not'be ' .

- changed: : e ceet

- e —

Aysfunctional Outcomes. A third‘set of outcomes is more difficult

‘to assess, but is an integral part .of -any judgment -about collaborative

arrangements. These outcomes have to-do with dysfunctional results, .

the most serious of’which may be considered the .costs of collaboration.

~ _Such costs are not the financial costs incurred by an interorganizational

arrangement (e.g., Paisley et al., 1978). Rather, the dysfunctional -out-

v _af

- - .

x’Q’"
e The added time needed to reach a decision because more &

participants must be consulted;
- o . The. users' inability to. attribute knowledge or assistance
- ~fmm~they~have~received -to-a-particular -individual. or .agency,.

o

i:___;_;;r_,_;—u———“' thereby reducing the visibility or credit given;

e The confusion of responsibilities that may be created
by an interorganizational arrangement--e.g., .the degree
to which, because-of the existence of the arrangement,

" inquiries. are made to the wrong party; and

=,




o The costs associated with role ambivalence--e.g., where
’ high personnel urnover occurs among linking agents ‘as
~a,result of conflicting or ambiguous demands on their
‘wofk\(such turnover could also ocgur at an- organiza- a
tional l°53l\“where specific organizations may enter

|

into or, drop out of the-arrangement at an undesirable

e

The examination of dysfunctional outcomes, more: than goods._; andﬁu_,

‘SetViCEa or utilization outcomes, must be regarded as exploratory.

Little has been done in previous research to -articulate, much-less

“measure, these ‘types.. of outcomes. Yet any individual who is part of

“-an- interorganizational arrangément can readily report 1nstances where
there were dysfunctional outcomes due to collaboration. vl

" In summaryx interorganizational arrangements formed to promote
knowledge utilization may’ be depicted as having three types of outcomes,

ggoodeand services ,outcomes, utilization outcomes,. and dysfunctional

ioutcomes. Noné of these outcomes -covers improvement in. school or stu-

dent- performan\e--which is an .outcome that would" complete the con-
-ceptualization of the entire knowledge utilization process. These _‘\
performance out omes are. usually determined by a wige array of factors,
‘howéver,.and are not limited to_ the effect of knpwledge utilization~—

'services. For his' .:reason, performance outcomes are inappropriate for

ﬂassessing such %ervices. . ‘ . wm

The main 8 al of anx,knowledge utilization service should be to .

-maximize the benefits) in ‘terms of goods and services and utilization,
-and’ to- minimizeWthe dysfunctional outcomes. For the purposes of .

improving these erviﬁes in ‘the future, policymakers need to ‘know the
¢onditions under{which the services are most likely to -achieve this goal.

1 ‘o

'Explanations for\Succegsful Intero;ganizational Collaboration

To the extent tha& interorganizational arrangemen%s in knowledge

utilization are ﬁuccessful--i.e., over a period of years they deliver

--goods* and services and lfad to utilization while reducing dysfunctional

outcomes-—the reagons for success need- to be examined. Such reasons,
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- prominent in previous reésearch.
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or explanations, would provide the'basis for designing appropriate

'policy interventions. o T

These explanations ‘have to do with the functional relationships
Five -alternative explanations have béen:
Thése are that: ! ‘
6rganizatigns successfuli§ collabgrate,because they

derive ‘mutual exchangéé'fron"each other (e.g., see

. the "exchange" theory of Levine and white, l96l -and ‘

Van de Ven, 1916), . :

. The organizations collaborate because they are able -

to increase their acqeas,to‘external funds or

governarice apppntuniiies.(e.g;, Benson, 1975);

'Organizations'afe given mandates to collaborate as in -

a legfslitéd sét of functions; undef this condition,

—theucréation of. the‘necessary'statutes and‘regulations

would™ alone cause an: arrangement to operate, ‘ ‘

. NOrganizations collaborate because they develop. fbrmaZ
agreements between each other, specifying the responsi-
.bilities of each participating organization :(Goodlad’,

e

- - ..

1975), and-- T . ) .
) Organizations collaborate because they have conflicting

. goals, and the collaboration -allows’ the organizations

ro_medtate their conflicts in-a socially approved

-".organizations. within an arrangement.
“in contrast, on the external relationships of the arrangement as .a

~ manner (e g.,,Litwak and Hylton, 1962 Peterson, no
date; and Hall: et al., 1978)

t
*

‘The mutual exchange'explanation focuses on .exchanges: among the

- o :‘
x

The—secondrenplanation focuses,

" whole.

Thus, the collaborative organizations would derivesbenefits not

-mainly from themselves, but from the external environment.

‘The ability

° “to attract'federal funds or. ta increase-an arrangement's "turf" would .

.bé -examples of such benefits.

The third explanation follows a com-

-

*pliance model whereby organizations are said to collaborate simply

.

31 -
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€ . AN -QEbecause'they are. mandated .to- do 80.. According ‘to: this model,; the R N
. strength of ‘the mandate would be sufficient to guarantee collaboration.
o ) An illustrative mandate would be the passage of state legislation or

- ‘regulations calling for particular organizations ‘to coordinate their

activities. The fourth explanation is where organizations voluntarily

Har
\

i)

L -enter into a ‘relationship. with one another, as in a treaty ‘or pact ., - |

o amongugovernments, The fifth and final explanation is -different because

LY

it focuses on the conflicts that may ekist among different organizations.

Tension: and .conflict reduction: would be seen as the main motivation for

tollaboration; rather-than- the-derivation -of specific benefits or com-
;pliance with specific mandates. - 7
_ Whereas the preceding five explanations are all based on references,,
'_to interorganizational phenomena, interpersonal functions are also
' ‘potentially relevanr to successful interorganizational collaboration.*
L ?he~main differencelbetween interorganizational and‘interpersonal

explanations, aside from focusing on a different unit of analysis, is

,the degree of emphasis given.to key individuals and their roles._ Thus,“
o .the ‘most extremeaindividual~based explanatior would ‘propose that inter- '
L oo l; organization;lac%ilaboration only occurs where specific‘networks of
o ﬂ:‘*“ . individuals ‘have beeri formed. The interpersonal networks-may have pre-
\ :ceded the formation of a formal interorganizational network, and .
-Successful collaboration among_ organizations would just be .an accident
: ) ~ of -‘where the individuals happened to be working. For example, if a
;f o -successful linking agent first worked for an educational laboratory or
3‘ . cénter, the individual-based explanation would predict that the lab ot _
! _ center might for. that period of time, be part of a successful inter- : ) o
%E . c- forganizational arrangement -with-a set of LEAs. - However,. if that linking. - -- ~»~#%
¢ ;‘ - agent then .changed jobs -and became employed by another organization, the * :

Yprediction -would be that the new organization would -now--displace the lab

= or center.as. part of the interorganizational arrangement. " Organiza-
’ tional relationships, in other words, would follow interpersonal ]

‘relationships. t . % - S

—— : " A

v . Note the distinction between'using. interpersonal relationships to B

e - -explain interorganizational collaboration, and the study of inter- .. SR
T —personal networks (discarded in Chapter One). Our study entertains the. ;
’former,gbut not the latter. :
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Even without assuming such an extreme- explanation at the individual
level, there may be, several reasons why interpersonal functiong are

wihportant to interorganizational arrangements (e.g., Corwin 1972). . B .

These reasons -have not been especially articulated with regard to edu-
A cational systems, as .most of the existing literature simply notes the
‘ importance ‘6f "boundary personnel " linking agents, coordinators, or
,facilitators, but.. does: not attempt to éxplain. the possible reasons for

collaboration (e g.,‘Thompson, 1967 Parker, 1977 ;-—-and-Rogers,

l979) However one. may consider the following\potential explanations°

» "
-~ *

1related tasks easier -to. perform,

e The organizations collaborate because individuals are-
" able- to achiéve serquZfillment godls, as in cases.
where individuals simply enjoy performing matchmaking"
- or information—exchangc activities; and .

hable to: adbaﬂce thezr eareer dévelopment and - -employment

opportunities.

, - ~

As with the ofganization-based explanatiohs, it can bé seen that .
‘these individual“based-expianations also involve different- conditions. ;W““ -1
For example, ongoing research in a related study of the R&D Utilization

S

-
¢ A

-

o“The organizations“collaborate becausé indiViduals derive

mutudl exchanges from each. other;, making specific job-

e The organizations collaborate because individuals are,

W T

A

Rt

-

program (sée Louis et. al., 1979) suggests that .each of these explana- )
tions is a réasonable way of thinking about the motivations of linkingf iﬂﬁ,"

— ‘“ggents'and“other*personnel in an_iilterorganizational arrangement. <’

-

Specific Knowledg‘,Utilization Services

These interorganizational outcomes s. and explanations cannot be

studied at a. global level. To assess any given situation, attention

services, for the purpose of this study, are defined as activities in }
which educational information is transmitted from a source outside»of '
an LEA to a teacher or administrator within -the LEA._sThis_transfer_ofi_________

information may occur in- three ways:

must be focused on a specific knowledge utilization service.

-

Such

5
3

£
e
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o Staff development--e.g., the holding of workships or

© . .7_ other inservice: training. sessiohsif .

‘o Lcnker asststanée-e 8+s assistance'by an external

e - B
i

. person (linker) in dealing uithfsome school problem,
’ 4und: o= -

‘o_ ihfbrmdtion retrieval--¢.g., the provision of -specific
a dtems of infotmatipn, as may be requested‘by phone or.

o in person.

ngements,—there—ara—st:x

) ,information retrieval activities operated by a state: department of

_within which knowledge utilization may ‘be studied.

or programs involving one. of these three activities..

Each: activity tends

?to have Ats’ -own . -mandate,. procedures, resources, and staff personnel. )
.'Federally-sponsored activities .have also tended to be organized around

one of these three. themes. The Teachers' Ceiiters program, for instance,

. As dominated by staff development° NDN is dominated: ﬁy linket assistance,

-and-‘the NIE State Capacity Building program has- frequently supported

-education. - . . B . U \

These servtce activities therefore act as the specific settings:
The relevant outcomes-

and interorganizational eonditions heeded by each type-of service may

' vary, ‘but evidence can be collected .regarding the specific operations of

each.——Inuthe‘present~study,—all_three-types -of serviees were the
-specific focus of attention within a given interorganizational arrange-

Agment. h : . ) L
N §

»

aummary*of~Conceptual—Framework

L
ey

Overall the. -aim-of the present study is: to. advance our under=

fstanding of how and why interorganizational .collaboration produces the.

: Vdesired»knowIédge utilizafion outcomes.“ThmrinvestﬁﬂndxurvdiI*firsc

»document the nature and extent .of the outcomes. in three case studies,

.and ‘then relate ‘these. outcomes to the potential array of explanations,

1 Three ;types of outcomes and eight types of explanations will be ’

especially exanined... The outcomes include goods and services, utiliza-

-

tion, and dysfunctional outcomes; the explanations include (at ‘the

*
'
.
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S ;organizational-levei)?mdtualuexchanges, access to eXternal’funds, man-
_dates to-collaborate, formal agreements, and conflict mediation, as,
well as (at the interpersonal level) mutual exchanges, self-fulfillment,
and: career advaneement. The relationships between outcomés and’ explana-

‘tions will bezexamined in the context of three types 58 of knowledge

e A e S

Lo - ) utilization senvices. staff development ; llnker assistance, and' infor-

e oA . » R
mation . retrieval. . e C e . ) 5
. - 2 + » ——

(‘_ - . L . '? & . Tew

-

L e B. _INTERORGANIZATIONAL mhicmtlms_,;m EDUGATION ~

2 - - - PPN

SR I ———

o ” \Several different types of interorganizational arrangements, all N
aimed at. promoting knowledge utilization, currently exist. in. education. i v
The establishment of regional labs and centers a é the founding of ‘the. -
: o 3NDN previously ‘have been mentioned as two examplZs of £edera1 initiatives.
E: - .-Among units of government a third. T an arrangementlinvolving regzonal
‘ ) educatzon agenczes (REAs)*»——These -agencies; which hEVE‘EEErged in many

:state? over the last fifteen years, collaborate with ‘SEAs and LEAs to’
EEE ) improve educational practices. .

7 @he general relationships among these three. differenr types of

Aorganizations--i e.; SEA, REA; and LEA--are shown in Figure 2-1, The

o . ;relationships meet the basic requirements for an. interorganizationnl

[a)

o,

arrangement (e.g., Hood, l978 Paul 1978; and Far West~Laboratory,
. o 1978), generally satisfying five conditions (Van de Ven, 1976; Parker, ) :
= 1977; and Miles, 1978): < : e

- - =

e J— [ET—— i

~
-

: ,ii o' The participating organizations overtly announce a . ;
%lmw;;_; b Jj") ~shared sénse of -purpose;. A -

co ’ o The organizations emanate from or establish formal -
. l ‘collaborative agreements‘toﬁgprk‘on.specific services;

: 7 oh—Specific—organizational‘émpiUYEes—orrunits‘are .assigned

_ } to*act,in liaison or linking capacities with regard to .

— e o ek mnat A

ST the other organizations,

am

L ) There is considerable variation in the names used for these agen-
L cies’ (e.g., intermediate ervice. agenicies, educationat sérvice -agencies,’ e
—— . ! gencies)—Wé-have selected the teim :
regiona education agency (REA) as :the. most,appropriate parallel to -the
lprevail use of state education agency (SEA) and local education agency

-isz C SRSt . R
ﬁ-;_ co : 35 . -
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?

decisionmaking aiong nembers of different | : ;s
: . S organizations takes.place; ind .
- ' , .Interorganizational units. (e. g.. ad boc coordinating
. e L conittees) are foqnally create.i i «

'-—-o.‘“._;_a»..,f‘w.d~~«-l~-»«~u 3 - - - - - —‘ N

. The arranganet{tts exist because of the passa? of state legislation,m* o uhi

defining - the ole of REAS as internediary units. As a result, the . - ) l
- ‘ correspondingf SEAs REAs an':l LEAs may enter into ‘gervice agreements; ’
g . . ithe REAs may alploy staff who seryve as linking agents~ and' there may be o
- “ - mutual decisionnaking ‘units (e.g., an REA's board of directors generally

consists_fm superﬁtendents) . .‘ -

3 ’ e ___&ional Education genties ?ﬁEA_s) as a. National Resource ‘ . W

. v The importance of REAs in ‘the knowledge utilization process: is 7 .

EEET evident from a policy perspective.. The REAs are part -of an inter=~

) “ } ) organizational arrangenent ‘that has access ‘to knowledge, -access to . :
8 practitioners ‘and. users, and sufficient linkages between these two. - ’:jé

\T_}l‘f‘w also present a significant Opportunity for policy action, o

' because-they exist in dll regions- of— the countr ry. Furtheruore, they o

] N ‘have had a stability of operations over time and have not been transient ‘

) - ) i arrangements. The arrangements have not been based on the assumption of

3 ~ o long—term federal support, but ‘have mainly been supported by state “and”

ST - ‘ 1ocal fundsz In short, the REAs enjoy- both political and bureaucratic

: S legitimacy. : // e N

) The significance of this interorganizational arrangement (SEA-
Co REA—LEA) can be. appreciatedmore fully when it is. realized that in

.
.

]
S

- ) efforts must be applied”at the local level' hence ‘any attelapt to pro- )
_ ’ mote knowlehge utilization must involve organizations at: different ..
I governmental levels. In summary, an REA arrangement 418 an excellent

o — — o= - cm e a..—wﬂ-—.——-—— | e e e g e e - ¢

EEaa focal point foxr: knowledge utilization because it:

> -

. a! .
- Y

o May include, jurisdictionally, apstate department and A .
fol distr-icts and: therefore involves basic




. o TIs.gérvice oriented and thus more T1ikeiy to excel in
utﬂiution ectivitiec (cf . a university research. group); .
‘Has-broad potenttal appltoabtl'ty in that every state’

_ could heve such. errenguents (as of 1978, about 39 of
‘the 50 states had such- a systes); -

‘Has- politioal and bumaucmtw Zegttunacy in that it '
“is part of the educntionel systea's intergovernnental

_.structure (cf: a norprofit orgsnizetion that is not

-

‘part -of this structure) X -

1Is besicelly supported: by state or Zooal funds, al-““**—n
though it ig/usuelly eligible to..be supported by ‘fed-
eral funds as vell.

»

) l?cv other types of interorgenizetionel srrengeuents, includ:l.ng the use

by nonprofit .or university organizations to- LEAs direct linkages betweenl

. ;univ'erity groups -and local school districts (see Havelock, 1979; and
_Chin, 1979), or. ‘even the coordination of several LEAs (see Guba: and

'"'Clerk, 1976, ‘Lotto -and. Clerk, 1918; and Hood, 1978 for enunerations of

< -thege: conbinstions), appear ﬁ) setisfy ‘all of these criteria. At the
sue ‘time, the REAs. ere in e formative stage of their developmen}

. (Stephens et al., 1979b) 'rhis means that policy findings could héve
~:an important “impact on the activities of the REAs in many states,

- >

. - - 7
] llistor ce]. Develo ent of ' ionsl Educstion_ encies
/ Thc nqnber of stetes thet heve esteblished some type of regional
educetion agency for knowledge utilization purposes ‘has increaséd, .
/during the 1ast fifteen years. “This " esergence of REAs, however, should
not ‘be, confused with the treditional county superintendencies that O,
existed in. public education for elnost 4150 years (Delewere was the ‘
ifirst 'state to. enact the necessary legislation for’ coun‘ty superin-

,"

tendents in lﬁg?esee l(nezevich 1969). 'rhese county super:lntendencies

. -
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,*'rhe'term referg‘g to a jurisdiction ‘rather t_hén a position.
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were established to provide ‘administrative services (e. g., co-piling e
‘ information and-reports on enrollments, achool_expenditutts, prograns, . ' f;l

and teachers, etc.) in an: ‘economic fashion, to school diatriéis. For '

;snall and rural districta, for exanple, the county offices often ‘pro= S
.‘vided the only adninistrative leaderahip (Davia, 1976). E 7

The role of the traditiomal county offices diminished in the

19205 -and 1930s.. During this period, school districts began to con- ,
- $olidate. Thus, as the number of LEAs -dropped from over 127,000 in 1932
:to'ggound 17 ,000 in 1971 (Stephens, 1975), fewer districts needed the

administrative serviceeethat the county officea had traditionally

Nl

Sinilarly, local districts ‘did not want to Se controlled,’even T
indirectly,’by the state departments: of education. The LEAs did not ]
need the services of the county*offices, nor did they want them; instaad,

-gelves.

they wanted to: be independent organizations. o E
The~value of some sort of regional unit, however, was not dis- ‘ \f,"

missed entirely. Although local districts were now -capable of providing

_ -many administrative services on their own, how they could. provide

Local districts

.Among these were low to pro-

various ‘other types of services renained a question.
‘were thus confronted with new problene.

) vide inservice training for teachers, - educational and support servicee
for handicapped children, and assistance to teachers and adninistrators
in developing-innovative curricular and instructional progrens (Davis,
1976) ! *

The actions taken by the states to respond to this wew need varied.
‘Some states abolished the old county offices and enacted legislation to .
establish new intemediate units to perform these: service functions. w i

e —— R, Yo
s

‘Other states reorganized their county office systems. and. -gave-the new——- -
regional -units the responsibility for providing & wide range of educa~ o
tional -and knowledge utilization services. Hichigan, in 1962 was one SR
of—the*first*states"to“convert*its"nunerous-counfy“superintendenctes"to;—4ff‘—”'
a set of 58 intermediate school districts.* o

v - < - * v

- ‘

Davis (197l) notes that Ney York, in 1948, was actually the first
state to entablish a state: systen of internediate agencies, or Board of
Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES)

~

Other states quickly

L ‘.\v‘

- h n
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followed and, .acéording to a_ nationwide survey, 39 atateaT are uow

reported to ‘have some ‘type of intermediate unit different from the e .
- 7 traditional county supetintendency (Stephens, 1978) - k s i o
@ S . Pederal legialation had -an i-portant influence on: tbe rapid in- B °
L creaae in the nuaber of new regional education agenci’ s (Kneaevich
‘1969' Stephens, l975° and Texas Education Agency, 197 ). The
’. ”Blenentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), and particularly' T =
‘ - ‘Titles I, 11, III, and VI of this Act, provided incentivea to atate and‘
O . iocal school diatricts ‘to eatabliah new and innovative educational pro-r .
o -grams. and services. l'itle I1I, for example, provided granta to local
Mquoanmntm.aM_Mel_edugitioml prograns, . .
,"ritle III funds were also available to establiah suppleaentary educa- :
f: 7 "‘tional centers, and this unabled aoue “schiool, dis\oricts to develop 0o
organizationa that, sone instances, were the precuraora of the la-er,
. more formalized: regional -education. agencies. =Horeover, because .of the
- growing number -of federal .education: prograna, many of ﬂ\ich ‘supportéd , "
RO .. "-educational ‘initiatives at the local rather ‘than the state Jevel, there ' a B
. 7 ﬂ earose an increaaing need for regional agencies that could oversee and, ’
. T .some ‘cases, even administer these new programs. R s Ty
A 7 As can be. seen,t the new regional educationnageucies placed an L
. Aenphasis on servicé rather than adninistrative functions. In addition, .. . T
‘the focus was -on providing services in r“esponse to LEA- denand rather :
! , than at the request. of the sEA. Although the SEA often worked with
. “7 ‘the. REA, .somet ines -éven. aaking it to. carry out state mandates, atatea
V recognized that the service relationship with ‘the, LEAs ‘who vere mem-

o . ‘bera of ‘the REAs needed to be preserved in order to insure the regional A

- v

.5

+ 7 A o oA

agencies ‘survival. - L ~

v - S =

+
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. ‘l'he Universe of Regional Education Agencies ) f T,

Regional education. agenciea are not linited to a- particular area.
- = *
of the country. "ﬂithin—atateehhowever—;»R‘.’.As—generally aerve_nore

K s _auburban and tura]. school diatricts than districts in urban areaa. Tl‘xg,f“,{--’v;‘
LA R s

Cr— - F's . -

-
- ¢ » . b

. 'rhe reader 'should be reninded that the following diacussion refers A
- .entirely to -the new types of REAs that have been formed,. and not. to. the Lo
=* . - .traditional county superintendencies that nay still exist.

o .
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~ Zegzslatzon--those REAs whose. formation is not directed 'by any legis-

42‘0

'reasons for this are obvious--urban school districts are larger than

"suburban -and rural districts and are consequently more-able to- provide
the services that REAs usually offer. Thusf in those: states where

‘ legislation requires or petmits the establishment of REAs, the legis-
lation may stipulate that the urban districts within the state may
-not join an REA (e g., Iowa, New.York) or . ‘may require the urban dis-
‘tricts to form theie™ own REAs (e.g., Pennsylvania)

Two studies (Davis, 1976' and Stephens, 1979a) provide some gen-
eral descriptive data on REAs in each state, and both studies classify
regional education agencies into several ‘types.. Davis categorizes the
regional agencies according to the legal basis for: their operation
‘within the state: and according : to whether LEA membership in ‘the REAs '
s required or_ not. Using this classification scheme, the- study
identifies four types of REAs: (1) mandatory--those REAs whose for-
mation is mandated by - -state legislation and in which LEA membership
is required ) mundatory/boluntary--those whosé formatjon is ma

~dated ‘but in which LEA.membership is voluntary, (3) pennzsszve- hose

‘‘‘‘‘‘

)NREAs whbse formation is encouraged but not mandated, by~state legis-

lation and in which. membership is therefore not‘required' and (4) no

lation. Appendix A (Table A-1) 1ists thé‘§tateswwith ‘each. pe of
jREA of the thirty-four states, nine had REAs operating unZZr manda~-

’ tory legislation° five ‘states had mandatory/voluntary leg?slation,
eleven states had permissive legislation' and: nine stated'had regional
agencies that. were: operating with no . specific legislatign.

Stephens classifies the REAs somewhat differently'érom Davis, by
trying to incorporate functional" with structural char?cteristics. Ihe«
~classification i8 based primarily on- variations in fdur central charac-
teristics. Thus speczal district REAs tend° €1) to ‘be authorized by
.state legislation, (2) ito be:under lay’control (3) to have services
determined by SEAs and. LEAS; and (&) to. have'mixed Bourcés. of fiscal
support. Coopérative ‘REAs; in .contrast, tend: Ql) to- have general
authorizations, (2) to be under LEA control (3)5to have services

;determined by LEAs, and (4) to be ‘primarily funded by LEAs, with some‘*

;,SEA and federal .Support. Finally, regmonaltdethEAs ténd: | (l) to -be

.° 7 | Jgf
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: authorized by state regulations only, (2) to be under professional

- -~ .advisory control (3) to have services determined by SEA _priorities,

, &nd (4) to be primarily funded by the SEA.

%“' | "~ 'The states that," in 1978, had some type of regional agency are

- * }listed in,Appendix A (Table A=2). ‘For each state, the type of regional

it‘“t S ageficy existing in thé‘state,,using‘Stephens's classification, is indi-

i . . -cated, As is is shown, the. same state may have one, two, “or all three types~

' .of REAs. Special district REAs exist in tventy-three states; coopera-
tives are present in twenty-six states; and regionalized REAs -exist in

< twelve states. Each type of REA is, able to receive federal funds,
although, as has been noted previously, region%lized.REAs tend to '

. “receive only a -small portion of their funds fromgfederal sources.' Each
" &

1type can also provide knoﬁledge dissemination and utilization services.
Again, however, regionalized‘REAs aré more likely to perform ‘adminis-
trative. and regulatory, rather than service -(and thus. knowledge vtiliza=-

ERR 4

TGS
"
LY

. *k
.. tion), functions (e.g:, New. Jersey), and cooperatives in some states
(e.g,,illlinois);provide only a_single service, such as special educa-

: ,tiOQ,Arather:than a broad range of educational programs. -

O I

4

-

!

. Criteria for SelectingTIntero;g;nizational Arrangements for Study .
%""“,“ : " of the REAs in the universe, those selected for the present study
. ahad:to—satisfy several,criteria. Fzrst they aZZ had to provzds ser-
‘vices to local school distribt%} Although ‘the: intensity,of the REA's
involvement with'each of its-member LEAs could vary, and.although the, -

: :type of:servicesloffereducould‘also vary,. the essentiil c¢ondition was
%  that an REA had~anfinterorganizationalﬂarrangeméntﬁwith a_group of
. LEAS. Second, the REAs had, to be intensively imvolved in providing
 knowledge. dissemination and utilization gervices: Some REAs mgy only
) ' ' .

" ’ - A

Knowledge dissemination and utilization services cover ‘four pro-
gram and service: aréas that ‘were surveyed in. the ‘Stéphens (1976) study. ¢
These. are: curriculum services, research and: development, staff
development and information -services. .

} It is interesting tc note, in fact, "that each state with
fregionalized REAs also has cooperative and/or special district REAS.
iThus, 4t is- these latter ‘two types of REAs that - usually provide the
Iknowledge utilization services ‘to LEAs in these states..

.- - N - / .
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/
provide direct educational services, such as classroom instruction in - ¥

- " special education, and becausé such services were not directly rele-

) S O

'} L ' ‘vant to the present study, such REAs were not considered eligible for
A ‘study.‘ Third; the znterorgqnzzatzanal qrrangements had to represent
-exemplary cases of’khpwledye utilization.’;Six critéria had -to be met
for the knowledge utilization services,of'REAs to be called exemplary:
'@ The REA had to provide;some type of knowledge utiliza- §
tion gervice to .two or more school districts; . ;
o These services had to cover -the three types previously e

<

described--i e., staff -devélopment, 1inker assistance,,
and information retrieval' L.

® The services had to have produced -some evidence of
positive effects on at least the goods and services o .- .
outcomes and the intermediate uti.ization_outcomesA " o
previously defined; S ‘ a . S i

. The knowledge being provided ‘had’ to deal with the main=- o R
strean needs of elementary and secondary schools and not ‘

~ be 1imited to narrow curriculum topics such as voca-

o

tional . education' : : .o R :
. The services had to have been bngpiﬁg.fa;,geverax - \\\\. A
years; or have been provided in such a manner as to , \ ER

-suggest a permanent rather than transient relationship; . s‘t;
‘and’ , -0 ., * :
¢ The services had té have been conducted frequeritly
‘. enough or with efiough intensity that at least séveral
| REA staff were invelved in the activity.”” .
The first four of the above requirements were derived from thé basic )
policy and- research objectives of the study; :the 1ast ‘two were based on
the need to find sites-that;would.have ‘a robust activity\to besstudied.f

‘Selection of Candidate Sites .
These criteria became ‘the basis for developing a list :of candidate,

ERI S PR R S T VPR

sites. The process for developing this 1ist involved several steps.

First, recent studies that<de’cribed interorganizational arrangements ;//4
/ ; . c
; 1? 1»3“ . 43 -
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‘were. reviewed for those states in different parts of the country that

had some type of regional education agency. Second, state departments‘
. of education were -contacted, and the individual most, familiar with the
state s REAs was asked to reccmmend those REAs in the state that were
intensively involved in-, providing knowledge utilization services.

1 Third, each REA th?e'was recommended was then contacted; and the
director of the agency was asked if the REA might be studied. If the‘~
director indicated a willingness to cooperate in the study, he was then.
asked to describe the specific services that the agency provided and to
send any available ‘written materials about the REA's services. Addib
tional information about the-size-of the REA's budget the size of the
staff the number of 1ocal distriﬂts and students ‘that .the agency
served and: the type of local districts ‘that were members of or fell

IR within the catchment area of the regional agency was also requested. ~
Fourteen interorganizational arrangements emerged from this process
(see Table 2-1), and these arrangemeiits thus: became the candidate sites
from which the final three interorganizational arrangements vere - selected.

The fourteen,candidate gsites are. not necessarily- rep sentative of '
tﬁe tniverse of REAs. -Although each Of'the'candidateasites—satisfied—

_our‘selection triteria, other sites might have emerged as candidates

““had the identification:proceSs been different. ﬁThus, ‘our process of
contacting state departments and.asking indiviigals to ecommend*Candi-x
date sites within the state ‘was central to our arriving it the eventual
list. of ‘fourteen. It .should be noted however, that any ethod that
1is used to identify candidate sites, short of a formal -sampling approach,
will be biased 4in some -way. In this study, a formal samplbm§ approach
was neithér feasible nor necessary. This was ‘because the Selection .of
exemplary, rather than representative, sites was the foremost consid-
eration, in order that the reasons for the -sucéess of interorganizational

~arrangements in achieving knowledge utilization could be: documented.

¢

-

-

Final Selection of REA—LEA Arrangements
From the list of fpurteen candidate sires fitting the ‘basic cri~

teria for inclusion in the study, thiee interorganizational arrangements"

were selected. Although the three were to satisfy the comiion criteria,

¥ »
. . ) . .
. . . . .
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. Table.2-r

A%

f - ' . Y : o \ . -ty
T o CANDIDATE- REAS™ AND SELECTED -CHARACTERISTICS
*i' CF " mecent xmvlodqo xnovledqo , ) T m.;.li-w;t . . L :
" A ) ‘Annual  Utilization -Utilization. Type of  Nusber of  Students  Size of ~ LEN
" ’ Candidite -Sites Region  Budget -Services. & ‘LEAs- LEAS . Served ‘Staff  Participatéon
- -($000) Only ‘Educational “Served Served -(000) (PTES)
-Services .
“_ A . & » -

G ).otthom Colondo Educational _ ) s ‘ .
E ‘Board:of: Cooparat ive- Su-vicu - West . 1,400 X Suburban . - 6 83 37.5 .Voluntary- :
T . (Longont, Otnondo) .. Rural i .~
o ‘gouthein-Indiana Rducation Center  North : ] B o ] o
C o "o (mnthqbozq Indim) . . :Central 245 X Rural 25 34 3 v«;;&;‘:u_r(
O - gront Wood Area gducation Agency North- . S, o j
I ".4°10 (Cedar :Repids, -Towa)- ‘Central 14,000 x “ural 39 68 -400 Mandatory
=7 wayne-County Intersediate School North: : Suburban ~ . T

N Dhtuct (Wayne,; ‘Hichigan), Cantral 52,000 x 36 465 NA Mandatory- .
.7 Raucitional Service Unit-# 2 “worth ) L ‘ L
N~ (l’r-ont, Mebraska). Cential NA p Rural 114 16 - 32 ‘Voluntary:

N Bdicational 8ervice-Unit #3 North , A - - ‘
o Y (Ouaha, - lobnm) . ‘Central.’ - 2,000. X ‘Suburban . .20 -60 S5 = _*Voluntiry
: :ducauoml I-provmnt Center- * .Northe Urban- " .
SOuth (sw.n, New. Jersey): east .3,000 X Suburban' *144 237 75 Mandatory
’ ! ‘* - - Rural ’ : ’ ’
. !gggaﬂonal zq)tovmnt Center- North~ NA . X Urban T B ) -
: lloxthout (Wast - Ounge, NI) east .Suburban NA. NA - ‘NA ‘Mandatory-
" multnciah Zducational service o urban 3 . .
& Dutrict (Portlasid, Oregon): West ‘NA X- Suburban. 12. \ 89 / WA Mandatory .
- Pegion: 10 Bducaticnal Service Urban- , LT . N
c-neo: (uch-:d.on, 'r-xu) South - NA X " Suburban 81 246 215 voluntary
! ™ . - ‘Rural
« 3 . . Region 13- Bducational Service 3 Suburban A . o
T Center. (Aulun, Texas) s South 6,000 X Rural “ - 53 112 150 voluntary
= . - ¢ * .
5 ‘Regional Education Service L . Urban ) ' o
‘Agency # '3 (Chatluton, W, va.) South 600° X -Suburban _ 4 62 10 Voluntary:
. poopenuvo Educitional Service North o . o . R
Aqency #3 (Gnlett, Wisconsin) Centnl 2,700 X. Rural- * 21 .22 53. Mandatory
Ooopontivc ‘Bducational Service - \ )
= ~ Agancy 4 6 (chippeva Falls, North o = ) . iy -
tlhconcin) Central 6,000- X ‘Rural 25 k11 73 H\a.ndagory
; S . i - - . s
: Q - * TN
- ERIC - o ' *
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:they ‘were also to be selected\to vary along several dimensions, 80 thdt
they. uould represent the major types of regional education agencies.
‘The- folloyinfivariatiqns i the REA@L@A arrangements weré therefore. to,

berepresented ‘in the fipgl selections: ;

<

+

R PR

.. The REAg were to be regionallyvdispersed; R
o The REAs were to- be distributed to cover urban, ~
". suburban, and' rural.districts° -

e The REAs were to. be both large and small “in terms of ;o : ‘f
' _ their budget and the number of LEAs .and students B ;“:f
- served; and ' o A . .
. The REAs were to serve LEAs that participated in the. . A “# "’f;
interorganizational arrangement 2voluntarily ‘and paid _-{ v '

,}‘ » membership- fees, as well as. LEAS- that were. mandhted .
) by state legislation to be included within:‘an REA, but
" . that paid no. fee for their participation in -the inteér-

s ey 4

‘ organizational arrangement. . v
‘ . < ' - . oy

Y

C. . METHODS OF STUDY

o~ »

For each interorganizational arrangement . the relationships between
- knowledge utilization outcomes and explanations were examined through
. ‘three casé studies. The present section describes the rationalé and

I3

:vdeéign of -the case studies:

- =

Rationale for Using Case Studies = » . ;
The use of case stud! ~ to study interorganizational arrangements -

:isvappfopriate for;several réasons. First, the context within which:
knowlédge utilization services exist is potenfially.releVantftQ the
operation and ultimate success of these services. The case study is a
means -of examining ‘the effects of an interorganizational arrangement on
the- provision of a specific knowledge.utilization service and is
especially useful, because 1t allows a full exploration of the con=- _ ' .

textual factors.”ﬁ_v
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7 _-most appropriate research strategy under these circumstinces.

- ‘ments, with the knowledge utilization services, or both. Although™ . .

R * .must appreciate that the phenomena.being,studied involve: ’

Second multzple 8ources of evzdence are usually required to estab-‘
lish the specific facts about an interorganizational arrangement. .
Organizational documents, personal interviews, and direct observation
can- all provide relevant information, .and the case s‘ud s:again ‘the

Finally, any investigation of this sort must begin- with the assump-l )
tion that “the subjeét_of inquiry is a complex organzzatzonal process,
whether the issues deal. directly with the interorganizational arrange- "_ e

research strategies other ‘than the case study ‘may be more appropriate
when the process can be subdivided into a meaningful set of components,"
any subdivision at this time would be prematurée. In this regard, currEnt
understandings of knowledge utilization are not far different from the

Foe s

state-of—the—art An understanding organizational implementation issues . :E

' more generally. As pointed -out by one group -of investigators (Greenberg

et a1., 1977) investigations of such complex organizational processes

- v
~

-

o A seriés of decisions that .occur over a long period of .- e,
c time, with no clear beginning. or. end points, . . &:j
e Outcomes whose direct and indirect implications are - o e

too- complex for single-factor theories'
e A large number of re1evant~participants, ‘and’ .
°* Situations that.are.pgtentially‘special’in terms of D,
agency context, historical momeiit' in time, and other . o
key'elements. . . ‘j' - : IR -
‘

Notﬁsurprisingly, a recent review of exemplary -studies cf the implemen-

mfﬁ . tation process revealed that the: majority of these studies used a case ‘Q?
s ~ [
e , study approach (Yin, 1980) :
A 'éase Study ﬁesig; . xb\ _ '_ e .

g Desﬁgn Objectives. Little documéntation exists o the range of ’ . éﬁ

.
.possible case study designs or data collection methods-that might ‘be
used to study complex processes. One design is the szngZe case study;. - Sl

where a specific case may be viewed as a critical test of a theory,’ much :

R élé; : ) - >
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) like the role of a critical experiment. The use of muthpZe case
,;studies, however, is more appropriate in this situation than the use
- of-a- single case, because the same phenomenon (in this case, knowledge .
utilization) is thoughit ‘to, exist in a° wide array of situations. ‘Under
tbese circumstances, each individual case study must still be rigorously
conducted but the collection of sevtral case studies-on. the same topic

is intended to. be the basis for generalizing to a broader array of :

Y

. —

‘“——m—-—-sitvations. o Co, - .
o Whateder the specific design. for a: multiple case study investiga-
tion, the following objectives are relevant° - - C

.

o ‘¢ ‘The case studies need to develop procedures that -

B - Qifacilitate the cunulation of evzdence around speczfic f

488ues rather than around: specific respondents or

documents,\\ . . 1 - - ~ ey
e The information collected must be able to accommodate e
- quantztabzvo as vell as quaZztatzve evidence; Y 7
“g Cbmparable procedures need to ‘be-followed in- conduetihg o f%7é

L " -the individual case. studies, even though the..specific
‘activities, respondents, and available documents may N

- -«

_ —vary from .one case. study to another, ’ - -
- "." ._e The case study design’must include a. specific plan for

cross-case syntheszs rather - than merely producing an- s
array: of individual case studies, and ‘ . o
;f., ‘o The design must ‘be flexible enotgh to allow for !
:" . .serendipztous and zdzosyncratzc disgcoveries. in the : ’;f§
- . L process. of c0nducting and analyzing the cases. ) '

v General Considerations.~ Existing investigatipns that have used
-case studies under these conditions ‘have -described their research
1designs only briefly. Patton -(1978), for instance, -conducted case

~ " studies of 20-evaluations. in the field of health. The methodological
«discussion indicates- how the 20.wére selected from a large pool of 170 - yi
candidates and’ also indicates the three types: of respondents that were ‘ :
" interviewed for each case. However, the single cases are not reported

-
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i

A;and the synthesis.r ross cases follous some implicit logic not specified
;at ‘the outset of the study. )

.. Some of the difficulties in conducting multiple case studies have

) been described by Miles (1979) who reviewed his own experiences in

Kd

designing individual case studies andoconducting cross-case analysis.
Some of the. pitfalls identified by Miles, however, are -avoidable, and
a response. to Miles 8 article (Yin l981) suggests specific ways in which

‘ data collection and data, analysis can be conducted in an acccptable ) .

PR

»

g manner. Mbreover, a new study by Robert Herriott (personal communica-

tdon) will ‘review. - wide range of previous experiences in conducting
multiple case study investigations din the field of education, for the:
purpose of deriving*general methodological lessons. .. . ,

For :the present study, explicit procedures were used to meet the .,,';

previously listed -design objectives. First, control over the quality

" of ‘the investigation—was ‘exercised by having the data collection for-

individual case studies condicted by the senior authors. In other
;words, data collection was conducted by persons familiar with the
overall substance of the study. This procedure is essential in. the
chduct,of-casekstudies, because many discretionary-activities may‘
-occur dufing the data collection process, and mayfbe contrasted with
the use of research assistants/in survey or laboratory research, where
.the discretion of ‘the investigator is to be minimized Typical dis- .
cretionary activitieés that may occur include: identifying, in the
field any new: leads that migh“ ‘be relevant and fhat'therefore warrant

_from different sources before a "fact" or "finding" may be considered:
_robust; deciding what questions are relevantrto different respondents; _ .

and adapting”questions to match respondents',knowledge:and expertise.
Second comparability of data collection and analysis was

»

.furthered through,tne'use»of,a«formal protocol, which included a

Py

Numerous other case study investigations, especially in the field
of education, are similarly brief in their methodological documentation,
even though some of these (e.g., Berman .and: McLaughlin, l974-l978) -do
present the individual case studies. The single exception to this
observation is a study by Alkin et al. (1979), which involved five case:
studies on -the ises of evaluation in education. Thig study gives a "
rich description (pp. 29-43) of.the rationaleggnd design for within-
‘case--as well ‘as crosg-case analysis. e N
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description of the procedures to be followed the sodrces.of evidence

to be examined (including a list of the types- of interview respondents),

and a substantive outline of- the issues to ‘be addressed The relevant j

evidence was. considered ‘to. be: both quantitative and qualitative measures.:

of ° service operations -and - outcomes. . .
ngicﬁof Selectiom, - and Comparison Across Cases. he‘fundamental -),7 o ;

‘role of -a research design is to. establish a logic of ¢omparison, which_ '}‘

in,turn is used ‘to support causal inferences.‘ The traditional research
S design literature (e g5 Campbell and- Stanley, 1966), howgyer, ignores
' \\§he situations in which infrequent of .complex phenomena Eééd to be
tudied and in which the. necessary number of cases to support statistical
) ysis is .unavailable. Such situations, for example, may be found j ‘(
}ab atorz or clinical experiments, where a particular phenomgno\ ‘may be
£00 risky ‘(eig., certain surgical lesions in “animals) or-too infrequently
found (e.g., certain personality syndromes) to. ssemblirthe experimental
! and control\"groups needed for the traditional designs. 'Toldeal with:

these situations, a whole. array of "small n". experimental designs has

been develop and documented (e.g., Hersen .and’ Barlow, 1976; and .
Kratochwill l978), and the logic for ‘making causal inferences has still
The. iiost commo design under these conditions isa divect repli=
catton deszgn (Hersen and Barlow, 1976, pp. 327-356), and the case study -
anaiogue -of this design was applied in the present study. The purpose
of\the design is to: determine whether a specific phenomenon can be.found
“in ;epeated instances under predictable conditions (internal validity)
Fot.. -such- a design, the use of three' or four cases.has been found _
sufficient. Then, 1f the phenomenon is found to- occur in all cases,
the concluding step is ‘to- devel p-a general explanation or synthesis
across the cases. This. may later‘lead to the selection of cases -that”’
establish the’ variability of conditions under which the predicted
phenomenon occurs (external validity X and such a de_ign may be con- T
sidered a systematzc repchatzon dbszgn However, the present study

been retained. i : B ; . U .

i

2 \ >
5 A key point £o be remembered is that case studies, like experi-
ments, are a research strategy. In contrast, case studies are not to

-‘be considered but one, of: several research designs. Thus, case studies
" have- :their own designs. This issue is further described in Yin, 1981.

\
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7 stopped short’ of using the systematic replication design becausé of & , ;
linitstion on: time and resources° such an extension of ‘the research aay Xi

be cons dered for. future investigations.

' As previously indicated three interorganizational arrangements

:were selected for study because they were known, through prior con- A

| tact, to have ‘been operating extensive knowledge utilization sérvices L
over a multi-year period of time. and to have shown positive goods and )
‘services and utilization outcomes in knowledge utilization. In this .
’sense, the three ‘case studies ‘wére regarded as. exemplary irstances: of

. interorganizational arrangemenzs - The strategy that was used. therefore
~was one of selecting extpéme or deviant, and, not necessarily represens
:tative, cases (Patton 1980, p. 101) Such a strategy was warranted

-

in. the present study, because the overall goal was. to uncover the
‘frelationships between interorganizational arrangements’and knowledge
::utilization, and exemplaryhdnstances were the ones needed at the outset o
“,to documEnt this relationship.* N , ‘ -
o . A further co’/ideration in using”a direct replication design is ' . ,_‘ﬁ
“~ the timing of/the data collection for the caseé studies. A choice must
be made whether to: conduct the fieldwork (or data collection) sequentially, %
with adaptations made: as appropriate from one case to the next, or simu;;/////‘A
Vtaneously. Most mulgiple case studies are implicitly designed-as simul- )
‘ .taneous ‘cases, even thoughethey may be executed sequentially 4n’ the
X kfield. In general, howevcr, little attention has been given. to this
-issue. The present stddy addressed ‘the ‘issue directly by purposely . . '7;
incorporating two rounds of fieldwork for each case study. Thus, the '
initial case studies were: written after one round of data collection )

>

c.
o,

LB s e

(spring 1980); explanations for each case ‘were - compared and the final
;case studies were only assenbled after a second round (fall 1980) The
second round was specifically designed to search for information gaps

-

*A complementary, subsequent step, not undertaken as part of the
present study, would then be té select other, nonexemplary cases, and
to confirm. predictions that could;be made about ‘these cases from the
exemplary experiences, . In this way, causal 4inferences. can be confirmed.
‘Note, however, that the inquiry {into the nonexemplary cases.'can: be
'highly targeted -and limited to the critical points; moreover, a full, 4
-case, study narrative need not -be ‘written of these nonexemplary cases. . N
This subsequent step would be an example of a systematic replication X

~design. _ . . o "é

. - 3 *
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that were identified after the first round, and not for any longitudinal .
*_reasons. Ih this mannet, insights that might only have been developed
fron one case during the first round could be corrobdrated for the\other

two cases ‘during -the second round. y
‘ Withfzgpase Design. ‘For each case study, the same within-case -
'_-design was followed Evidence was collected about four activities:.
' . ot

L +

@ A staff»developnent service; - |
o A~Iinkef assistance service; - ’
é An informatidh retrieval service; -and
® Any broader organizational issues that appeared to .

affect these three services, '

- The first three activities were selected because they represented the
basi¢c way in which information’ can be transferred. The. fourth. activity
was deemed important, b°cause it set the first three activities within.

. a context that was potentia‘ly relevant for explaining the operation -and
outcomes .of the other three activities. Thus, knowledge utilization out-

'o’conescand conditions were examined for each of three services within 7

- each. case study. The analysis of each service's activities meant that
information about the service itself its outcomes, ‘and dits relation- .
Jship .to broader organizational issues within the REA-LEA arrangement
was--collectéd and analyzed. . - N ,

A : | . : e

Data Collection Procedures " ’ ] ' . . L 3

) A data collection guide was developed and used in each case study _.<’ L

= -(a copy -of this guide is contained in Appendix B). The guide indicated - é

| the - questions for which information was to be collected from interviews, ‘

docunents, or field observations. ‘The questions contained in the guide - e
vere; developed on the basis ‘of existing ‘research about knowledge utiliza- |

,7tion and from the -Conceptual framework described in Section A of this“~ —

’d ~ . . P

chapter. )
Data collection ‘then occurred in four ways; First, each'of the

i three sites (an -REA) was contacteéd. by telephonéﬁbr ‘mail; and .each sent
o relevant materials about its knowledge utilization seivices. From these - "§
7Lterials and corroboratory phone calls, three specifi{ knowledge ) s

» N . . N . .
. * ~
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R . R - e
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utilization services, repressnting ‘the general categories previously

"describod were selected for each s te. . » -t

Secoﬁd,,.field visits were made .to each -site during the spting of

«
AN Y

:Sixﬁil‘arly,, tf%refprotocol sp‘ecified the types of docqmentar& ei'ridence

lédb. Data were collected pri-arily fro- the REA, but infomtion fro-

th ..e 1ppropriate SEA.and LEAs was also gathered. Thus, the case study

included iqfo;ntion“about the entire interorganizational. arrang-ent,

-and not just about ‘the. REA TMdata collection guide was used in

these field visits, along with a -field protocol specifying the vsyc

Ain which infomtion was. to be collected. “The protocol specified
: 'that, at a nininum the following persons vere.to be intervgiewsd at

V_each site° . @, .
¥ " . o S ) f
. 4 - . o
e The director of the REA; . - '-, o -~

-~ @ The person in thé REA, if not the director, who had the.

most. d‘irect responsibility for knowledge utilization. .
dctivities; = -~ _' . . . - ‘
e / The project «d,ii'ﬁc.“r for each of the three 'h{éwledsc Lo
" | utilization services (staff dévelopment, 1inker e

/ as'sistance,“and“ infofnatidn retrieval), t'nat had been
( selected; B . o . \
fo Other' key REA staff persons involved in these three
j services; ) . ) o
' "The official in the SEA who had the most direct respongi=
bility or relationghip .to the state s. REAs; . °
°’ f‘Other officials in the SEA who were primarily responsible
for relevant f/ederal programs that supported tne REA's 4
“knowledge utilization services (typically, the Title T.V-G .
program coordinator, the "NDN coordinator, and the State
"Capacity Building ‘program cooxdinator), and .-
° ’LEA users of the three. knowledge utilization services, '
with at _least one user per _service,. but often itore
(a .user could beaa,tea'ch*er or an administrator):

4 S . . P . <

£ S

that could be reie\‘rant, inclgding proj‘eJct; mfemofajrida;) examples of the -

.
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3 1o ~ - :
h ) . materials ‘being - disseminated or used by thé LEA per onnel schedules; . é
agendas, minutes, and othér official records of programmatic activi- } : :

¥ ties, budgeus, logs,. and other tabulations ‘of the services provided N f

é(;v‘* T by the three knowledge utilization services° .and other reports, pro- ) 3

.
P

- . _posals, and documents. about ‘theseé services. , : . L
Third telephone contact was maintained with each site after the :
first round of field vieits. Supplementary information to fill gaps-. ’ ié
:,:{during the field visits :was_ often transmitted during these tele-= ’ \f¥
‘phoné calls or was sent by mail. ‘Onceé drafts of ‘the case stud1es vere ) :
completed they were reviewed By the major field informants. .Comments o
( received from the informants were then used to revise the drafts or to )
| plan additional data collection activities. o "

Fourth a second round- of field visits was made in the fall of ‘ o L&
1980. The ‘second round called for second interviews with the major ’ '

. personnel, supplemental interviews with key persons who might have béen )
absent during :the spring vigit or who might have been: identified -as . Coe
important. in the intervéning period,, -and' the ¢ollection of further :

documents. : T T - Co. : - /

= ,:Each of ‘the case studies and the corresponding fieldwork ‘was con-

~— . k
4

- ducted by -two members of the investigating team.. Three members -of the T

: project staff, including the two authofs of the present report,. rotated o 7
s0 that a- different pair of investigators was responsible for -each -case:

' study. \ S T T e T :

. 3 ; . :

. 5 i - :
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'Data Analysis _ ) . kg
‘Data analysis occurred in two steps that are. critical to the
~direct replication~design. The‘analysis was first done within éach

case studyv and only secondly across-casess Thou h these~two steps
appear stradghtforward they ateé not. always followed;inwmultiple case

studies, with ‘the- Tesult -that ‘the aggregate lessons, éf’any, may not

"be appropriate to--any single ‘¢ase. ‘ N //// o
- Explanation-Building. The prﬁmary méans :of w1thin-case -and: across- < B

i

Err - .

J|case. analysis was the testing and development -of explanations for why

T I S e

fthe knowledge utilization services opera—'d as they did, Thus, each

|case. study dociimentéd’ the outcomes -of the knowleége utilization services R

E) R - - ) Al \ -

55 e A
2 { ' 7::.




>
o

- A

and desctibed the service operations, in quantitative ‘and -qualitative

2 .

2l

terms. The case studies concludéd//ith a discussion of the various
explanations for the. success of these operations._ Explanations that
previously have been suggestedzas relevant . (see- Chapter Two) were -

tested ‘but, where necessary, new explanations‘were .developed,

e - e e >

§Au_, . . , The*explanations were theén compared across. casgs and the synthesis

£

+~ 1is presented in- Chapters Four and Five of this report. The most notable

T M e e

feature of this synthesis is'that ‘the: identities of the individual cases  ~ ﬁ

“

* are preserved throughout thefanalysis._,, o . -

L ;a‘_~ - Explanation-Buildingnvs.mExtractlon of _Factors. This explanation;
} ‘ \\_building approach for croschase analysis should be, contrasted ‘with . , .
-another- approach that is- often used for multiple. case studies. Thej o
lsecond‘approach involves the extraction' of specific factors from each* \\\\«
Ty o case and the aggregate analysis consists -of an interactive analysis
h ,among the factors (€.84,y. Rothman, 1980). . .
‘f';%>/; . -The - problem with using orly -the latter approach—is .that it
potentially destroys the context for any specific case,. thereby creating
S an "average" case: that may ‘be- only :a mechanical reconstruction of -
;a '\: - <ﬂtfessential site conditions. The approach: is appropriate where a specific . ?
;—*—wih_;ﬁ_ﬁ_ factor or_two have been previously ‘hypothesized as critical ‘however; it! )
N ‘ ?“_i;—?mapprwr%atev when:/the-purposé.of 4 study is to ;construs;t .and ana}yze

——r

4 process about which:little hag been previously known (Yin, 1981). ]
Under such conditions; the premature extfaction of factors can over- :
. simplify (and mistépreseit). the following.phenoméh§t

M

; § - . . . ;
P L ) ’ The temporal sequence among organizational events; \\\\\\

5 | b . .
K . I . AN

The .substitut bility of f ctors in any given individual o

o * . case;:

- i - ultimately, . f’ — - o
’ o ‘\ e The establishhent .of -causal. relationships, '

.

5

oo - =Bv nnmnarispnl the explanaxion-building approach covers-more. complex

phenomena, and.-can. also lead to new insights not previously countered

fi\ PR by the investigaﬁors‘in addition to”testing existing explanations. In“* “f**“%

. }
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. ‘ the present study, Chapter Four ‘shows. how both of these possibilities
AR occurred” In pajticular, the. phenomenon of networkrbuilding had fiot

e been anticipated by -any- existing explanations' .at ‘the same time, some

of the»existing explanations were. also found to be relevant.

.

. ! - ’
e Summary”o% Methods Used o - S L T
3?\#:///' ' ‘g Case: studies were the primary research strategy for conducting the ...
investigation. Individual-case studies vf three'interorganizational - T

) -arrangements were conducted (the individual case studies are reported
L *  in: a:separate volume of this report). The selection of cases was based L
‘on a direct replication design; in which it was assumed that the same

;f,- -, _' phenomenon was under investigation in each case, and the goal was to N . Y-k
" -show that the _same conditions existed in. each ‘case, Thus, the indi- ' '
. vidual case -studies.all documented the outcomes and operations. of a. set

of knowledge utilization services, and. concluded vith a set of explana—

-
- 3.

- . -tions. for: the success-of these services. - ) -
. ,Y\ A Synthesis across cases was done by comparing the individual explana- ]
| tions after an initial round of data collection. ‘The evidence from each | _

“\ . case Was then assembled 4h parallel form, preserving ‘the integrity of

j- f\_ events .t each site but developing a more: general explanation. The

the development °f the general explanation for these outcomeS'is\pre-
-sentéd. in Chapter Four, and- the research and policy implications axe ' :
conéidered in Chapter- Five. - N .
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" Chaptér Three .

% .7 OUICOMES OF THREE INTERORGANIZATTONAL ARRANGEMENTS

i N B . ~ . . .y
: . \

R - ’ ) '

Individual case studies, each covering an interorganizational

S o arrangement involving an. REA, provide the basic evidence for the :

% & \

% remainder of this study. Although the full. cf:; studies.are contained

: ) ) y ) *

: -, - 1in a.separate report, the present chapter gives~the major characteris-,'
T ,tics of each -arrangement as. well as the major knowledge utilization out-
X *_d. comes ‘that. were found. ’ o, ‘

: | f:,' o »Case Studies of Three Interorg;nizational Arrangements

. ‘ The three REA arrangements ‘had been selected -to satisfy certain

o~ L common criteria that were essential to their being called exemplary.

In addition, the three were selected to vary along certain dimensions,
. in order that a, repreaentative set of interorganizational arrangements
‘ ments (see Table 2-1), all of which had been deemed exemplary, three

arrangements were. selected:

v

-
. a~

é The Wayne County Intermediaté School District (Wayne ISD)

N
RS

P TP R R P

could be studied. Thus; from the Cahdidate 1ist of fourteen REA arrange-"->" :

- 1n Wayne, Michigan, linked with the Michigan. Department .

. of Bducation and setving the 36 school districts in Wayne

;;**‘u" L «Céunty. . . .- .

..o The ‘Northern :Colorado Educational Board' of Cooperative
Services'(NCEBOCS) in Longmont ’Colorado; linked with

’“: ‘ the -Colorado Department .of ‘Education - and serving 6 school

‘ districts in“the suburban -area -north and. west -of Denver'

and’

SIS - M N . RGPS UV VS S

i: See Robert K. Yin, Margaret K. Gwaltney, and James Molitor, C&se
. Studies of Three Ihterorganzaatzonal Armangements Abt Associates,
Cambridge Mass., 1981, -
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; 4f N ~U 'Y The Educational Improvement Center-South (EIC-South) ‘ - o 1i
in Sewell New- Jersey, linked with the New Jersey
» Department of Education and serving 144 school districts‘
= in the. southern portion of the state.

- : 7

T LAl description of each. of these, interorganizational arrangéments follows ;

: ~.and. illustrates ‘the .characteristi¢s of these arrangements that were
A oL important to- their final ‘selection:.

Waxge ISD. The ‘Wayne County Intermediate School District is. :(f

‘ located in the north central region of the country. . ‘The. interorganiza- '5 i

: tional arrangement of which -the. ‘Wayne ISD is a -part includes 36 .local
S school districts, which together enroll -over 465 000 students, the stateA:
i B - ' deépartment -of education, and several universities in the area.. With the
% . <:“f collaboration of -thesé other agencies, the: Wayne 1sD provides a variety - ;’:
i of knowledge utilization services to the Detroit school district and
other districts in: Wayne County 5 suburban areas, including staff
iv : ‘ deve10pment linker assistance, and information retrieval services; and .
?i‘ a - has been doing so since 1962. Both general and: .special’ éducation topics N 3
- are addressed A number of posgitive. outcomes are evident including the ' K
development of numerous educational products, the offering of many in-
~serviceayorkshops,vandAthe,use.of»thesgxservices by a- substantial.number‘ .
of individuals within the ISD's.catchment area. Although the total
Wayne—lSD*budget is—quit*‘lﬁfge--$5ﬁ_—11110n--the bulk-of these funds E

- are 'state or federal pass-through dollars; which are eventually*turned

P RTINS
o
ot

% . ‘ over’ to the LEAS for their funding of direct services, such as special
: education.. (The ISD.does. provide .somé very specialized direct services,
. such as instriction for autistic childreén.) A large proportion of the
}; A . services provided by the iSD‘itseif are knowiédge utili?ation‘servicesa o
o o AHoWever these .sérvices are so well incegrated with the other s . . - :

: services' that no- separate- estimate of ;the budget ‘support for knowledge '
%‘ utilization—is—possible.f L4 _
. NCEBOCS. The. Northern Colorado Educational Board of Cooperative ’

. —_— -

Services is located. in the western region of the. United States and

" -*~serves:suburban:and,rural=school districts. Six local school districts, * lfté
‘which enroll 83,000 students, have eélected té.be involved in-the ‘

3 -~




.
faer e st s S e

i

- * -
- . [

N

* - -

interorganizational arrangement. In addition, the state department

of education collaborates with the NCEBOCS' through a liaison office.

‘The. relationship of the state department of education with the: REA

hOWever, isg,. in operation, primarily a cooperative (or voluntary) one.

'The ‘services provided by, the 'NCEBOCS, for example, are offered pre-

dominantly in response to the needs 'and: demands of local school dis-

tricts and not those of the state,department .of education. Further-

more, little funding support is giVen to the’ NCEBOCS from the state

department.. ’ ~ !

The: mainvsupportufor the knowledge utilization services offered

by the ‘NCEBOCS comes from its member LEAs. Thus, the programs and:

- services offered by the NCEBOCS are developed only after a local need o .

8 .. - -

e i gt e R e e e z._,.___,.__—_‘-

has been determined and after financial. commitment for these services

ha° ‘been secured from the member. LEAs. This s1tuatiov has led to:

declining utilization rates and ‘contrasts "to- an earlier period in the
NCEBOCS history when utilization of- services. was ‘hig h During the. (

early 1970s, the NCEBOCS obtained -several major awards from the federal
government and ‘was larger .and--provided moré :services than it does now..

(These conttrasting historic periods ‘will be discussed further in a later

>

section.) ” L o ) "
Currently, the: services. of the NCEBOCS -are provided -6n: a budget of

$1.4 million,,the~bulk bf which is received from Local school districts.

With these funds, séveral types of knowledge utilization services are

provided. These include: -staff development and insérvice training

workshops, information retrieval services, research and evaluation
Services, and 1inkér- assistance. Although the NCEBOCS provides a few
direct services, such as c00perative purchasing and transporgation
services (the NCEBOCS provides no direct instructional services), eA
maJority of its effort is directed to providing knowledge utilization
services which cover such- topics--as basic 6kills -and. migrant education.
EIC-South.,
country-. &Although only formally recognized by New Jersey staté legis—

lation in l978 the EIC -has. been -operating for over élevei years,

‘The, EIC-South is located in thé eastérn region of thed,»

originallyxwithvan‘Esgg.litleAlrllgrant, andnhasrbeen providing knowl-f

edge utilization services throughout that period,
'in a six-couiity region. ‘One hundieéd forty-four urban,, :su,burban, fansl;
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h?@tes with. the EIC in ddentifying the ‘types of services it needs. ‘The

' has»a‘staff of,approximately 75 F@Es. EIC-South provides only knowledge ‘
. utilization Services to school districts. These ‘services include infor- L

rural‘schOOl distticts are located within the region, and each collabo-

LEAS pay no fees to recéive services from the.EIC. LN
. ln,addition«to;the LEAs, the state deépartment of -education works ;;;
closély with EIC-South, asking it to assist LEAs in implementing state - ' ]
priorities, “such as the ‘Thorough “and’ Efficient (T&E) | legislation, which
requires under—performing LEAs to initiate. remeaial. education programs
(Haughey, 1979). The EIC-South operates under ‘a budget of $3 million,

ar large portion of which comes. from federal and: state grant funds, and-

mation*retrieval—servicesj‘iﬁEE'"I training and' staff development work—

" tion are coveregg» In- addition, various administrative requirements are

‘addressédmsuchras>the evaluation of’teachers and ‘the setting of .goals'

shops, and consultant, or linker, assistance. TOpics such- as: gifted and

talented education, basie skills, special education, .and’ nutrition educa— ‘

and;objectives,fqr meeting. state and federal laws;aﬁd~régulati9ns;

Summary of Services Provided

. “Among these criteria was that the arrangement, at & minimim, offered: R

‘three -types-of ‘knowlédge utilization -services:

~

S

The: three interorganizational arrangements were selected because

they met the 8ix previously stated criteria and vere exemplary cases.

N e e e we

N B R

) Staff dévelopment during which LEA personnel are- brought

together ‘for workshops, conferences, and training sessions,
o LGker assistance ; which. invoives an individual who acts. -V;
as a linking agent and; provides personal assistance rele— ;
. vant 'to a specific LEA problem, and ‘
e Information retrteval (IR), which: makes. speeific infor= =~ .

mation available -On_a. wideArange,oﬁ_topicsrgbased on f }

requests madé .éither in- person or over the telephone.‘

Each of ‘thése ‘three types. of .services- involves a flow of information

AL T N T m e e e

fiom one soufce to- apothq:- The information 6% knowledge that is

- - . poe ol
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.with a group of. practitioners in .a workshop. setting.

<to give face-to-face assistance at the LEA or school site.

transmitted may be embodied\in printed material, such. as;description

of. a new curridulum practice, or may involve face-to-face ‘and verbal

communicatiohs. among ditferent persons. For each type of\service,

5however, the‘flow -of information may~be—different. Vo

Staff development programs, for éxample, usually involve face-to-

face communications in which a single trainer or facilitator meets

The WorkshOpS'

.are often, but not. -always, operated “at'.a. common facility, where prac-

titioners from different - LEAs or Aschoo,ls, can meet together.. In -con=

,trast’ a .linking agent providing linker assistance usually-works on
'Specific problems identified by dindividual préactitioners, an:\tends

Finally,

an information retrieval facility is usually operated at some central
location (typically, the 'REA itself),
either visit the facility or make requests over the- telephone.

requests are usually -satisfied by the ‘transmission -of specific reports

\

- 3 * H

nd the individual users’ must
Such

or written mateérials.
‘The distinétions among these ‘three categories of services, how-
The provision- of linker assistance,

|

for example,..can also involve workshOps for school building teamewho

ever, are not always - this clear.

will be involved in the implementation ‘process.. Conversely, some&staff

developmént programs can also provide linker=like: assistance, witﬂ the -

‘tmmufmmmgmasmdﬁcmmdpmMmaMtMmWaumgéa

" collected on the operation of each ‘type of service, thus enabling som

‘linking agent.

Similarly, information- retrieval services can involve

personzl idteractions between the staff of the Seérvice and users, fﬁ

—duringiwhich~extepded information, ‘more like that found during linker

. assistance, ‘-may be transmitted.

In conducting the case studies, however;, an attempt ‘was made tol

distinguish»among\the three types of services, so 'that. data could ‘be

comparison of the explanations for the. success. of ‘the services across

- et

e

P

P8

&

. . and: the process by which the information was- transferred ‘was analyzed.“

.service categories and across cases.

fore, the flow -of information: from: one source to -another was traced

For each type of service, thére-|




. All knowledge utilization services or‘programs within each ‘REA
arrangement ‘however; were not studied. Rather, ttention had to be

lﬁnited to the: pingle, best'example of each type of service within
: eacb arrangement. The specific services that wete studied are listed
in Table 3-1 and the year in which the'service began is indicated.wrvf’

e rn « e e e s )

B — [ .
' . .
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euccomes ot Selected Knowledge Utilization Services

In conducting the case studies, three types of .outcomés were
observedw (1) goods. and services outcomes, (2)_uti1ization outcomes,
and (3) dysfunctional outcomes. All three types of outcomes are rele-
vant to each of the. three knowledge utilization services. . .

Goods and sérvices outcomes: refer to the written materials
developed as’ part of each service, as. we11 as any information‘that
is: given orally to service users. Utilization outcomes may be more
complex, .and ‘may be either intermediate or ultimate. Intermediate
utilization outcomes. refer ‘to the. extent of use of ‘the services--i e.,
‘the. number of participants or users- that the services receive. Ultimate

v utilization outcomes refer to the actual utilization of ‘the: information

hat was given to users, and may include. ‘the. initiation of a planning

Lor assessment activity; an actual change in: educational practice° a
hange in perceptions or attitudes about the educational process. that
does not-.ilecessarily result in a. changed- practice° or - confirmation ‘that

an existing practice nééd not be dhanged. Although’bbth intermediate
and: ultimate utilization outcomes' are relevant for the three: knowledge
utilization gervices; dor’ mentation -of the latter type is not’ readily
available, for -at least ‘two reasons. The first is. that the utilization
of information may .occur some -time after the information ‘has been
received by the user of the services. Tl,refore, any attempt to
determine the extent of utilization is difficult. Thus, practitiohers

rare often unable to.- associate  ‘'specific pieces of. knowiedge with a

'.change in practice or with a. change in- attitude. ‘Moréover, pr!’titioners

are :gometimes. not even-- -able 'to identif§- Specific utilization occurrences,

as utitization may actually involve a-series: of incremental stéps

~;(Weiss, 1980) vt o
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L. i - s'rm mn FOR. stmcm moﬁuocx u'ru.zza'non SERVICES
o T .Aamkegionqr'!ducation Agen_y/Nane of Service
S . . WAWE © . NCEBOCS . EIC-S
L .o - . o ' e VoL e .
-  __Type of-Service . e
L : oo .
(,L;".’“ R - P o o - - .
Staff Interinstitu- ‘ Staff Development ' - Inservice
o Develoggent *ional Hbrkshops Program (1977) ’ Wbrkshops
” L '(1967) , . : B (1969)
¢’ . R .
CL ‘;_ Linker. ?:cjéct‘VhLﬁEQ ‘NDN. Facilitator Cbhéultahtt\
"% ‘Assistance - (1974) - 1974 . Services

e ST : © (1968)

¢ . .

Information ' 'project ASKp ‘Project ACCESS " Information
g Retrieval _ (1967)————( 1970) - . Retrieval
e T T R ‘Service
‘ ' A ' - £1967)

€ -
3 R
o 3
o
i h - =~ a—
3
. T -

- >

. ] t
. =
< ! R
- -

This name. was: first used in 1976, but a similar service started in. 1974
under the name Project INFORM. - ) -

; bThis name was. first used in 1973, but the service etarted in 1967 under g
S the ‘name Project ASSIST.
‘o ‘c!;!!.ié name. was ifﬁ«;l;r_st ujsgd in 1978, -‘bug: the service -started in 1970.




The third type of outcome-dysfunctional outcomes-refers to the

htd

~
A

i 7.

;ifwt: T problems that may result from interorganizational collaboration.' These
L outcomes may be seen -as the -costg of collaboration. A description of
;the. outcomes that were found for each of the:case studies follows.. for

' most..of the outcomes,. we present both the overall tabulations and

precisely, however (e.g., what is a‘"report“?), and‘the.following text

mainly .describes the types of goods and services that ‘were found in each .
. interorganizational arrangement. . [
T ' v - These outcomés covered the type of information-that vas’ given ‘to

éa.““. . ‘usérs and the: manner in which this information vas transmitted (see

. included workshops, inservice training sessions, and cour'ses for which
;— . graduate credit could be earned. The-type of information given to par-
%;x t ) ticipants depended on the topic of the workshop and the specific staff
" development program. The Interinstitutional Workshops in the Wayne ISD
for -example, covered topics selected by the'school or district teams.
ethatgenrolled. Recent: workshops have: covered topics such as developingl
e and'implementing a model for institutional self-renewal, implementing
V changes.inathe'érganizationalgpattern of the school (e.g., open class-
rooms), and developing a: guide for teaching-educable, mentallx,handi-
capped students. Thus,, the objective of ‘the Interinstitutional Workshops
has been to implement a new practice or product in thé school building

o ' (see Vignette #l)

‘had _purposes similar to those in the wayne ISD and; thus, similar
kiﬁds of information were involved. In: éach of the ‘three programs,

%“f“““*“‘*’ knowledge was transmitted to.users. through face-to-face communication .

é’,;w" i;r illustrative -vignettes. .

T:&h“,iiﬁi ii's, Goods and Services Outcomes.. Few numeric measures are available L
AT for these ‘outcomes. In theory, ‘the measurement unit would reflect some
?Ti S "bundle" of information transmitted--e.g., the number of reports dig-
- } tributed or~curriculum offerings. Such. measures are difficult ‘to define

s e o e i, . S g g

Table 3-2) *The first of the three services--staff development services--

e

W AW crmeants an ar e s air e

and through,written materials ‘that ‘were used: during the workshop

L - [SUN— T

N sessions. The §6E365§_Effort in addition,_involved a series of popular

E"*“?‘“r‘“"’minicourses -on classroom skills (see Vignette #2). / -
Paos o 7 . T ' f

65 . ~ S




- : miple 3-2 VA ‘ \
L v . /-
. R U GOODS .AND SERVICES OUTCOMES T
ol o \ k FOR SFLECTED: KNOWLEDGE UTILIZATION SERVICES o
= "y \fa ¥ - 5 ) C - .} ;
- m of . ( :
Su'vic

Reqional !.’ducation Aqency/Goods and Services Outcomes

[

'J!ics!!ocs Co

» EIC-S v

. staff © workshop pre- o Workshop pre- o Workshop pre-: REANy
T ‘Devélopment . sentations, sentations, ‘ sentations, AN
R organized into orgenized into organized into et
F rLon semester-long . i-courses . special ‘sessions’ -
N courses (six -weeks) ‘or : - AT
- ] \ . speczial ‘sessions: / . -
- (I—,n o Training infor- .o 'rraininq infor- c 'rraining infor- ' ,
* . mation and % mation’ and - / mation and . o
. \ materials < mterials . n\aterijt:!.s, Y R
o . - 1 ™ , v . . ‘s
" Linker’ o Phone end on~ _ o Phone and. on- "6 .Phone and-on-_ - et
‘Assistance: . —site advice ' i site assistance siteasgistance - D
oo Tl -and assistance ~ ' ahout ‘school about school § - .
£ P s about school . problems, pre- problema, mairy
: , problems; pre~ '3 sented to ‘indi- presented to- ) B
. - senteéd to. T viduals and to individuals Lo
.- A school teams: school‘ teams- LT
» PR ‘o0 Catalégs of o nainly,.jj' .6 ‘Educational ' * - e
N .educational - nprodqctr'"' - productsg. - A
PR products; - S
L # incl'uainq e —m ; &
: - . ationally..and,..._ o »_,n i i
; : locally devel- | ) S\ A
; . opéd -prodicts ' . 2
+ »  Information O Answers to. o Answers Lo o, Answers to
‘Retriéval ; ‘telephone and telephone and . telepl-one and'
oo T T ' ‘In-person: in=person ) in-person
inquiries . inquirie% K inquiries .
- based: on. ‘basged- -on;: - .based on:
e -articies; journal |, 'iournal
T research. ) &rticles,“ 3 articles, )
. reports;. curri~- . researchi ° research
.culum. guides, reports;: and reports,. -
- - ~biliseras. ; r‘bibliographiss' program and. ;

ghies, local
. documents- and-,

"

process:models /f [
educational - <
product mate= ¢
. rialsfana curri= "
culum 9,“15!@% -

forms. - .
>
—
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S ‘: ignette #1: "STAFF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES g:z R

1 A suburban ‘high- achool enrolled :ln the Wayne ISD' -l
: T Int:erinst:it:ut:ion&l Workshops on. four separat:e occasions. N
. Bach workshop focu

T ——
*

on'a different curriculum topi¢, | ! --
: needs of thé school :staff- (e.g., _ :
team teaching, h xe-schocl comunicat:ions) o} \ ‘

N

. i The Interinst:itu -tonal Workshops have been seen as an
M |} ‘excellent .devic for :I.mproving t:eachi.n skills, for ] )
. several reasong:: First, the school and Its staff are N R l

*

relat:ively young, and the t:eachers -have been inter- B A
ested in ‘expanding -their knowledge of school prac- :
o . .~ | tices. ‘Second, the Workshops are oné of the-few
fo | .activities, ‘that empbasizes a t:eam approach, which is. ) /

* | congenial wit:h the staff's needs: Third, the credits |

"} -obtainéd for at:t:end:l.ng -the Workshops can lead' not. only N
: - I I -2 graduat:e degrees but also. to direct salary in- + ]
" creases, which are tied to-the number of credit:s one. s
"‘may have beyond a B,.A. degree. B /

3 k o . { / :
[ . . T e .
v _— . . LW i i
* B N ' 2 B ‘ |
3 Y

N . > Xy ) Lo~

/b Vign ette #2-* STAFF DEVELOPMENT 'SERVICES (11)"

Since 1977 ‘the NCEBOCS has o\f‘{ered four minicourses. ,? R
. ) Mat:riculation in. these courses allows teachers to-gain || BEE
/ UL university. credits frem Colorado ‘State Universit:y ‘The || . R
£ " |- topics, t:aught: 'by NCEBOCS t:aff mainly ‘have to do: with / .
'  classroom skills, such-as helping element:ary school . / ' i ) P
/ + . [ teachers to get -students: to ask more effect:ive questions.: ; .,

o v A evaluation .of t:he minicourse program for-the. most ° { f
’ i \,| recently comple]rjed\school year report:ed that t:he mini-
) : {| -courses were we T-received ‘by most t:eachers. ‘Frequent| - (‘
. |, mation was: ‘made of the clear and well-organized pre- |
- ‘\,sent:at:iOn of pract:ical t:eaoh:lng skills. . ) S .

T e N ~ -7 N T
¥ o Y
Al - . - .

Ve \ » N r

: ,‘nce. In all t:hree case st:udies, the

Acbvered educat:ion 1 pro uct:s or: processes. Project: ‘VALUE :I.n thé Wayne

ayne Counfy . [
(see Vignette #3) The NDN' facllltator project in. the NCEBOGS had the = -

same purpose, and. in bot:h cases t:he staff’ of t:he service acted as 5 o
1ink1ng agent:s, assist:ing 1oca1 pract:it:ioners in t:he defin t:ion of
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_ignette #3: LINKER 'ASSISTANCE (Q

-A Detroit -middle: school"!fas sperated as an "Alternate
School" for 10 years.- .Students in the school are
assigned'to .an acadeaic tean, according to their
grade level, and receivé instruction *in language arts,

| social studies, and 'mathematics.. $°. mts also’ take

threex elective subjects, which change wery 10 weeks.

) : The alternate school has been so popular that there.

;are nearly ‘ten new applicants;for évery vacancy, -and
* the school has ‘been visited on numerous occasions by
StaffS* of other schools. 'l'he Wayne. 1SD 1inkage .
system {Project VALJE) has_ assisted in arranging for
these-visits. - Project VALUE has also.helped the

’ school ‘to: adopt new. arriculum ‘practices, such.as
: problem-solving instruction. The ISD-helped the

school -obtain a Title IvV=C adoptinn grant and:

1. assisted during & summer training, session.\,_

R 7 .

’n

their particular need the selection of a solution ‘to meet that need

) ~-and “the ‘adoption-and impledentation of a product.

_by distr:
contained in these catalogs had not.|been validated, but had. been sub-
jected to certain. program eligibilit\y criteria and thus passed specific

In addition, the Project VALUE’ staff collected
infomation about education programs- from awariety - -of other ‘Ssources,.
. cat?égorized them accprding to education topic and: included generala -

' standards of quality.

E}Jinformation about them.

Ladiam

tat ion.

_'_particular products or pnswers to some questions were also given over
" the telephone.. Nevertheless, thé assistande was almost -always provided

‘to a specific individual rather than ‘to a: group (see Vignette #4).

. - The Projec.t VALUE staff also developed. its own -product catalogs, :
. which lfisted educational products and programs tha:. had been developed

¥

e

“u o

The consultant service in EIC=South also performed these func- A
- ‘tions. 'However, this. service, similar to the staff development activi~

jties- in the EIC, went fbeyond providing assistancfe on product ‘implemen- -
EIC-South's consultants also provid ‘more general information ‘
on the mandated responsibilities of local schoo], districts under state '_ ', L
.and fedetal law..
'.:generally involved face-to-face communication.

N

‘.4\,; ',‘/ig_'_'jgg i

’
[
Y
s
L]

icts within the state and the Wayne ‘County region. The: product.s

Whatever the situation, implementation assistance e
Information about

-/

I




Vignette #: LINKER ASSISTANCE (n) o I

. e The superintendent of a southern New Jersey schooi
S . :district assumed. the responsibility for: .evaluating ‘the: . .
s { district's-compliance with Section 504 of the Rehabili- | - ol
* - | tation Act of 1973+ - ‘Sectdion 504 requires: districts to | N
- .ii_.conduct a self-evaluation, £o assessﬁthe“district S Nl v
,;'*program accessibility, -as well as thc physical~accessi— ’ \

Initially -the superintendent was unclear about the
ST . | -scope of the. regulation and\therefore of the range of :
2 R district .programs’ ‘that had: to be inclided: in. the’ . T~
[ R . .;% evaluation. The superintendent thus sought\assistance 1 L3

Lo . I about the federal requirement. ~$he superintendent
et reviewed the district's programs- with the consultant, | I
;.f,qﬂ T 1 and they discussed what should be included 1ih the T i
L BRI written. evaluation, as well as. the remedial action ’ i
: T -,V;' that. the superintendent might take in order to-.put : i
the district in full compliance with the law. 1 .

N - L i s

Bk e
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e , Unlike the first two services, the third--information tetrieval :

:h; . services-—prﬁmarily called. for the. dissemination of knowledge ‘through
' written materials. In all”three REA arrangements, the knowledge

included extensive bibliographical information, information about -
. ;._ educational products, Journal articles, -and- other reference information ) B
' available through\various data commercial services such as DIALOG. vIn )
addition, thé EIC-South provided practical materials--curriculum
: guides and. educational products--that vere directly applicable to
R classroom situations. Both, the EIC-South and the Wayne ISD provided

sample administrative forms as well such as report cards, and these

| ) 3 -

o :% ,\were given toeusers when- requested ’ B o T e "3
P Except for .the EIC-South ES information retrieval service, requests B
;?j‘. - for information ‘were generally made over the telephone rather than—in- B .eé

person. The requests ‘were: given :to -a member -of the IR staff; the \ . S ?
W search for relevant information was: conducted ‘manually (using the IR. | 7;{ 5
- 5-; files ‘ot othér reference materials) or by compter,. and. theé information Y ‘é
N _'C, was sent to. ‘the individual who made the original. request. Material o j "

?% . 7, sent to users included copies of articles, reprints ‘of educational

: S Aproducts, -or bibliographic lists of educational materials (see

#0l, 0 Vignetted#s): - - - o L
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'+ The taff 6f each @flchg\;hree=s?%vices. in $ome casges, -

INFORMATION RETRIEVAL

1 A Detroit high school began a reading 1ab that has ‘

gradually gqown into; a resource center. Students and ‘
teaching staff now use the lab to find information on
topics,,and not just ‘to bmprove reading

3? Vignettef#S

The* director of the resource cent % ‘has, frequently
. ] requested. information ‘from. the: Wajne ISD (Project
{--ASK)..—_.Recedt. mat materials :sent from'the ISD have
.%covered consumer educafion and~vo ational. education,
-and have been sought on. behalf o1 teachers wanting ¥
| to cover these topics in- their assrooms. The o
s{»resource ‘center has becote 50 popular that on ‘thé
day of ‘our visit it was moving to a much larger 1
room in the school building. *’,' i

I " . _"ﬂ . L. P

w Lew L~

P T T T

4

»
A
.

B

also-

rdéveloped: new materials: Some staff in the EIC-$outh, for example,
‘ The,
products that .are:d veloped under ‘the| grants have béen used by the

i J

‘have been avarded: federal grants fof evelopmental projects. .

. \ - .«um—««h“
i M

-

services.

Utlllzatiun—ﬁnt" mes-—

4//./’ -

s e e wenny

utilization outcome .

‘The. firs were zntermedoate utilization outcomes -and referred

to. the- L

anumber of requests for

that/have ‘been answered.

uszrs -of the three sirvices were also con:
Y

_.Table 3-3 shows -the

evel of ‘use made of tbe services examined in each

4
X{ activitiﬁs provided and: |

R

.program in the Wayne IAD-—the Interinstitutiona‘ Workshops. By design,i

the workshops tended to|- enroll ‘no more ‘than 12. % dividuals. Similarly, :

7 twélve workshops -was purposeful'ithe
W

as to. enroll school ‘b ilding or district
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WAYNE

= ’NCEBOCS

A

EIC-S

{T,;A,f A - 1Number of

VA :consulta-
. - - tions -or’

N . . Workshops,

Number of
Users

:Number ofeemeeNumber of—we- -Number_of
Workshops ;
"Consulta-
tions. or

Users

’Workshops,
'Consulta-
tions .Ox.

Users:

Number of

L = Begue sts - Requests. ‘Requests.
o Tgpe of Service e S o ) L
. ‘,_;\: ’ ] "

R e p—

T Staff
. Develoggeﬁt - .

T 1978-79: " - 49: -

1977-78 o n.a,

( ~ " Linker~

‘o Assistance
Ce s 1978279 . 2,957
: 1977278 | - ‘Aia.
) Information'
B o Rgt;rj_gva‘l -

a3
“109:

!:l o’a'o
n.a,

4! 11

L 5
nisas nsas.

n - "ho@;

-hogo ~Nloa‘o

Te e\

1299- 39,000
473 16,274

1,053 . 5,791
853 15,461

Do " 1978-79. E 1:,470;
L 1977-% - N

o e by

"1,470
noao )

206*: ‘Reas
Nede neas

9,055

9,055
7,596 -

7,596

o *1979-1980.‘“ s
... nsé. %ot available.
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-~ iteams who ‘would bé involved in:the implementation :of a new: program,

50

and therefore the enrollment of only thé. few key'individuals/in/the;;r/4

implemeritation process was éncouraged. The staff development: progr
in:;he=ElQ4§outh,»on:the-other nanaf varied in their purpose. -Some -
workshops, for. example, wefe intended to attract mote than & hundred |
 participants, and these workshops focused on 'such topics as the general
‘requirements of the recént state law ﬁandating¢the evaluatiof of all
tenured teaching»staff (see Vignette #6). ‘Othér differénges in nunber
Tof participants or users of the sérvices ‘were- due to di ferences in.
he size of *he student 'population served by .the REA,/external agéncies
that compete ‘with the REA (e Bes the LEAs themselves in Northern
Colorados, or. differences inherent in :the services.themselves.
At the same time, the lower utilization levels for the NCEBOCS
arrangement. reflected a. somewhat less than exemplary situation, In

-

' Vignette #6. HOLDING A WORKSHOP

Staff of EIC South have worked with individuals wlthin

each of the county offices to: develop a workshop on:
erintendent_and_ai,

T . school board member from each district in- the county,

.« -
5

as well as every school principal and 4t least one .
teacher from each school were required to attend: the |-
workshop. Thus, inone county, approximately 125
individuals participated .

“The. EIC provided assistance on aly requlrements of ‘the 1|
‘state- law, including. the development of procedures for -
-, ¢onducting, the evalu tion and the involvement of staff
in this. development Pprocess,, the writing of job
descriptions for <istrict personnel ‘the observation
of teachers in a classroom, thé ‘holding of a confer-
ence with .the teacher following the evaluation, and
the- writing of an évaluation. report. Thése workshops
A were ‘held during the: spring .of 1980 and generally
tended over several days.

" e e S Y — . - - P
~ )

B

[ P —

both the staff developmeiit and information retrieval sérvices, for '
instance, the lower levels were - associated with the fact that .the head
Adiof the service only worked on-.a part-tnme ‘basis: The NCEBOCS. has

encountered ‘a situation in, which service utilization hds ‘been - slowly

Y [ G — [ — ——— s
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declining, and is now at a point that is too low to sustain a full-time

]

___activity, in turn, the. part-time effort also has. its own- negative effect
) in that users may have .no one ‘to -contact and .are likely to use the
service less in. the futurée. iIn addition, the linker -assistance activity
that was studied; the NDN state facilitatér project, served the entire
‘state and not just the NCEBOCS area. In this sénse, éven this third:.
’ service ‘was not. operating at a. vigorous level, with regard to: NCEBOCS

,.member districts alone. In general, the utilization levels in NCEBOCS

were surprisingly low, reflecting the possibility that its reputation : N

as- an exemplary site was’ based on an-earlier period (early 1970s) of
" active.federal awards.

' Ultzmate autilization outcomes réfer to the actual uses - that indi-
vidual ‘practitioners made of the information ‘they received: from an REA
Some data of this sort. tere recorded -on..evaliation forms that the staff
of the services sent .to users after -a workshop -or ¢onsultation ‘had’ been
completed'or after an IR reguest hid been met ..
follow-up to déteriine the éxtent of utilization ifi the distfict of

However, 1no: systematic

\'school or the way in. which. the. information had ‘been used was made. '?ew:\

.;data, in particular, were available on two sorts of utilization--i e.,

e

R R L P TN LTI,

vconfirmation that an existing practice need not be changed and changes'i’“

in, attitudes or perception about the education process (see Vignette #7

'for ‘one example from: our case study)«:

ti‘Vignette #7= ADOPTION OF A NEW RRACTICE (11

A suburban elementary school teacher ‘was interested in |
‘ improving .affective eduvation. ‘The principal contacted:l
1. the. Waynhe ISD (Project VALUE) and over the following :
' year the following accivities took place. First,, the

1 ‘helped the school .team. to apply for a Title Iv-c )

| adoption: ‘grant;. Second the teachers used these funds
- in part . o' :travel ‘to. another school £6- observe a :
3. "specific approach to. affective education in which they 1.
.| were interested. Third the ‘ISD: staff helped with. the -
local training and implementation activities, -as. a

: prelude to. the:new practice being used in the clas:-
;:room. . -

’

| Wayne ISD staff represented awareness sessipns and T :

v



. lable -for some services, however.

vtassistance to districts on . the implementation of the s%ate mandate to '
‘had been .adopted or an existing Qne ‘had been‘modified.
. . "

. member LEAs.

i experience is described in. Vignette #B. . ,5

«

Wit

‘Some ‘anecdotal evidence of actual changes in practice. was. avail-
The EIC-South for example, provided
evaluate tenured teachers. ‘The EIC-South was, able to document its .
impact by citing those districts in which a new process or practice
Similarly, o
Project VALUE in the Wayne ISD, and the NDN facilitator project in the s
NCEBOCS, collected data on the adoption of éducation products by its

Table 3-4 shows the number of product adoptions. that « ‘ ) ‘f

LEAs claim are a result of linker -assistancé. A typical adoption

l Yigne::e #8 ADOPTION OF A NEW PRACTICE (11) S a0
| An elementary school in Colorado with an. active : o

\ ::'tator in the NCEBOCS. The NDN staff helped the school,-f
v+ to learn.about -and: adopt -a. new- remedial tutoriﬁl pro= | ;
\ | -gram. . 5 R

‘X.The facilitator psovided funds for the school staff to |
| visit another school where the program- was being used -
?meLJbexing» for. training sessions. -

'services\may experience certain costs as a result of collaboration.

'serv1ces in .edch of the ‘REA arrangement: wére found to havé some dys-

'fhour, once-a-week sessions.
£6 assist educational practitioners in the adoption of a particular ST
,product -the . sessions begin in the fall thus allowing sufficient time~ T

‘.during the rest of the school year to implement .the product that was

1 The: adoption of the program allowed ‘the school ‘to
1 ‘double the number of Title I students ‘that ‘eould be
; served.

~ P . - -

~\.‘ o ) . L et

Dysfunctional Outhmes. In addition .to ‘the outcomes Just described,

individuals and organizations that participate: in knowledge utilization

These -costs of collaboration may- be called dysfunctional olitcoies:. All

functional outcomes (see Table 3—5), -and' thesé are described ‘below. .
- The Interinstitutional WOrkshops consisted of a series of 16 four-'

Because the ‘purpose of. the workshops. is

selected. Howéver;, ‘the start o \the WQI-'bOPS~€a¥1Y'4n the year creatés i
, . \< . ! ; - g -
- \ L 7
-% et T - B > - P - — > -
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. . Table 3-4 L

. ©  PRODUCT ADOP'I‘IONS AS A: RESULT OF LINKER N
\/ : ASSISTANCE, 1?78979 - -

.'}

pr——

- REGIONAL EDUCATIQJ AGENCY
‘ADOPTION .+ WAYNE NCEBOCS:! E
- ‘(Project VALUE) (NDN Facilitator)* ‘

R SR L ST

e v o

| Nuiber of Products - ,’ S

" Mopted - 20 : P oo

—_— e e —— n == Yol
Number of Adoptiéns " 49 2 T
) \ ' ]
. - 3 o P
Nmnber of adoptions by school districts in the NCEBOCS area. -Statewide, )

) the NDN facilitator has- been invo]}ved in numerous other adoptions.
. ‘a :
P N i . ix
N . . °
S e _ - el - - - - o -::




o ~ ..gabls»}-‘s TN ;
-t ' ‘DYSPUNCTIONAL OUTCOMES. FOR ‘SELECTED KNOWLEDGE UTILIZATION SERVICES <
. ) - « T i
. ) , \R_e'gional ‘Education, Agerncy/Dysfunctional :Outcomes ; ’
- ~ - . WAYNE NCEBOCS: N EIC-§’
- \. ¢ N
Tyge of Serv1ce~ e i N -
Staff - . o Workshops must - o Part-time staff o Service provision
. Developgent + be planned in reduces -availabi~ is less stable -

. precéding 1lity of service to ‘because: LEAs have
- ~ school year users alternative sources e
‘i i ’ o- -Service provision from which.to seek 5
> . is less stable ‘agsistance
Lo . because LEAs have ki
" -alternative-.sources
frof--whiéh to. seek . )
) S -agsistance: - ;
: -z . *
: ‘Linker o Linkers assigned: o _-0._Résource éonstraints: I
Asgistance to schools and ' ‘Greate-need :fof .some:
T T ¢annot ‘sSpecial= - group rather -than :
iZe -on specific‘ I - individual consulta- T ‘
B . educational ~tiong: & )
"topics, leading o ,,Ambiguity of 'state
[ . to informatién mandates leads to
: ) '1088. 6 causing L ' Adifficulties in f
users ‘to contact responding “to, users' )
: - mdifferent linkers o &needs —— :
“ » ‘Information ’ o 'Facility‘ far away o Facility far Pway ‘0 Facility far -away "
P ; Retrieval from -Some LEAS; from some LEAS " from- sorie LEAs, 5L s
- — — *educing—-in-person« - O _.Part-time staff ':eguging, in<person :
ugé - - réduces:: availability‘ -use: : .
: ‘ ' of service to. users =
L 7 - - o fGeographic distances:
o T . create -delays i re- LoD
o _ . Asponding ‘to. requests re .
: o Delay ‘created . be= . o &
‘cause users-must - ‘ t-
y ‘ -gubmit requests s ;
v o to LBA administra- : . . d
b ‘ EMC ‘ | . X tor for approval . a

R P
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problems as well, Because the workshops'must be coordinated the topics
_on which the woréshop will ‘focus must be selected ‘during the spring
semester of the preceding year, ‘as must. the individuals who will compose h

\
‘the workshop teani. | This cazn.icreate faIse starts if conditions or

personnel have changed from "
tionaJ?time in the fall to-ar! iculate the particular problem that the
- .school team wishes to\address. In principle, such dysfunctions might

C e -school year to the. next requiring addi-

. not occur if an interorganizational situation -did  not exist because a

et e e i et ————

'school district might be. able. to schedule its own activities ‘more-
B quickly if it Sponsored this kind of workshop. .

7“ Similar}y, the staff deVelOpment program of the "NCEBOCS ‘also:
.exhibited some dysfunctional outcomes. One of these hag been previously
noted The program was operated by part-<time staff. Because«the staff
‘weré not. at the REA all ofsthe time, their visibility 0 users was not 4
-high, and the staff were: also not. always avgilable -when users called
with questions about the service or with specific requests for -assistarice.

In addition, other education agencies competed with the NCEBOCS in
offering staff dewelopment services. One source of competition came
~from'other BOCS in the state. Because thé LEAs-are-only- voluntarily

members of a single ‘BOCS and ‘may also -pay for services from other BOCS,

3

an. LEA may in fact select different services from- ditreren ] " y A
within reasonable constraints of geography, all BOCS in Colorado ‘com- -
pete withveach other, and’ the service provision levels ‘become less

-

, stable. A second an. 1ore important. source of competition was the

> LEAs themselves.. - Instead of paying for. the ‘services of a Baag-»anfLEA
. may - -decide to:offer similar types of services on its own.. Although

one reason :that such .services dre often provided by a regional .agency
is that -the agency- can take advantage of some economies of scale, the
larger districts ia Northern Colorado elected to provide some knowledge
utilization services within their own district. This enabléd them to

.support théir -own operat.’ons. and. to have uore. direct -control over the

“sérvices.

Similar competition existed- for the s:aff development program of
the .EIC-South. -Although the LEAs themselves were not competitive with
the EIC-South (a membership fee is not: paid by the LEAs. in New Jersey, -

A e e

I
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i services. The linking agents on the Project VALUE staff, for example, = -

o _ —resulq s that all. information regarding the,educational topic for

,and thus the LEAs haVe no incentive to operate the services .on their
bwn), a federally-funded teacher center,, with its madn. office at -
lassboro- State College and satellite centers throughout thé region,

offer staff development workshops that overlapped those of EIC-South.
-This, forJinfgrmation on some general educationa' topics, ‘teachets had
a c'oice in deciding whether assistance should be requested from the
“"EIC ‘or from the teacher center. 'A . '\ '

!

Dysfunctional outcomes also: were found for. the linker assistance

did- nog specialize -on a specific curriculum or administrative topic,
but were assigned to work with particular LEAs by genzraphic area..
They th refore had to be. ablé to provide assistance on any topic. .The

which as istance was requested .could not be cbvered well, because the " )

linker's main expertise was, ,limited. to a few ' topics. Although- -other ’

-consultants within the ISD.had in-depth- knowledge on the topic, and -

users coul% be referred to _these individuals;by the linkers, this sort _
© of horizontal referral - -did net always ocecur and when it did incurred

E additional burdens -on *the user, .1'5 e
. . ~

{

o The consulting .assistance sérvice in the EIC-South also had ‘some

:

Ty -

= . . . i VT
f- - ‘ :

. dysfunctional outcomes. Because - of resource’constraints in- terms of L
» . staff availabplity and funding, individual aSS1stance could ‘not. always
be. provided, Therefore, beginning with the/l980~1981 school year,

‘the consultingistaff was providing 'some gr:rp consultations. ‘These
school site with]a group

consultations were usually scheduled at th
'A f individuals--e g teachers of gifted stuuents ot kmdergartenl

t
i

- eachers--and common problems and possible solutions to these problems

fere discussed'. Under the current arrang ent, however the consultant

i

' % ~l\"
t
information retrieval ser-

ﬁhas been less able to address the specific classroomisituation of the
I

j}individual teacher. %
“ A dysfunctionalgontcome for all three
Fi Ny

[ vices ‘was -the-distance of. the: IR facility from some ﬂEAs. Excessive .

distances alone prevented some users from visiting the REA. Although

requests for information can always ‘be. madeéover the telephone, this

4

!
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, acquainted with other knowledge utilization services provided by ‘the-

. servides had to. follow in. order ‘to--have their ‘requests for assistanp {

A met. or soéz LEAs, before a request for service was. sent ‘to- the’ g

REA{ that might be relevant. \Q . .
‘The MR service in the NCEBOCS had three- additional dysfunctional

outcomes. First the service,'like the staff development service, was-

operated by a part-time pro ept director. Thus, the same difficulties
in. getting information were exhibited in this case -as were seen: in the
yf
invo ved three geographically distant”poi%ts--the knowledge base ! .
loca ed in the state department the NCEBOCS, and the LEA--the tﬁme

staft devélopment service. }Second because information transmission o

needed. to receive jthe material that was. requested. was as long as -ten

work ng;days. Immediate information ﬁeeds therefore were not easilf

-

! x \ .

e bureaucratic process that usérs of the knowledge utilization

met i ‘

.- k ‘third cost of collaboration ‘that was observed in the NCEBOCS \
was t

N

e

-

BOCSr the request had to be approved‘By a district ad"Inistrator—aﬁu,
in- some cases, by -the building principal. The rationale for this

pro%es%'is the basic LEA autonomy in Colorado\\ieading to the,desire.,-~ =
- of somé|LEA administrators to: maintain full ¢o

rol over the activi- } i :

f

!ties of |all staff, especially in their relationships with other

organizations. However, this process discouraged some users from i

-~

seeking*assistance from the BOCS, not only ‘because of.the scrutiny

that was; applied to- the individual request but also because .of the

delays it caused. ST ’v'§‘<ii . C . E .. g - /

A L "‘l% 1/‘, ' ; /
' W :/ | :
Summary of/Out omes ; i g / ‘L cLe

L Specific outcomes of the knowledge utilization services have been _
presented. ‘The pattern of outcomes re£lects ithe degree to, which the Co

/7

interorganizational arrangements have been productively operating in.

our three case study sites. For most of the services, goods and .l

services?had been developed/and provided for a period of years,
~ -——‘—g—-——
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utilization rates and responses were positive, any dysfunctional out-

) comes were! modest. To . this extent, the data confirms the exemplary

"nature of/ the .interor 5anizationa1 arrangeme;nts.

!i . This general observation, howevers mneeds to be tanpered by the
evidence about the NCEBOCS. For all outcomes, the NCEBOCS appeareu
less successful than the Wayne ISD or EIC-Soutl':. Furthermore, ‘the-

'.outcomes suggested that NCEBOCS may have entered a downward ‘trend,

‘ 'eSpecially because of the increasingly part-time nature of key-staff
assignments,/ as well ‘as-the declining support from the member LEAs..
The: following chapter therefore tries to analyze the reasons for the
_,general outcomes: and the. distinctiVe situation in the NCEBOCS. '

The success of the three: intetorganidationagl arrangements is not -

e

easily compared because of differences among theé three in the way.-out-
comes were measured. The three arrangements. did show some variations
. ‘in their degree of . success. This variation exists, in part as a

' result of the dysfunCtional outcomes that weryf]ound ’I‘hus, ‘for
'example‘ the NCEBOCS appears less successful th.an the Wayne ISD and

L ‘—developed- and~ tested- for——why—t«he —serviees operate-as—they-do,-.mhese_..___._

-
Ky

planations will be discussed in Chapter Four. R

7.
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WY KNOWLEDGE. UTILIZATION. .OCCURS

’x s - . ,, . ~‘ [ _,_.L R o "‘\ i:

’ 'A g FOCUSING ON THE ROLE OF INTERORGANIZAIIONAL ARRANGEMENTS ’ i~%~

. - T R . P
B ’ ; T B

N .r' - = N (9 i . B N .
£ -

Types of‘Explanations ) - . . ;ﬁ%

. Thegp;egggzng -chapter ‘has: déscribed. the- outcomes for: three different
types -of knowledge utilization services; €ach in three, case studies, Why* .
'i.these -services have -been able to operate is ‘the topic of the remainder of o
-this report. . P ““m-\1&;\ Ty [;'

o

s \\
i Our analysis focuses especially _on onée,, and not necessarily all o of‘

s

Jthe types of explanat-ons for succéssful .Services. These ate the ex—

’ N N BN P

;planations specifically related to znterorganznatzonal.arrangements.

“T'us,,whereas successfut‘serVices<may be.a function of at least four

types of explanations (see Figure 4-1), our 1nquiry attempts mainly to
delineate ‘the interorganizational ones, and to- refer only AAn: passing to

the otherathree typess. B o L.

AL PP

T . ‘This lTimitation was imposed by design for several reasons. First; Y

interorganizational arrangements aré a common way in which kﬁSwIEdge—‘*i;)
utilization :services ‘have been implemented in education. Second the:

Pl salient characteristics .of ‘these arrangements have been underinvesti- o
» . gated Third the,importance oﬂ‘pther facets of the knowledge ttiliza-= T 3,
o - f~rdom process (e. g., the need: for high-quality service products, efficient T S
p.«communications 1inks, and staffs skilIed in the relevant educational-- S

RN
‘ N
pv e - - \

;J‘,f', " fields): has been covered more fully by previous research and- is-not

R, O R T

- ‘,’i .necessarily peculiar—to interorganizational situations. Fourth the -
i . ,currentystudy deliberately began,with the«interorganizational issue, o o
; ";: AL and the*main :concepts: and evidence deal primarily with knowledge

S utilization from‘this viewpoint. - : . R
] At the same: time, the implications of this focus should not be ‘ L
%?ic‘. ’ misinterpreted. Our objective 15 nat to compare interorganizational ‘ s

{ f1~ v witn ‘other. types of explanations. cWe regard our task simply ‘to- be the

L o Lo A .
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- - Simple versus. Complex Arrangements : .

fr, - - The following,sections perform this task by- presenting a .series. N
Lo ',‘ of explanations--when the interorganizational arrangements -are szmpZe -
%gc-.‘vrl A and whén they are complex. Simple arrangements mainly involve knowl— i ) ' :

‘ ) euge utilization functions, whereas complex arrangements involve theseé

as. well as intergovernmental functions. The distinction bétween - these)

two types of arrangements as described below,,may é considered a .
) Amajor finding of our study. ‘We had ot made this distinction in the .

Eal

initial design of the study, yet ‘the case study evidence was -
?11 I oncé the distinction was made.. Fot this. reason,..our analysis of the
' cross=case -evidence is- divided into‘these two different situations.
In.each of the following -Séctions, the general natute of ‘the simple
" or -compléx. arrangement is first depicted and the evidence from the three"“
case -Studies. is then used. to: explain how the arrangements work best to.

= - ) ) "f

produce knowledge utilization. ' ’ o _ e

3 .

B~ ,EXPLAININGNSIMPLEQINTEQORGANIZATLONAL.ARRANGEMENTS : N
L . The. in1t1al reason for selecting regional education agencies “s o
Coe, T . ,(REAs) was not ‘to. do case studies of these .agenciés.. alone. Rather,

the case studies were designed as case studiesVof three interorganiza-

e r AL <At BY

:, tional arrangements, with. the REA being the center of the arrangement
W‘butmwith at léast two other types of organizations involved in ‘the

) v*knowledgeﬁutilizationaprocess. state departments of education (SEAs)
) G, "and local schiool districts (LEAs). Our' study -bepar with only a vague

: endition of the interorganizational arrangement among these thrée DR

~types of organizations shown prevxously in Chapter Two (sée
;‘,f ] ‘Figure 2—l). The REA was considered an intermediar", receiving -man- - _
34;; . Adateotand resources from ‘both an SEA and.a set of LEAs, and providing

e . j_ ,,%pé51f’ services in: return. Moreover,~the -entire arrangement was -
*‘: | L initially seen in a unitary. manner., However, the case studies strongly A:.”TiA’iz
,suggested .hat there*was a qualitative difference in the relationships

ﬂbetween REA and_LEA (simple arrangement) and- some of thé relationships.

~beétween 'SEA and ‘both ‘REA and LEA (complex arrangement) This realiza-

‘tidn. then produced a clearer ;ortrayal of the .entire: SEA—REA~LEA e i

o o arrangement.—

) - 3 PRI N B - . . ’
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The first important insight was- that underlying the simple .
arrangeément ‘were two basic functions éritical to the knowledge utiliza=
‘tion process: :

. The development and maintenance of a knowledge ‘base

‘(i e., the collection. of.appropriate: information on’
an\educationalitopic); and ~
" o  The application -of this ififormation i a practice-
setting (whéther resulting in a changed practice, in
. comfirmation Gf ‘the Soundress of an. existing prac-
tice; in 4 -changed attitude, or in planning).  °
In‘principle, simple‘infe?oﬁgdﬁiéatioh&l»arﬁdﬁgémehts'canheXist'betweeni
-any number .of organizations, as long as..some organizations produce or
maintain a knowledge ‘base and the other organizations apply ‘the: infor-
mation in a practice=sétting. Our findings.may therefore b,e.pﬁert‘ir;ent.;.-
co‘this broadér .$ituation, regardless of the specific identitiés of théf

participating organizations.

For the specific interorganizational arrangementssthat were studied,,:

any -of thé three maJor types-.of organizations (SEA REA, and LEA) might
have performed to: varying degrees, one of the ‘two. functions. In: tha
Thost -extreme situation,.‘both the- mainténance of a kiowlédge base and
the application fn a practice-setting may occur on .a completely intra-
urganizational basis. For instahcéjhthe Wayne Couity ISD operatés

~classroom senyices in. special education, on behalf of its constituent

~ school districts, in this situation, ‘the REA simultaneously performs:
both of the critical knowledge utilization functions. Similarly, e

several of the 1arger LEAs served by ‘the Northern Colorado BOCS have
their own . curriculUm development and supporting staffs, ir these
situations, the LEAs areithe ones that simultaneously perform both
knowledge utilization functions, N ] . ’ ) :V”
The situations relevant to. the present study, however, were the {
ones in which at least two dszbrent organizations. performed these two
functions, and in which an\REA was pne .of the organizations. Given

these two ¢onditions, hree\alternative arrangements are possible and

- - B . ’ 88
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_are shown--in Figire 4-2. The variations stem frof -the fact ‘that the

_-SEA may or may not participate in. maintaifiing the kiowledgé base, and »
‘the. REA may alternatingly performxeitherrof~theitwo,functions, dependé
ing on the service: (the situation 4in. which ‘the. REA ‘perform§ both.

functions. simultaneously ‘vias: ignored, as it represénts the intra= o i~,§
organizational situation) Of ‘these three. alternatives, our -case . - .
studies contained examples of arrangements (1): and (3) ’ . ‘ ‘;E
When two different organizatidns attempt to collaborate in per- ' :
forming these basic knowledge utilization functions, what are the- ) *
processes that détermine a,product;ve relationship? Earlier, our study
postulated: sevéral possible explanations,{hasedton interorganizational
.and” dinteérpersonal’ consideration.* Thesé ekplanations are now-diScussed,

. inm light of the findings from the three case studies.

v

.

7Why Simple Arrangements Work .

< .Of the five. 1nterorganizational explanations that were initially
entertained the evidence from ‘thé case :studies showed that simple

o

arrangements mainly. work bécause the collaborating organlzatlons.

L e i<

(a) derive increased access. to external ‘resources,, (b) share some mutual
exchanges, and’ &) respond to mandates to collaborate. Not as important
wereztwo ‘other potential explanations. that the collaboratlng organiza-
tions operate -eithér as a result of formal agreements -or ‘because of T ‘;

confllct medlation. At the interpersonal level, ‘the: case: studies sug-

gested .the importance of an explanation not. previously identified' ) "¢§
that an elaborate network of cdntlnuing ‘communications strongly facili-
-tatés knowledge utilization. All of these explanations are discussed Lo

bélow: : N - o . L ’?

i g g . . 2 *
.g~~,£_,_ Deriv1ng Increased Access to External Resources. The importance ' ks

E————— FEa—— H

of this: explanation was not evident i the initial interpretations of

. the'individual casé studies: _The case studies.gave greater emphasis ,- i
) ’sto the role of mutual exchanges, but in retrospect confused two. ' - $¢~' :
%situation ‘where exchanges were“baScd solely on resources provided o

bxfthg;partiqipas}ngrorsanf?atigns (REA and.LEAs), and»where exchanges’

‘j,.,;;i ”} L. - ,2_ . ,L = ’ ) ., i : N o o . e ;.
g : Y
See Chap .er Two, sertion oh "Explanations for Succéssful Inter- :

. organlzational erangements. : L . . G
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. actually involved resources. from a thitd partj (SEAs and fedetal agen- .
- wcles). & resexamination of all three ¢age studis shoved that ‘the o
\i presencesof'third—party'reéources was, in fact, the more comion. o7
. \. situation. Thus, a reinterpretation of the case study eviderce \ “ e

emerged in--the following manner. ,
An_ examination of the- overall budget for each of the REAs, as well
as -of the sources of support for specific ‘knowledge utilization.
activities, initially suggested the possible importance of external
‘ resources. The ensuing:- conclusion was that 1nterorganizatidnal collabo—
-ration can be’ best fostered if, asa result -of .the collaboration, ‘the ) '
participating organizations can gain additional resources:from an.
mgeﬁternal source: This: situation slould -be directly contrasted with. an ";;
arrangement whereby useys fees are used to :Support auservice. Based: o
on. our three cases, the latter situation does not seem to work. as

-~ K 4 N S e
.

effectively, Let us-éxaminée why: o ) “ ' .

1Y

i The most coifimon pattern is- summarized by reviewing thé entire |
s,'\* *
B array of'REA tevenues. (see. Table- 4-+1) ., Among the three. ‘REAs,. the,more--~-i-_—~»s

3

productive ones (the Wayne ISD and EIC-South) have tevenue patterns - : o
)u that are heavily dominated by external sources of funds--from .state ‘ o
and federal agencies. Tl Wayne ISD,. in .addition, has a directvtaxing
RN authority through. which it derives substantial funds; COnspicuous by
their absence in both of these cases are any.significant funds from

jmuv&*;*if the ‘mefiber. LEAs, which appear in cont¥ast ih tio- places in the 1gss "
“j: . exemplarywarrangement (involving"thn NCEBOCS)--contributions to the AJ/A e At
general fiind' and fees for specific¢ services, which total over 40 per- B
cent.of that ‘REA'S. revenue. Although we will later indicato some 7
importanc instances in which mutudl exchanges between an: REA and its : ) o
H'arl .h LEAs .are -made; ‘the overall revenue pattern strongly suggests that, -

- mutual .éxunaniges, in ‘terms of one: organization (e.g:, an LEA) compen—- X
:’ sating another organization (e 8., an REA) for its services, .cannot ° 4
‘ﬂdbe the dominant explanation for productive service-operations in ouk
G i{ three cases. o ‘ - ) S ‘
B This -same pattern is evident for - specific knowledge utilization
services (see Table. 4-2) Each of the three case s*udies had in turn.

~ s
1 -

- - « . 1
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sounczs .OF REVENUE .
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: ‘Table: 4-2
3
SRS —_—— e g

'SOURCES oF SUPPORT . : e &

L POR SELECTED -KNOWLEDGE .UTILIZATION SERVICES | _ 3
RN ’ 4 ' : .

\ . ‘Regional Pducation. Agency _.

- —— i:ijji"A"ii"wi““‘C‘T:.Q‘;fmfﬂi‘.ff T T A
Typeof Service: . WAYNFE NCEBOCS . EIC-§ L g%
i

- '£3taff

S

¢ Linker

- Assistancev
; A

'+ Informatioh
! Retrieval

1 terinstitational ‘Staff'neVelépmgnt; Staff Development~
rkshop3° Parti- Program: -Coré Variety of federal
Gipants' fees, with. cupport - . funds, ‘including .
~§pﬁé‘coré~supp9§t . . Title IV=C, Title R

- o ST WI,. et : s

. ‘Projéct VALUE: 'NDN":Stateé ‘Facili- .Consultant Services:
~~.____Federal Title IV-C tatori Federal _ Variety of federal.
-funds and core ‘NDN funds, with: funds;. including
- support . IV-C funds also Title 1v=C, Title S .
" used ‘thréigh 1978 VI, etc. . g .

.

-
-

- > Y, . . - ., - By
‘Project ASK: Project ACCESS: Information*Retrieval i
Federal Title IV-B Federal funds o ) Service~ Pederal ool
funds and: core (NIE state capa~ —»Tltle I11 and :
sunport city-buildinq Title“IV%C"funds B L

S . grant) < (1967-1979) and edre, - =

-gupport (1930-1981) T
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dévelopment. linker-assistancé, -and’ information retrieval;~ In séven

of ‘these nine instances (the exceptions ‘being the Wayne ISD Inter-

institutional Workshops -and the NCEBOCS- staff development service),
.‘thecbulk of suppoit comes specifically from some state or federal,

. program, usually on the basislof'an application«Submittediby-the
REA and: an award madé.by a staté-or federal agency; in short, the

knowledge—user, (LEAs) receive most ‘or. all of the services -at ‘no
et cost.* ' : . -
. .. Three specif1c situations each‘involiing«one df’the three~BﬁAs,

l give further evidence for this overall interpretation. '

. First, the NCEBOCS arrangement is based primarily on -the
philosophy that.the mémber EEAs should provide: most of the support for )
the NCEBOCS S services-—and that, conversely, this: "accountability" to
the knowledge—user will assufe that the NCEBOCS will .design and imple—

” ment services directly responsive xto usérs’ needs. (The pursuit of

»»»»»

the NCEBOCS have their .OWn. knowledge utilization serv1ces (e g., in

A P staff development), can’ develop new: services of their own even if the
.ddeds: for them: originated im the NCEBOCS or have w1thdrawn support L
for.the NCEBOCS entirély. All of these phenomena were found in our
-case study.. The trad1t10nal/counter-argument Vould bé that an REA
should in opérating a: knowledge'base, achieve some economies of séale
and a higher qualityiof service and thus provide 4 -Cheapér or better:
service than an LEA could for itself. This counter—argument is.
partially irrelevant :to, Colorado, however,ewhere‘the geographic

-~ -distances covered bxvchmBOCS servicé area aré so great as to pref-'
¢lude any economies of scale in k,nqwi‘edge utilization, becausé~ .

N
~

' - .« -
e S N i ’ o

a Vot shown on the table is that the REAs (particul: rly the Wayne -

s 1SD) ‘have been: careful not to compete: ‘with ‘their member’LEAS in

' applying for such. funds. Thus, ‘the REAs ‘have tried to. 1dent1fysstate
T or federal ‘programs for which LEAs. are. ineligible, uninlerested or

. cannot be comp titive. In this sense, the REA-LEA collaboration pro=_

duces morée: benefits for both organizatiJns. .
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face-to-face contact or access to the files is often needed but-uneco-
nomic. For the more general situation, the main point is that in

"simple interorgani;ational arrangements, feeS»for,services will .
prgbably~oﬁiy work -where one .of the participating organizations offers
a service that, the other is incapable of*providing for‘itself. « ’

In contrast, the NCEBOCS was larger ‘and perhaps more productive
lin pro:iding knowledge utilization sérvices at -an éarlier period in
its- history. During the: early 1970s,\the.NCEBOCS obtained several
major "federal wards, .and the.relationships with the membet LEAs probably

— were stronger. 1nurecent,years,'thexNCEBOCS*has'had-to*rely>more on

'funds from the mémber LEAs and it is in this circumstance that

’ collaborative relationships ‘have weakened.

Second the .EIC-South, prior to. state legislation in 1978 was not
eligible to .be a fiseal -agent in receiving state -and federal funds.
For -ten years. (1968-1978), all of the EIC's funds had’ to- pass through
a member LEA (which served as the fiscal agent) During these years,

‘the. EIC—South neverthele % developed ‘riumerous collaborative proposals

with its member LEAs, 41 initiated ‘many. knowledge utilization services, -

,and it grew from. a: two-person ‘to-a sizable Operation.;’ﬂsﬂa,result the

ssccess -in. obtaining external -funds. furt%?r strengtﬁéned the collabora-

‘tive arrangeﬁent between the REA and LEAs:. Thus,-in*contrast to the

-—

- NCEBOCS~situation, ‘a strong, interdependent relationship was developed

between the EIC-South and its member LEAs. Furtherhore,’ this relation-

onip was: fostered in he absence ofiusgrs’ fees provided by the member

.o -4 4; - . T
- LEAG. et - . }

17—*“““’552 third" situation thvolves the Hayné: 1SD arvigigencit aid. is only

indirectly relatéd to knowledge utilization, but still appears to affect
. the basic interorganizational relationship between an REA‘'and its. LEAs._

a special millage ‘Was passed to support these services. None of the

i member LEAs could. havc initiated ot organized ‘these services alone,

leaving ~he ISD in. a. preeminent position to take advantage -of ‘the’ (
millage. In turn, the ISD has, Ever the last few years, .gradually ?
, passed much of this. -additional resﬁhrce ‘to the direct ‘use of the mem x’
} LEAs, by arranging for the LEAs to- substitute for the 1SD in operaring

.
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T — .S ecific special education services, the %SD however, st .1l perf%rdé
///he needed coordinating role and/still operates the few services f

;5these external resourcEsvhave led to a collaborative interorganiza

regard -to knowledge utilizatio services. An, important supposition

is that; in general non-knowledge utilization services ma& be impor-
:f:.i_,.z' \ *

o } _tant facilitators of knowledge utilization services. )

One further point deserves mention. The ame pattern of external -

’ -

— support=can be found for the other knowledge utilization services that
are: provided by the three REAs, but which did not happen -to -be the-
main topic of- any of the caselﬁtudies (see Table 4-3) Federal and

-~

, 7state funds are aga1n prominent as sources -of support together with

a general absence of activities iupported solely by funds from member

T

7 I B
[
1

N 5 in the case,studles. o 0 . | CoL
. Estabbishggg,Mutual Exchanges. The individual case studies’ also

: :f‘ Lo showed some’ instances where mutual exchanges--i ed,. whene ‘the pa&tici- '

4

- pacing otganizations derive specific beneﬁets from each other--also'
\ ; accounted for fruicvful collaborations. However the :mutual exchange
A '" explanation--where resources do no} come from a third party--must be

considered of secondary importance in comparison :to the role: played by
e . ’/_ \ i

€¢. . : gaining .aécess to: external‘resources. 7 ~----K?
The best -examy’les- of such mutual -exchanges werg found with -two

- types.of seivices: staff develOpment and linker ass1stance. With.
N . . . T o *. x‘ " ;‘_ ——

:V' which no member LEAs are available. Overall,_benefits gained from .

[ - ,‘__r.-_.w ’x

tional relationship that reinforces ‘the spirit -of cdllaboration with / .

LEAs. The. evidenoe from these aCtiv1ties § ows ‘that our’ basic*inter=—fjf——‘~

pretation about the importance of external sources is not limited to- -

e L Y ‘._.,. s AT
= LA = PR——

e

i% . Infits, trongest form, the claim,would be that knowledge utili-’
e // zation :services may be difficult to sustain on: the1r ‘own; a peranent .
-+ . ¢geli aborative aﬁrangement cannot be developed between two organiza-
e s tions solely onythe, basis,ofithe provision of krowledge utilization
... .7 serviees.. This| observation-is most pertinent for EIC-South. In New
L . Jersey, the EICs zre limited*to knowledge utilization -services; other
ST P 4 -admin1strative/and instrdctional servicés; at the regional level,. are
Do SR provided by nine Educational Service Comnissions. (ESCs) The: case
T T study, indicateg ‘that the- overlap ‘between the EICs and ESCs- has ‘been
b - A,_cont:hually questibned .,ana thgt sone typeé of merger may provide a frote
fstable long-tarm arrangement. Should -events move in this directlon, ,
they woulid beiyn to sipport our suggestion about the long=term diffi= /.
: -culties of a owledge utilization-only organization. Further research,
. ihowever; ne¢ds|to. bg’ done o this topig.. 5).! . s

i ———

. .
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o / staff development ‘both the Wayne ISD's Interinstitutional erkshops "

P still ﬁalls wit{ -our def ini,tion of qimple mterorganizationa'! .

¢ arra‘ngements, becanse the main functic!k)s»are.limited.to_the_:naintenance ,

. éf a /(nowledge base and the, applicatioh in a practicc-setting )L The A II ‘ s
case s:.udies indicated “how specific benefits. were der\ived.gby ‘all three l;

/
~ {’ L.

- /o and the NCEBOCS's staff, development program involved three” partici- - k3

3 / ;oo pating organizatn.ons. the REA the member LEAs,, and 'a local ani- - L 9}

Py }!’ . ( versity. (Althoug /D}Zree urganizations are involved the situation T \ o

¢ v’;,>'?p :'A» T " WA i’ -

) organizations, th. the LEA participants paying fees for* taking courses )

5o , for credit' ‘the niversities providing mstructors and: course credi{:

4/@,. - d in returp for creased enrollment., in their progra.ns' a"hd ‘the REAs adé
g s R di’r_ecting th,ej : "‘ésign of the.courses and curriculum in return fébr ad- ’ o

ministeri‘ng and arranging :the program. Because of thesel murual

/ vidence of the potential vulnerability of ‘tkesé :‘lat/xorrships was 3 T~ x

al/so noted in thc«»c‘sse studies. ~AS. school staffs become older ‘because

91§ ,their lack - of growth (due to: declining *enrollments) fewer adminis- N
;rators a,nd teachers: will be interested in gai'ung univc..sity ccedits,- S
an’d the staff developmen?t progrqms will have €6, be—redesigned 1 -y o

[ .
LI p LN 2 i o
. LA " .

possible, to continue the mutuhl exchanges. ' R AT
— Wich linker assistance.,_\the mitual ¢exchanges reGoZ,‘Véd”a‘r"ound- the .
REA, tl me:nber LE',As, and {:he State department of educ“ion (SFA) DR
The case studiés fgain covered the basic exchange of bene‘"its am'ng L
these organizatigms: 1 Wcollpborated with: the: REA in imple-, ‘ ’ ;
menting new - educ tional practices, in return for which assistance w'is
rece:l.ved in deve,loping applications for adoption grants under the 1 ,m, -
. federal Titie Iy-C program,. administered by .the~SEA “The. SEA rev:l.ewed g’g
.,the appli"ations tand .alloc fted funds, with greater a/ssurance that good ] :
. results would be achieved" b‘e‘cau'S‘e-ttre—I:Erwa’s wofking in oollaboration *
___with knowledgeable REA staff (LEAs m{/}also Jpply direetly to. - the :
for' adcption grants) T e REA was able to. assist LEAs in- ;mel,P 3
/a, new practice, using the possioility of obtaining an, adep’tion. award P - \ 4
as. an added ingcentive to the: LEA and gained, furthar contacts and } ""' l ‘ _?;

. ' , - e dm - ) .: . ., i ) - . *,.' £ }:-“:
2 .
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~—  crédibility for itsi-servicés. This set'gf mutual exchanges was found :
7 ih both the Wayne ISD and NCEBOCS, with Projéect VALUE and with thé NDN
 State Facilitator Program. ' )
Overall, ‘however, mutual exchanges were not so. prevalent that they

alone could explain knowledge utilization in simpie interorganizational

arrangements. The éxchange relationships are helpful supplements but, =

. as far as the evidence from the three case studies is concerned, do not
3

_‘serve.as substitutes for the access to external resources. ~

L5 ' Responding to Mandates to Collaborate. A third important explana=-,

“tion for productive interorganizational arrangements was the basic.
- ‘ structure of the collaboratiwe mandate. The: three case. studies.-had
v ,v_"”\ been selecteéd initially to reflect differénces«in legal settings--i.e.,
‘ whether LEA. participation in REA arrangements ‘'was mandatory ormwoluntary
.(see~Chapter TVP)’ Thus, the legislation in each state formalized the

. .§t¥uctural argangement between the REA and ‘the LEAs.

- For tvo of our case studies (Wagne ISD and EIC—South), all LEAs
; "are assigned, throughout the state, to a catchment area served by -one ' f
,;fg:f - of_thefgihs in the state, and the LEAs ‘may. then seehuassistance from -
. Vi;‘u the RE% according to- their needs. In contrast, in the third case study 7_ ; A MW;

V£Ng§§QQ§)Lmthe LEAs are not assigned to an REA, nor is- -theé establish-

T SR O s _— e
e e e et e v o]

ment of an REA for every catchment area mandated., Instead, LEAs are

T 3

s

.authorizgd:bylsxate”legislation to establish an.RI REA if_local_demand
\\suggests the need for it. Although the state department provides a
. small amount ‘of funds.to. each of‘the BOCS in Colorado, the bulk of the:
.support has .to come from LEA membership contributions and from indi-
vidual state and féderal ‘awards. ] . ' c.“;lw;lmn;

N The difference between the mandatory nature of the arrangements in '
’_Michigan,and Néw Jersey and ‘the permissive nature in Colorado.appear
important in the—following.manner. Because.of the state(s more central

role in the structure of the intérorganizational arrangement in

Michigan and New Jersey, the state department .has more of an ‘interest

x_ e ; i
‘Compare this ‘to the discussion of mutual: exchange incomplex
interorganizational arrangements.

N
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in. the success of the .arrangement.than it. does inxColorado. In New

A
Jersey, the state's interest is especially exercised-during the annual
’ review of the EICs' budgets, which are a line item in the state
budget; in Michigar, the state continually relies on the ISDs to.

=t ‘ administer state-mandated. services (e.g., career education). As a < ch

2?:‘ L result, the REAs feel a continued oBIigation ‘to .serve their LEAs welly :/A~w~ﬁ
. In -contrast, the state department assumes a laissez-falre policy in o
'Colorado with little desire to influence REA-LEA relationships or o

even to -assure the survival of ‘any particular REA.
From an LEA: perspective, the differential efféct of the 1ega1
.mandates 1is even more clearly evident._ ‘Thé ‘LEA némber s of EIC?SOUth \
- -~ :and-of ‘the Wayne ISD look to the ‘REAs: ‘for assistance. If new problems
..arise, the REA is- assumed to be a‘potentially useful resource. In S g
' contrast the NCEBOCS appears more frequently to be put into a pos1tion N
-of imposing its services on its member LEAs; the LEAs do not appear- to -
consider the REA a prominent source of assistance. Thus, the inforé
mation retrieval staff of one member LEA, geographically -only a few -
,w,wémiléé away from therNcéBOCS,;has rarely if ever visited the REA to-use
its facilities. ‘
,llAlluother things. being equal,»anStrong«mandatemcanwstrengthén~a~—-

" . GoTlahorative relationship. A weak mandate may undermine such a. . ;vﬂgj

—_— - - 7

Telationship, z T
H Complying with Formal Agreements. Less useful as an’EipIaﬁatioﬁ“_”"

for successful knowledge utilization ‘was the role of formal agreements

between the REAs and the LEAS. Such agreements, it was hypothesized

at“thé outset, miglhit be an important force behind interorganizational
. " tollaboration. The basic finding, however, was that few such agree- o A
' ments existed. Formally, each of thé participating organizations e
'(REA and LEAs) did have a legislatiwe aﬁa'iégéi'mandagk,”just described,:>
to conduct certain activivies. But these mandates'did not constitute

~

agreements between the collaborating organizations.
For the individual knowledge utilization services that were-

© . - 5

s nr T e A——_—

hstudied the existence of only a few agreements was. found, and none of e

‘these was related to the. essential aspects of the service. “Fot - "

_instance, the Wayne ISD had an agreement to use space in a- university




A,

‘ Ve - . _
facility, as part of Project ASK. Other examples were the adoption -

Ay,

o grants made in conjunction with the linker assistance services-+but
: ‘ _ these grants were only part of the: eitire services. A final set . of o

examples consisted -of other proJect-specific contracts,. whére the

REA had received an award from a state or federal agency to perform

5;————f a~part1cular—serviee—{e—g———see—¥3b4£r4—3}—~—¥et——these—agreements*
. were between a funding -source and .a. service provider, and not a \ ' —*f
' collaborative ‘arrangement between a service provider and user. . -
L A more important observation is that several of the knowledge e
?g_x . dtilization services, evenlwhere~they involved several organizations,
did not have any formal agreements. Among the most notableé exam'ples,A
* the staff developiient activities in theé Wayne ISD-and “iiCEBocé Aarrange<

»ments*operated withdut.eny—formal.agreements'(or even written under-

standings) among :the REA, -the LEAS, and: thé universities. To this
,.extent 'the collaborative arrangements have .not been formaliZed.and
- operate satisfactorily in the absence of such formalization. In the _
long run,; such arrangements may be vulnerable to dissolution should
certain “key- personnel depart, and for this reason the promulgation

of formal service agreenments may be desired in the fiiture. The point

o T T Uher€,;hoéwever, is that such agreements cannot be used as an’eXplanaZ“ - .
cp_,.f,»f ‘tion for the knowledge utilization that has already occurred. ’ - %f
P o 'Mediating”P E 'Eial Conflicts. No evidence -was. found. 6f the role : q%

(3
|
§

A
i
i
4

B of confliict-reduction or Zonflict-resélution as an explanation for
interorganizational—collaboration. One;possibility~is that this

’ - explanation may be relevant to certain types of simple interorgani-

~zational affangemefiits, but not those concerning knowledgé utilizatiom.  ~— = "
“For-knowledge utilization,pfuture consideration of this explanation,is ) .
probably unneécessary.; '

Establishing Knowledge Utilization Networks. A final explanation

was not explicitly considered at the -outset of our :study, -but incorpo-.

' rates elements. of the key explaniations at the interpersonal level.

Py

;;;MWMQV;}ii“.mehembasicuphenomenonfhaswtq~do~with a view of knowledge utiliza- ~— . :
‘ " tion as a continuous, rather than discrete process: Herétsfore, the .
interorganizational relationships have been implicitly regarded in a N

discrete fashion: One organization develops specific pieces of
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A i information_and_cQmmunﬂuuuﬁpit_ma4uxaar—and—users~put1ﬂﬂrinrormation
M ‘into practice., Although complexities arise when the appropriate feed-

forward -and feedback loops are added these do not. change the image of
kitowledge vtilization as an essentially discrete activity, | ”;__;;__%
In contrast, tie findings from the three: case studies all sup- :

-ported -a broader—notion of knowledge utilizatioa——covering—iE—as—a——-f =T

3
X
. ut, going_gggthegiiigontinued interpersonal communir—
iand'LEﬁ staffs "is needed to lead to: . -

‘\discrete actiyity,-

— 0 Increased awareness of the capabilities and needs of )
‘ . ‘ﬁ > ;?f . each«party,,.. . R
,;~ Individualized contacts between staff members, inde- ] - o
"“, ' .pendent of the occasions when a specific problem. needs v :
_ to. be..solved; ka .
| . . ) & An appreciation:of the organizational,'political; and .
L L 7 . resource constraigtsﬁthat*might eniSt more generally
ki .~ . . ... 'between two organization; - : : ? S K
) :# An ability on the part of users to learn about thev ' :
)L:.._w;m o B ~infbrmatior‘j;_r.esogrceswfor :eachwo’f-athe- -services- and o — M"::M,B;E
t C subsequently to use these resources andnservices more i )
| ' effectivély; and o ‘ - ) . e o
S ,;:::f::::i Identification of»potential future néeds or~capabilities.‘ T *"f*“ﬁé
Infshort, the continual communications serves the purpose .of allowing ?,f
~ ' each‘organization to "kiow" about the other; the general knowledge: ‘ o
;f‘“”;—*i" ~ i then becomes §<more solid foundation for increQSiné thems;ccess -of the f
' discrete knowledge utilization activities.. The phenomenon appears to ﬁ
'f‘"w*i - be similar to the establishment of a social network. . i
‘ft; . o Among ‘the three case studies, -specifice . activities helped to build )
. and maintain this network. First, each REA has a governing -board that ;
. is either limited to the _superintendents. of thé member LEAs.-or domi- ~—*;*;$2
B ﬂbiuhated by them.: The: entire range of REA activities, in effect, is: o
TS ;A - constantly réviéeved by the REA's clientele group. The boards meet _ o

;‘ - ‘monthly, review and approve the REA's budget, and discuss proposed REA

activities; Because the boards represent the parties involved. in. both

g o~ N “
R R \ PN - . i
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}application in‘a practice-setting-—the activities of ~the. boards serve

cemr—_

jnyessential“though‘indirect . knowledge utilization purpose.

Second, -staff members of the REAs maintain a whole host of _pro-

T EEI Y e L

‘These comminications are not formally organ&zed ‘in any fashion. In
. & ‘the Wayne ISD _arrangement, staff members aré. especially active in
Aparticipating in. state and local professional groups, such as associa-

tions of principals, teachers, or curriculum specialists.l As noted in

\a general category of users (eg. principals) that reflects the staff
wmember ‘s own profession and—prior—position,_and_that is not necessarily

‘f ional communicatio ns. in relation_. s staffs of he- T fs;ﬁ _ -

o ; . the Wayne ISD case study, the staff menbers often maintain. contactswith Bl

(',\

A ,related directly to the staff ‘member 's: current REA position. “As,
T ) another example of this informal networking at the interpersonal level
_ the.; curriculum consultants in EIC-South attend the "exit" conferences

held at. LEAs. in«con;uncfion with their state assessments; Though the

N

o

EIC-South staff person has no specific responsibility “with regard ‘to

~~~~~

?im;ww;-~“~ﬁthese conferences, atténdance is:-another means of learning about the
. LEA's potential needs for’ knowledge utilization services.

. * Third, the.case studies revealed an important career development

pattern«that—aiso—added—to—the—network“ ‘Where“knowledge utilization

occurred in its-most intense and successful form, the relevant staff
* members were. likely to. have,served in a prior position, in one of
— the member LEAs. This priorlpositionthadwprovided~the*REA staff person

ey ror e

with. an initial set of contacts-and a basic undeérstanding of the needs.

Lo . for :sérvice from the LEA[(pruuser) perspective. ‘Moreover, the career

:7d7‘ - mobility from. LEA to. REA‘wasjclearly a result of differential salaries
i . and- professional statuses. In the Wayne ISD arrangement, for instance,
b ‘;. . movement from ‘LEA to the ISD could be: cons1dered a "promotion" in one' s

Mﬁww~-~>-~career ‘because. ‘the reSponsibilities were broader “and’ ‘the salaries
- , e
;higher. Conversely, the NCEBOCS has ‘had continued difficulty in

" - -
- w . . . -

[

This is not :to say such a promotion was necessarily more pre- .
-ferred. than other. promotions (usually within the LEA). The differ-
ential salaries. just mean. that some LEA persons ‘can -take the oppor-
tunity .to transfer to ‘the RLA.

).

3 - ‘ -

y

i

Z
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T e recruitdng new staff persons from the: member LEAs, partly because the ‘

- NCEBG@S's salaries- are distlnctly lower than those of comparable ' ' ;
' positions in the member LEAs. (A similar problem is now emerging in. ‘ i»é

- , J> the Wayne ISD where the earlier salary differentials have begun to : . R
e —be reversed‘because of rapid salary incredses among. LEA personnel ) o . -

L -~ 1In such a situation, the réverse career pattern was more -likely to.

; [ _soccur, The NCEBOCSMcould_recruit~a~new staff“member usually from. . .
i . _ another 'BOCS either within or -outside of Colorado, who aftetr a period

of time could become eligible for 4 more attractive position in a '

'—j L member LEA In: this reversal, the ‘benefits of network-building were
. Hkely . to become: minimal; at the new; LEA position, theé staff member

represented but oné of many. users rather than being in a .moreé central T,

oA

T coordinative xTole, - . zﬁis. - — : .. D

) Fourth, successful interpersonal communications requires ot only JE
E\the appropriate flow of ‘persons from ore organization to another but ’

;'_ ) h ‘7 also a.-certain longevity of service. Where job ‘turnover is high Mﬂjf,ﬂ I

ﬁf: .. individuals. automatically 1ose contact with each other, and the net=
‘ worg_is disrupted. For the three REA arrangements that were studied,

’ ’ ' Table'd-4 1lists the length of tenure for the key supervisors in relas - ’
' ~(Them———

tion to the knowledge utilization_seruices_thatrwere-studied.

e T table “also indicates thosé instances where the supervisor held a prior
] posiﬁigp-in;é_member LEA.) ;The tabie shows that the length‘of ‘tenure
‘ for most of ti.ese ihcumbents has been reasonably long. Moreover, the

shorter tenures occur in NCEBOCS, where. ‘the knowledge utilization T 7?

L

services have been the least productive among the three case studies.

v i It is difficult to establish .any direct ties between: the inter- - -

personal networks and the successful operation of knowledge utiliza-
tion services. What the cise studies revealed however, ‘was ‘that

REA-LEA communications—led~each‘party‘to ‘be more more familiar with the

g B

7

W....‘,m_;

;" o needs and situation of theé other party, in-a general“way.i More impor~ A
- L o tant, the communications led to acquaintance with gpecific' persons in '

LTI

» ' the othér organization. All of this appeared to enhance the effective
e ) ‘deSign and. implementation of specific knowledge utilization activities. L
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dent,) (25 years)

DL'VELOPMENT st:ltut:lonal Work-

*-" :ghops- (13 yearsy
- ——=prior- pos:ltion in
. membér LEA)

S YEARS' IN. PRESENT Posrrzou FOR 'SELECTED. STAFF w I ‘

. Pznsom:., ‘AS. OF '1980 “ - L
. nhgency/Position Title . ;'
NCEBOCS - . Eics .
: N ,
. . ] S
‘Superintendent (6 kecutive Di:-ector © Exécutive: Directq\
-years; ‘Prior posi- (3 years) - ( 12 ‘years; with
-member LEA); . '3-1/2 ‘years: 1n 4

B fDeputy Superinten- -

between ‘at state: - |

' department) o

- : —_— . ‘Deputy Director
B . ’ (10 years) |

Director, Staff N { se'rii:lce ':i.’s"—»sufaér:
Development . ‘vised by Executiv,
(2 years) ~'~~-~-D:l.rect:or)'“ T

“LINKER.

Director of Infor-

Amation-Services—‘

“ASSISTANCE -

(7 yearsj pr:lor
pos:lt:lon in. member*

INFORMATTON

 RETRIEVAL-— ‘ASK ( 7- years)

Director, éelQrad‘q (service‘“if’é‘u’b‘i?,:
State Facilitator - viged: by Executivo‘
(6 years) Director) =~ ~ | ¢
. . . ) ) . i
Pireétor, Project . .- -Director of Infor- Director of_Infog
mation. Services -mation: Retr:leva]: ;

10 Yyears; prior St e ‘Service (13 years)
poeition in ‘member -
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. | Service-Specific Conditions Leading_ £o KnowledQA;Utilization

50"“ . earlier, the quest for thes considered the

_________———She—precediﬁ"EEEEiondhas identified the major znterorganzzatzonati
ﬁ”’ o _explanations for the success of simple arrangements. As indicated

'ﬂprimary objective of our study, -and the text has shown how four ex-’

planations- appear. to be,most important: increased access ‘to external

‘Tesources, mutual exchanges; mandates to. collaborate, and network-

,,Building. All other conditions being equal our conclusion would be.

,*“j-‘ L that the success of simply interorganizational arrangements ‘can- best RS

‘be explained by these four conditions.

S B T ‘however,,the evidence from the ¢ase studies alsourevealed another

- sét of conditions which; although. not strictly‘related'to inter-

Aorganizational matters, were important -enough: tonwarrant mention,

These

;;~ ’ ,if‘ »conditions are related ‘to the design -and implementation .of specific

jknowledge utilization setvicestwtne'conditions:thb-sgl!gs_need_to_he____._______

satisfied even when the same organization performs both kncwledge

to. .gerve as clues for designing any future knowledge utilization

__'services. .. . -

f,é% ‘ S Each of the case studies showed that the services were. largely -

'Hsuccessful because théy had. incorporated a. strong user-responszve

) cation in a practice-setting. In this sense, the conditions .ma 1 be
;”“ intra- or. interorganizational and do not. bear directly on the ‘major e
- topic of our study. ‘Nevertheless, the findings are worthxreviewing, .

orientation. This orientation;wagcértggult of numercus steps. taken
~to-understand'user,ngedsgandétgfggtggraterthese*needsfihtoJ§EEiice - -

ization functions: maintenance of thiseknowledge ‘basé and appli-

i A

operations. "Table 4-5'enﬁmerates:thevspecificisteps that.were taken -

*“tator programs, for example, across the country.

- — -in~this régard, The table deliberately emphasizes those useér-oriented-
il -steps that gocheyond‘those»commonly found in most knowledge dtilization

sirvices; thus, the table ignores the awareness; outreach, and.linking
activities that have become a standerd part of the -NDN state facili-

What was found in the thréé REAs vas a variety of functions‘that

L

§;~ - went -beyond these standard activities. FExampleés of six ty“es of "

—— f functichs were documented by the case studies- ’ -

>

. i,l_'.w‘ ,TM«:;,._-WM S s ‘ 104;‘ 4
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‘e Assessment of user needs, . _;_____*_;#__,__a_
‘® Asgessn needs; :
e P rticiﬁifioﬁ'in the design of a knowledge\

* utilization service,

e User sensitivity in the design of everyday service
'operations,. : .- o - - . ‘_5

® ‘Development of a user-oriented knowledge base°

. o.«User-oriented -ways of providing implementation .
-~ ___________.-—-————_'- -

- b e e € o e e R )

" assistance; and. : , ‘-

] Follow-up procedures for assessing user satisfac- 7 Cos

E 3 . ———

- ‘tion with ‘services. 4

- e o . N "
In“the aggregate,’the specific activities undertaken as shown in . et

Table 4-5 helped ‘to assure successful knowledge utilization. Thesé\ -

co

”hy_knouledge_utilization _

———— s i vaan on o ——

occurs, and the REAs appeared quite sensitive to their importance. To

:hiscextent _thesecuserrorienred functions, and the steps~that~can“be

taken ‘o fulfill each function, should serve -as. a basic reminder for - . lé

e s
MW

. these conditions; -where some differeénces. at first appeared important--

~
&x
Pe—
e
T T

-

(ORI, WO

the future.. -
‘In- c;Rfrast, certain -other service conditions were found. to be 7 A

less important at least. in our thrée case studies. These included ' S
e N B

__three. of the four_ conditions whereby the: cases were selected in the " - - —]

first place' variations in service t0 urban, suburban, and rural

districts, regional location in the- country, and size of REA budget
*

-and:, service areas. - The -REAS Were quite adaptive to variations in

.8+, regivnal location--these werevactually attributable to other con=
ditions such~as—the«dif£erences—in~collaborative mandates.

PRI RN R — JUS . [P I

.. _EXPLAINING COMPLEX 'm"rnaoacmxzxnbm. —ARRANGBMENTS

Disti;guish 4 Complex from Simple Arr ngements .

Complex arrangements exist among organizations when their func-

tional relationships include but 80 beyond the two basic knouledge o ‘ -»}E
Oy e ) . -

- “See Chapter Two, section on ™ "Final Selection of REA-LEA
“Arrangements." - . : Yo
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'utilization functions; ‘Thus, all of our three case studies‘also ‘

included intergovernmental relationships. . - ;

i This need to distinguish betueen compléx and simple arrangegg\ts

: "/imay be eonsidered an—important finding from our study. The distinc-
tion was not part -of the originil study design, ‘nor is it explicitly
discussed in the individual case studies.*
of the -case study eyidence showed ‘the inadequacy of the initial within-.

-

Nevertheless, re—examination

: cgse explanations. In particular, each case_ study- had»focused -on"the
collaborative arrangements among three types of organizations

(SEA-REA-LE\-see Figure z-l), but -the within-case explanations,
applied to the relationships _among the -three organizations, seemed

For’ instance, the

.

s

relevant to each in a qualitatively different way.

"mutual exchange" explanatign_ﬂ}é_ggt~appear to -be dominant‘in account- '

——-=" =" and REA).

112;‘,

v

iug for one set of relationships ‘(betweén’ REA and’LEA) yet appeared
%fathe fohlowing .subsections- will show, to be important for other

. Teasons. in accounting -for another set of relationsﬁips (between SEA

relationships, as portrayed in Figure 2-l ignoted the fact that SEAs

often had a direct relationship to ‘LEAs, and that this in turn affected
the ‘REA-LEA relationship. . o - .

- 'The essence -of a complex arrangembnt is. that there are at least
‘two types of relationshi_a,amoni’the participating.organizations.
4T73' jzst—type covers the basic knowledgé utzlzzatzon Sunetions. B
{(maintenance of a knowledge base -and application-in a practice—sdtting),
and would alone constitute a simple arrangemenit. _The second type ‘is
based on a broader set of what may tentatively be regarded‘asﬁ o
"zntergovernmental" functions (whether in fact the.organization:; aré

“.units of government og/not, the intergovernmental notion seems to be:

For the sake of alloving. the reader to trace .the ‘evolution of
these findings directly, no attempt ‘has been made to revise the
original case studies.  Nevertheless, we believe the teader will find
‘the .synthesis- below to be not only an accurate rendition of the evi=-
denee -presented -in.the case studies, but also a conceptual .clarifi-

. cation that sorts the evidence more effectively. -

2 - .
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Furthermore, our initial graphic rendition of ‘the. SEA—REA-LEA
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apprgpriate;. thus, interlocking ‘diréctorates anong private corpora; .;
tions _might. be -considered "intergovernnental" relationships) Simply
as’ a 8r phic device, Figure 4-3 shows how a eomplex arrangement can
.. be.por rayed,.with the knowledge utilization re tionspips shown in
—tbq_yertical dinension and ‘the :l.ntergovermnenté;-a
.appearing in the horizontal dimension. ot A‘ -
‘Complex arrangements can.;lndeed be: complex and difficult to.
anal?z@dn somes cases, the same two organizations may collaborate.
on the'basis of having both’ knowledge - utilization and intergovernmental
. relationships. ngever, the reaso\s for their successful collabora-
jtion amight be different depending upon which relationship was involved.
Similarly, onhe :0f the participating organizations may have a kncwledge'. -
,utilization relatioﬂ%hip with another, but an intergovernmental rela-
1tionsn1p with yet & third organization. Variations in these relation- )
ships were found in our three case studies ‘and” a: broader study of the
entire set of SEA-REA-LEA relationships would undoubtedly reveal 'the
. ) full complexity of these interorganizational arnangements. Neverthe- .
;¥«-u,“ . less; for—-the more limited purpcse of our study--which mainly focuses
on knowledge utilization-—the discussion is directed at the-most
‘ pettinent situation in the three cases:‘ where ‘the REA and LEA have a'
: relationship ‘based’ on knowledge utilization functions, and where the L .
™~._ SEA has-an intergoyernnental relationship with_either the :REA or LEA, )

relationships

- . » -

-or ‘both. e . . N
7 | ST I
= y o= . ¢ ‘e o . N
com Basic Interg vernmental Functions— . - - :
.S The SEA's relationships can occur as a result of at least four ‘
: o different intergovernmental functions: 7 o N
o 5 L. Y - // 7

o Im lementing the governance rules that control an REA
.r-‘"""-‘:-“l B
or LEA, as set forth by state legislation;

° 'BrLyid?thgsneral resources to either an REA-or LEA}
) o Administering diréct services through the REA or . - —
) LEA; and._ ' )} ’ )

- e Issuing-specificgmandates~that affect an REA or LEA. - hf

- o AR 1 ' - 1 * _ . e
. ~ ¥ ) .
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L
As for the first function, the REAs and -LEAs in our. three case studies

had all been formed _as a result of state legislation. ‘Table-4-6 sum-

'marizes the legislation governingzthe basic existence of each of -the

" but..also because LEAs ‘need-not belong :to--a BOCS.

-three‘REAs. Of the three, thefbroadest and most supportive mandate

*
LS,

for an REA is found in Michigan, where all~LEAs must be part of.an ISD;—— "

and’Where the ISD aléb'has direct’access'to'state and local fiinding

sources. The. ‘EICs. in New Jersgz;havé a somewhat less supportive man- 7

. date, mainly because staté -funding is a. result of .a budget allocation

‘rather than .an aid formula, and ‘because the EICs have no local taxing

: authority. Finally, the:BOCS in Colorado have the least supporting

mandate, not only because: of the meager funding support from the state¢

The éffects of thesezdifferent governance'rulei.have already been
discussed,in ‘terms of knomledge utilizatiQnAprdcessesrand~simple
organizational arrangements, because the rules a{fectnthe REA-LEA
relationship. The complek'interorganizatiOnal arrangements,become

,relevant-when it is realized that thése governarice rules -also affect

the ‘way that aqparticular state education agency (SEA) will relate to-

anm - :

" In a similar manner, one can summarize the other three types of

ffunctions that affect SEA-REA—LEA relationships. The major examples

‘related to knowledge utilization services are shown in Table 4-7.

Why Complex Arrang;fents Work

Thus, it can be seén that anotheg;gajpr‘§§é function is to deyelop‘a
contract with theé REA as a service performer.

2
K

In analyzing the complex interorgani?ational arrangements, the )

focus of attention must still be on the knowledge utilization func-

tions,, because ‘they are.the main topic of our Pntire study. Thus what

is important is not the overall working of the complex arrangements,
but the potential effects of this arrangement in- enhancing or creating
conflicts.for REA-LEA relationships regarding khowledge'utilization.‘

;—;‘ Note again that the.table ignores the qnumerous SEA-REA-LEA
relationships _that .are -not directly related to knowledge utilization.

»
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Table 4-6

LBGISLATION GOVBRNING ES*ABLISHHBNT -OF REGIONAL
EDUCATION AGFNCIES

o= S-pae————E e
. 4 « e X7

oAt T
JO
s o o S -

‘WAYNE-ISD: - State of Michiqan, Public Act 190 (1962)

,rDefinea ISDs across state, epecifyinq that every LEA must be
’ :included i one of them .
:Specifiea five general 'required duties® of ISDs = epecial

education, vocational-technical ‘education,. curriculum consul-
- tation, data procesainq, and knowledge utilization .services
Grants 'permieaive authority' ‘to conduct uther. activities
,Providee state aid to ISDe, based on. fornula allocation
(formula chanqed in 1975 to per pupil baeic--Public Act 261--
'favorinq larger ISDe such. as wayne)
4= Gives 1SDs -own loca1 taxinq authority

'."“\-

- i
- »

State of .Colorado -(-1965)

Allows formation of BOCS across state, “wherever feasible® but
 LEAs need not be .a memher of a Bocs
- Grants: permiaeive authority' ‘to BOCS, to provide services: at
the: discretion of participatinq LGe, ‘which have ultimate
:reaponsibility for preecribinq learninq materials:
== Provides $10, Ooo/year to each BOCS in state allocation-
7‘3?:Precludee BOCS from having own: local taxing ‘authority - - -

E—————
o oAt
e i

EIC-S:. State of New Jersey Title 18A (1978) o

-=- Establisheés FICs in etate, with each LEAs falling within the
. * region 6f one EIC
- Specifiee general types - of program(improvement support and assist-
_ .ance to be. offered by EIC!: diagnosia -of problemcy examination of
- alternative eolutionay planninq, developinq, and making -available
infornation on instructional and management proceeees, staff devel-
opment, impleneﬂtation aesietance
‘== Grants "permissive authority to.-conduct other activities, as re-
) queeted by the EIC qoverninq boards and approval by the Cbmmiseioner .
- Provides annual allécation to EICs, baeed .on regional needs and the
availability of state funda
== ‘Precludes EICs from ‘having own local taxinq authority

*
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e 1 aSUlS HANDATES

DIRECT SERVICES

Stato law prooctibes
condttions/pt ‘exist-
ence. of ISDs: (see
riquro 4-5): SEA ‘to
havo ltninal tole

>

Nohe; state. funds
are from: state~aid
formula, not allo-

=cattonl of ltlt.
" départment.

SEA contracts -to
Haync for -numer-

ous 1nst1tutional
lo;vtcgq

[

State law préscribes
conditions of oxtut-
ence of nocs (leo
Figure. 4=5); SEA to
Thave moderate tole
in dttoctinq ‘BOCS-

SEA ptovtdel T,
$10,000 annual
gllocat;pn

SEA contracts to
NCEBOCS for some
services (e.q.,
migrant eéducation)

e AR S

N e e

None directly °~ -
affecting WAYNE

None: directly
affecttnq NCEBOCS
-(though Colorado

- accountabiltty
mandates. law im=:
_Pprovements by LEAs

.
»

4 -

' -ence of EICs (ooo

vdleqtslatton, ootab—

 ..-uation-of’ tenurod

State law: pt.létib.ii
noondtttonl of . oxt.t- 2

Pigure 4-5): ‘SEA- to;.
‘have. moderate role
1n ditocttng !IC. L

' SRA-provides- sub~' -
stantial annual
allocation -

SEA- contytacts to: :
EIC-S for some-ser> '
V1C.. ‘.cg-, n\itﬂ.-
tton educationf~vocc-*
ttional oducatton)

szA 1-p10-cntl ftho-
rough. and: oftictont

llsh-cnt of. high-
lChOOl graduncton
:ltandatdl, and oval-g§

toachtnq ltaft
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of the possible explanations for effective complex arrangements,
the occurrence of nhiiéi exchanges appears at first to be, the most
important. (This ‘should he ~®ontrasted to the explanations for effec- ,‘
~ tive simple arrangements, in. which mutual exchanges ‘were. not as '
_:prominent.) Thé ‘mutual exchanges can be as .open and direct as a
service: contract: ‘The SEA ‘provides. fiinds to the REA in.return for
. ‘the delivery of a specific servicé; often invoIVing some knowledge
B utilization component (e.gs,: the NCEBOCS Migrant Resource Center) that
aaffects LEA practices. As another example, a mutual .exchange may be
’said;to occur when an SEA,allocates—additional resources for a,priority
topics-e;g., career education and speécial education'in\Michigan--andt
for which an REA ‘dévelops an.appropriate service. Other mutual éxchanges:
" .are less .obvious, and the -sucéess of the complex arrangement may. be
explained by mutual exchangeswenhanceg_by compliance.to specific mau~
dates. Thus,.inuﬁlC-South,‘thé,SEA_allocatés general ‘funds to the EIC,
‘40 return for which the EIC is to serve LEAs needing school improvements.
'Though a mutual exchange- is taking place, one also suspects that the EIC.

mialso responds out -of a sense of compliance, because a reluctance to.

cooperate might not only lead to a threat ‘to reduce the,SEA's -alloca< =~

4tion ofefunds*but could also lead to dissatisfaction with ‘the basic
governance functions. ST - o
o Nevertheless, in spite of the potential usefulness of the mutual
- exchange explanation, successful complex arrangements appear to
'require mote than a set of mutual exchanges. From:‘the case studies,
‘the evidence most in need: of explanation has to do with the variations ‘
within the_complex.interorganizational arrangement involving,EIC-South.
‘Neithér the. Wayne ISD .not. the NCEBOCS appéared to have ‘displayed the
~ same variations in coordinating SEA mandates as had occurred in°EIC-
.:§outhe In particular, two situations within EIC-South need to be
- highlighted
respond to the SEA's mandates regarding the "thorough and efficient™
(T&E) legislation of l§75. SEA officials initially felt a. sense .of
—dissatisfaction with the EIC's priorities, and may still appear unable

;togunderstand why.EIQeSouth was not able to turn immediately to the

In the first, the EIC~ -has only ‘gradually been able to -

‘SEA's priorities, -even though the SEA provides substantial and direct

{
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B edge utilization where- an SEA impoges. congruent. condztzons on~the- — ;:r

y orchestrate the mandate by (1) informing specific LEAs what they are

allocations of funds to the EiC. JuXtaposed'against‘this situation’ o .;
is the EIC-South s response ‘to another SEA mandate, calling for the :
evaluation of tenured teaching staff, In this second situation, L {
EIC-South ‘has provided considerable assistance to LEAs,; which have :
-agsked EIC-South to he1p in the development of evaluation methods, of
training programs to compensate- for deficiencies and of access to
‘relevant information. In this second mandate, EIC-South. appears -to
,have.initiated a vigorous ‘and effective knowledge utilization service.

‘Both of these mandates involve the. -same. set of mutual exchanges,

yét -one mandaté has been implemented‘with much greater ease th in the

K . other,. To this extent, the mutual exchange expianation is not fully
' satisfactory. ‘Nor do the other available explanations, used previously

f

for the simple arrangements appear to discriminate between: these two
situations. For instance, ‘the two situations are not different with 71 o

regard to the availability of external resources, to-the use of for a1

N\ - e i . Y
- DT ey [ -

C B ¢ e e

A:Lﬁlwu« agreements, or even to the. developmeﬁt of app*opriate networks. e e

Instead of any of these. -ekplanations, one alternative that dis-

T criminates better between these two situations is the notion of a

congruent" arrangement: Governance re1ationships -can -enhance knowl-x

ity e RIS

L~‘organization maintaining the knowledge base (the REA) and’ the organi--

zation applying the knowledge in a practice-setting (an LEA) *Thus,
if an SEA desires to mandate certain changes in schiools,. it .must

'suppgsed ‘to do- and what assistance they can expect from an REA, and = -

(2) simultaneously informing an REA of the: specific LEAs to be assisted

and the. kind of assistance to be provided. Furthermore, if such

information is made available early enongh both LEAs and the REA can 7 .
prepare for ‘their collaborative activities. o ﬂ~__,__;_._i_;~;~—f*»f{

e v et

.—ﬂ»‘»-wln~the “casé” of'the T&E mandate, the case study. evidence -suggests

:that such congruence did not initially exist. First the SEA mandate L
) was mainly for LEAs to- improve the. educational ‘performance of their

2

~students -and; was set forth in only vague policy terms. Neither a -
'specific curriculum topic, to ‘be applied to a11 LEAs, nor a specific
innovation was specified making it difficult for the REA to prepare .

»
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T . the'appropriate assistance. Second because ‘the focus was on an
relationship -to curriculum innovations, LEAs. were not -nécessarily

pfiority in responding to the mandate. In short the T&E ‘mandate
did not .;provide the basis for immediate collaboration between an REA
“and an LEA. « ~ - \\\\W““\\;K\

This may be compared to the evaluation of tenuredwteachers which““
called at the outset for a specific innovaticn that the LEAS could
implement and for which assistance from an REA was directly apprOpriate.
The REA -could. also- respond readily because such evaluation methods - were
within the range of its immediate knowledge ‘base. If, in contrast the

(teacher performance)ganduless—emphasis on ‘the installation of a
specific neéw practice - (teacher evaluations)~--the same difficulties ‘might
: have been encounteréd.. - » . A,_'
w In: summary, complex interorg ani ational-arrar ementsﬂmayuworkﬂbest
- . ———whe _,1 '€ 13 a set of mutual exchanges,mbut whéfe any other direc- .’
> ft ' tives also have -congruent implicationsnfor the participating organiza-
tions. This: observation. can ‘be depicted for -all three case studies, 7
~dn Figure 4=4. The figurg contrasts the situations in- the Wayne 1SD
_.and:"the. NCEBOCS--where -setvice contracts were the main foundation for
the .SEA<REA relationships--with the situation in EIC-South, where SEA
mandates were also important. In the Wayne 1SD..and: NCEBOCS cases, .
Cor service coOntracts and hence mutual exchanges provided the major ‘basis 7
"‘ _ for intergovernmental collaboratiom§but also produced no zncongruent 7 -

2. e e, e T

M
«dfmgngg_on the REA_andmLEAs;~in—EIC-Suutﬁﬁ”fhese service contract

bt m—————"
~

relationships were augmented by séveral mandates, which required con-
gruent demands on the REA and ‘LEAs in order to be implemented effectively.

L B V- SN . . .
-~ — = . Ty

.
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i‘§~:, I Bven with this difficulty, an REA faced with such a situation can
) husunlly develop programs to- address local districts needs. The REA
incurs a risk in- doing 80, however. Although ‘the services the: REA'

_ because the REA is offering them, the services ‘may become irrelevant -
‘when ‘the state changes the paramétérs of the mandate, as can occur when
_,,itheomandafé'is—not clearly articu ated“at the beginning. Serious dys-
' functiog may arise in th@s situation, with the worst éxample ‘being the _
REA's créaibiiity»being weakened or lost for futuré technical assistanc
to its users. . ] -

E

- ultimate outcome (student. performance), which only has an. indirect -

likely to consider.the use -of services from an REA as their top , @ :

mandate--e.g., putting greater emphasis on ‘the ultimate outcome wrﬂdp;ﬂs o

S

Vzprovides are somewhat legitimized in the eyes of the districts ‘merely ’ g:‘ »"
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o This analysis: of complex interorganizatioaal relationships is .
potentially signficant from a broader policy standpoint because ‘the - ' ]

A very ‘same intergovetnnental roles are ofteu filled by federal agencies-

A‘r_at:her than by~ 'SEAS: ‘The ‘federal -agencies_also have “_;.QS_, samé four
intergovernmental ftx’nct*iona-ii.é., to implement governance rules, ‘to
provide general resources, to adlninister direct services via con-
ttactual relationships, -and” to 1issue specific mandates--and- the ex-

planations entertained here may also extend to the most frequent . - ' e
e e federal- -situation. whete changes are ultimately ‘to be instigated at the
' 1ocal level:. 'rhus, our findings should. be ‘tested with othet inter-

- ».'»w--Al"oi'g‘a‘i}“fz“i{tﬁﬁal ar:gngements, ‘The next chapter - discusses this. and -

other future research topics, -as well as the te_ntga;ive policy impli-

tcations of our study. - ) o - | E

o~
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1 collaboration. , . o . &

) first presents recommendations ‘for future research Later sections

94 ) - 7~ N ' % . >,
Chapter Five.

-INPROVING-FUTURE COLLABORKTION. * — .. . oo~

— x

The three case studies ‘have prodiced: one picture of how: organiza- .
tions collaborate for knowledge utilirntion. The preceding two chapters‘ ,
have synthesized -the findings across cases, showing the overall pattern 1:‘£f

of outcomes and developing a, more general explanation for. organizational ‘ sz.

Because the findings are based on three case. studies, -the first

priority is for further corroboratory research. Thus, this chapter

then indicate the potential policy implications of’our-study, should
the findings be corroborated. . These implicationssmust be»considered w
speculative:‘znd—EEVE‘bEenrorganized“in hypothetical manner, -as if

e—authors~had—been~ssked—ro—design—sueh~a~service—£rom—scrafch or.to

improve an existing one. ﬁﬁ

L3 2
\
v > e

X

] occurred within an interorganizational arrangement.

T - ST . <
~A._-SUGGE§IIONS¢FORvFUTURE—RESEARCH
.'; . . —\\\
The purpose of this study was to examine how knowledge utilization

[ N

Topics needing

further research include those aimed at confirming the findings -of the I

A

: services, for example, has ‘been within “the same organization, or on. an _

. zntraorganizational basis.

— services to its own staff.
shops that are arranged within the district and are. led-by district
) administrators for other administrators or tes
was found in the Detroitrschool -district, where the ‘district's central

present study, as well .as new topics that deserve to’ be explored. ; ' ;'

S
-
¥
i
£

The first to _Q”ress‘ :i e ways in which knowledge ‘may be )
T—— e

‘transferred ‘to users., ‘A, common way -of providing knowledge utllization

This occurs when a school district provides 2

An example might. be staff development work-‘, P

chers. Another example
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office had'established an- infornation retrieval service for use by the
'distré;t s -own- staff. Our study, however, only investigated l‘w .
Imowledge utilization services are provided znterorganizationally, by

.individuals within one organization.x Thus, one test of our findings--
presuned ‘to be attributable‘to interorganizational arrangements--would
‘be-to” conpare then with findings fron intraorganizational situations.
'Furthermore such research cou1d conpare the advantages and disad-
xvantages of these two types of'arrangenents. /_,,z*”l" . T~

. -ments; in order ‘to. learn why the arrangenents performed in a ‘. uc;iéé’
fnanner. However, the findings from this ‘study and other studies of - A
7rinteror9anizationa1 arrangements in education need to be- corroborated
\through research that includes an examination of less exemplary ca; es.
" A third topic involves an- explanation for successful knowledge
utilization that we found proninent in: this study. An: explanation X
‘that ‘was: discussed in Chapter Four was that continual interpersonal

coumuniC"tioﬁ‘among”providers—and—users—of*knowledgeoutilization—ser-

---wvices was important to the success of the ‘three interorganizational

. arrangéments: we studied. This comnunication process: led to -the develop-
ment of a network and needs to ‘be examined further. For example, ‘the
Jdifferent ways in which interpersonal communication occurs should be
,studied .especially focusing on professional networks whosge memberships '

i

_cut. across’ organizations. .

——Another explanatijon t this study found to be important was that

LAY

f‘ —dependéd'hEEVii;—on the organizations access to external |

o

T resources. The fourth and fifth topics for future research should

therefore further explore this finding. The fourth research topic is’

one. that would look -at how federal funds ‘and other external funding .
Asources can_be used ‘to- support: knowledge utilization services\an& )

interorganizational arrangements ig%gggcation. The research should

N e

. include an.examination .of currently available funding .sources and the, .

conbinations in which they have been used, C s

The fifth topic is one that is suggested in light of possible e
reductions in federal funds that are available to support know‘edge

s T e

Sl

P
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utilization services. Becguse of these possible reductions, some .~
" interorganizational arrangenents ‘may be in jeopardy, unless they are

Future

LU

»able to charge users' fees for the assistance they provide.
research should address this issue and _specifically might seek to
;determine whether any interorganizational arrangements have undergone

-

successfully the transition from externally-supported to user—supported

-

services.

L3

_.\Research -on- Knowledg Utilization Services

Another group of‘topics focuses on knowledge: utilization services
and the _way in which these services might be designed and implementedp )
Thus, a sixth topic
,?for futL*e research might ‘be an examination of the ways in which

~know1edge ‘utilization services can anticipate ‘the changing needs of
In this study, it was found that, in some

'regardless of -the organizational arrangements.

- ‘their user population.
-cases, new ‘types of -users. could become relevant' in other cases, ‘the
'users remained the same, ‘but their needs changed. Thus,,how new

services evolve frou old services should 1d be.studied: Unfortunately,

.—-——-"‘“”

fprevious -research has tended to emphasizé new services or services .
in a steady state-of operation as in-our study. ’

) A seventh topic might -be the effectiveness of different types
?of linker arrangements. Indiyiduals in a service_agency may relate-
o to‘users according to a particular geographic area - (e. g., several

school districts) or a specific curriculum or administrative'topic.

hese two ways -of arranging- linker activities are in constant conflict,
and.the“differences between them need to be explored.
— An eighth and final topic for ‘future research is also suggested
'by our study. ,Although many questions have ‘been raised about the
effects-of knowledge utilization on -school improvement only an®

-indirect relationship is. believed to exist between the two. Despite

- e-«-*W“"“ in -terms. of school improvenent and student’ achieverent (e.g., ‘the

*.

this, however, knowledge utilization services are occasionally judged

] services of EIC-South) This may create a false perception of the

value and contribution of knowledgd”utilization services because of

>

.
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-_ie-‘*“-~the.4ndi£ggggfff_gfﬁthe‘relationship. Thus, further research should
. develop bétter measures of’ knouledge utilization outcomes and _further
explore the relationship between knowledge utilization setvices and

’ school ‘improvement.® -

p—

S . ——
R T e

e . B._SUGGESTIONS FOR MORE PRODUCTIVE. {
A ] INTERORGANlZAIIONALfARSANQEﬂENTs
] Reseé/ch on the eight topics‘qut discussed uould significantly
i _sdd to our understanding of intetorganizational arrangements. Hore-
over; this research would sérvé to. confirm or m&d"'y the findings-
o from this study. Nevertheless, in spite of theJneed for this further -
v Mresesrch, the: findings from the present study may be reviewed for

»categories. making services responsive to users, making simple

’Aarrangements work and making complex arrangements work.

_Mak g ervices Responsive to Users
Regardless of .whéther a knowledge utilization service was@based

.on. an interorganizational arrangement .or not, user-oriented proceduresv

oo ‘were found to underlie the basic .service. Six user-oriented functions

have been. identified in Chapter Four, ranging~from the assessment of
user needs. to the follow-up procediires for determining user satisfac-
—tion. When all of the functions are performed well a' knowledge
‘utilization service is Tikely to have succtssful outcomes: The
v spec £ic steps needed to fulfill esch function, of course, vapy
:5: o -according to the specific -service situation, and, the.previous chapter
has shown the specific steps that were implemented by the three REAs
’(Figure 4=~5) T .
The user-responsive orlentation was: found in each of the indi-
‘vidual case studies, to be the dominant explanation for successful
é,-; hnOvledge utilization...Nevertheless, later reflectdop;jielded an

" important interpretive insight; Although uset-respOnsive conditionsv :

“are essential, they are not distinctively interorganizational.  That

is, we would recommend a user;responsive orientation:uhether~a service

-

*

* ‘ —their tentative policy implications. These are discussed in three -~
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) vices cannot be finsncislly independent. We believe this is cerrect,

P
e, .
v . . ¥

were the result of an zntm- or mterorgsnizstionsl srrsngenent. To

" this extent, the basic purpose. tthe study==to ___i_d(e_gtify spe_cific,

d atill not been fulfilled. A re-
examination of -the case study evidence from the interorgsnizstionsl
perspective produced ‘the £irs.. inporrsnt dist..nct:.on snong inter- )
orgsnizational srrangenents’ whether an srrangenent ‘was sinply be?'een

interorganizational conditions--

a knowledge-producer and a knowledge-user (a si.nple srrangenent), .or ¢

whether the: arrangement also involved sone intergovernnental £unctions

] - Rj

(@ com; * ax srrsngenent)

A-~ - L - - ) I s - o
- . % .

MakJ Sinple ArrsnjLenent:s Work l
Sinple srrsngenentr nust begin\with the. user-oriented services just

. -

discussed 'we repeat° Such an orientation is - .essential to the success
of any knowledge utilization service, whether interorganizational or ‘not.
chess to Exter"nal Resources. Among strictly interorganizationsl

o,

BN

. conditions, however, the findings showed that’ organizations were. most .

1ikely -to collaborate when their joint action J.ed to greater access’ to
external‘ resources. 'I‘he vsristions among the three cases reinf.orced
this conclusion becuuse the case having the J.esst success in producing

knowledge utilization (NCEBOCS) also hsd the least access ‘to external . o g

funds; (The- 'tradition of local sutonomy in Golorado has meant that the
entire 'state tends to depen.. less on. state or federsl resources thsn is”
the case elsevhere in the country ) In genersl however vittuslly sll
of the knov ledge utiliution services in-all three cases were supported

’ * K3

by ~eg‘gternal funds. rather than by users?' fees. i #

o

: “x’;‘his conclusion slone may have important policy inplications, for ::

another way: o£ phrasing it is ‘to say that ‘knowledge utilizstion ser~
"for rsasons that are peculiar to knowledge util’izs'tion.* The sefvice'

" itself consists of intermediate benefits (e.g., transmittal of specific !
‘pleces of :b .comtion) that cannot bef; assessed directly in terus of

their contribution to school inprovenents, even though the con tion {
-may be an importsnt one: ‘The only "fee" stru‘. 1re thst could be inposed

% .
. , L P

. /
As discussed earlier, -hovever Eis is a topic needing sdditio.t‘ml ]
research. See Chspter Four,’ section on- "why Simple A&rangeuents Work."

’y
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,uould have to focus, however, on these intermediate benefits. "For

o " e et e s

7';example, one might have—to pay a fee for every computer search con-

ducted by an information retrieval service, or for every workshop
undertaken by a staff development service. "But because these inter-"

ﬂjmediate benefits have an indirect relationship to school improvements,

’ users are unlikely to. pay such fees when general resourceés are qutted.
The intermedia e benefits simply would not appear worthwhile in com-
“parison to oth::\pribrities.* In short knowledgexutilization ser-
vices ‘have a- problem that parallels all of education: How can’ one

, 'intérpret theivalue (andﬁhence reasonable cost) of ‘new information or ,:

AY - ©

knowledge? :
». Infcontrast we, have noted”some REA servicesofor which users"
fees- are a potentially viable source of support. Computational .8€r=-
_vices,. payroll serJ}bes, the prodhction of graphic displays and printed
materials for the classroom, and-a whole host of administrative
"support" services fall into this category. The reason that these
services are more appropriate for a service-charge arrangement is that
the direct product of the service, rather than merely being of inter-
mediate benefit, is the Only benefit that matters. :Users a;e'willing 2

to -pay for such support services because the direct service benefits-- 7

T ey g.,.computer test scoring--are needed, independent of any connection .

-

~ to student improvement. -

-

, . This: combined observation--of the infeasibility of users' fees
sustaining knovledge utilization_ services but the viability of such
fees in supporting other kinds of services--suggests oneé possible

alternative when external resources are unavailable to support knowl-

—ge

edge utilization servicés. The alternative consists of combining

’ 7jknowledge utilization services: with these -other services. Computational

o 2 9. — -

In faet research by Warren Walker of the Rand Corporation (per-
sonal communication) on municipal services suggests that these intermediate
Cactivities are those that are eliminated first when budgét cuts are
made: Thus, agencies reduce the allotments for staff travel to pro-
fessional -‘conferences, eliminate’ funds for information searches, -and
generdily reduce knowledge acquisition activities. The effect that
these actions eventually may have on knowledge production activities
and the availability of funds to support these activities is an issue
that has not yet been examined“
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e that would be offered free to users, Similarly, knowledge utilizab
b C tion services should be associated with specific curriculum topics--

such as special education, migrant education; and nutrition

- ‘ education—-where such h_topics are thé focus of s ecia&’pfogr;ms:fi Sl
o - *  Overall, the main poigﬂ,is—that“iﬁte;;;g;nizational collaboration
?7 ) ‘far-knowledgewutilization is not likely to occur without access to

9' . .T . external resources.. Although this may lead. to.a ‘bleak conclusion when

‘ budgetary environments are restrictive, there is also a positive side'

External agencies can foster greater collaboration between organizations.

b ) simply by making resources available.

S ; Interorganizational Networks. In addition to access to external
resources, knowledge utilization services are heavily dependent on )

interorganizational networks. Thus, at both organizational and inter;

- personal levels communications activxties should be extensive, regular,
and longstanding.
The types of phenomena uncovered by the case studies went beyond
the common gamut of professional activities. attendance at pro-
e N . fessional conferences .and transmission of vritten materials.. Instead,
the case studies- indicated a diverse array of network activities,
including the important role of job mobility. Certain types of mobility

are important because if an organization that provides knowledge

' utilization services -is staffed by persons who have previously been
-among the users of these services, communication between these two :
! _ groups of individuals is facilitated. A -corollary point is that the:
salary levels of the service organization should be slightly higher

than those of the organizations in vhich;users are located so that
mobility occurs in the correct direction. If the .salaries have. the _
< Teverse relationship, mobility is likely to be in the opposite direc-
1 tion and thefinterorganizational and interpersonal network is unlikely 1
‘ﬂ‘ . " to be strengthened;_though there is still a link, a previously central * )

person -has now bec6me~but one of many users, thereby diluting the net-,

‘work effect.

o .' ' - - P . 124' i




whatever:the mechanism, a~succesgfullnetwofk’involves»people who -
have individuakiggg,coneact”’“’th each other. This allows ideas to
_-excﬁaﬁked on a éontinuous basis. A" marketplace for ideas is created
this way, alloging individuals within- .an REA to, search continually for
new ideas to deal with problems they have been told about, and allowing
fusers to know what kinds -of innovations are likely to be emerging in
‘the near future. .To put it another way, ongoing communication helps:
‘each party to be proactive and hence nore responsive whﬁ’”’pecific’
needs arise. The payoffs cannot be cast_in specific ‘terms but have
" to do with the fundamental aspects of a knowledge utilization service'
;ﬁfvisibility, credibility, and responsiveness to users' néeds. . ”wa—ﬂhkuﬂ
Mutual Exchang_s and Collaborative Handates. In addition to

access to external resources and the development of an ac active network -

wsimple*arrangements will also be more productive if there are mutual
-exchanges . and appropriate collaborative mandates. The case studies
x"suggested:that.these»mutual exchanges are not likely to involve fees
or’funds,,and'fOr this reason the appropriate mandate»should’not,assume‘
pthis'type of"exchange. ) -

Instead, the mutual exchanges that were found called for one
organization to provide assistance to anothgreorganiiation;rin_return
for -which the first organizatisnkreceived?some type of bureauctats¢
legigimacyﬂfe g., ‘staff development services). In general the

-exchanges are 1ike1y ‘to occur when the collaborating organizations

éan both advance- their se1f-interest, a ;previous study by one of the

o authors (Yin, 1977). has described some of the conditions related to

-these. bureaucratic self—interests, which include increased legitimacy
‘and. minimization of risk.

XY

In this context, the most appropriate mandates are ones where.

_users (e.g., LEAs) are formally constituted as participants in a

common service (e.g., an REA service) Required rather than voluntary

membership is: preferable, because the users can expect to seek
'gassistance from the cential source, and the two organiégtions ‘can

‘expect to develop awlongstermeand stable relationship.
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~In, summary, simple arrangements are those in which the collaborating'
One or

re\grg:nieations provide such services, aud one or more other. organif"

organ: zations mainly deal with knowleédge utilization services. .
. \ M

‘tions act as~users. This type of arrangement‘i” likely ‘to ‘work when-

juser-oriented _services—are complemented by: access to external resources,

-the development of an Ainterpersonal network between service providers and
users, and the establishment of mutual\\\changes and appropriate. collabora-

‘tive mandates. By comparison, reliance on users' fees for knowledge

y T

utilization services is. ‘not likely to work, nor are other interorganiza-

tional conditions--e g., the existence of formal agreements--important.
. 1o i :

¥

)
ﬂMaking:Complex Arrang__ents “Work,

o Th\)d—party organi
vhip with the organizations involved- in ‘the simple arrangement—”The
intergovernmental relationship may be,based on the implementation of

B e ]

P et

"
oy — - -

izations may “have an intergoverumental relation—

.governance rules, the provision of general resources, the administration

PR

- of direct services, or the issuance of specific mandates. In general

R

:these are thelkinds of activities conducted- by federal .or state agencies

in. relation td local ‘governments, including LEAs .

i For ‘the present study, thé crux of the complex arrangement was its~

.

effect on ‘the’ owledge utilization -service. In other words, our con-

ceérn was not w th the broader outcomes of intergovernmental relation-

'ShipS. The thlee case -studies suggested that under ‘such -conditions,.

the complex ar angement will be successful if the third-party organiza- b
]9
tion either offeérs a , mutual exchange. situation or issues..a -mandate that .

is congruent to the organizations in the simple arrangement. ‘The mutual

'exchange situat on can simply- be the provision of services under a

. service.contrac

. For instance, if a state department of education

were committed to the provision of services fdr handicapped c¢hildren, ]
‘the services codld be*obtained through an award ‘to -an REA-LEA -collabora- -

tive’ arrangement' embedded in. the activities might be some knowledge

utilization  services. \

uongruent mandates imply that the third-party oxganization- -make
demands of serviIe providers (REAs) that vill be compatible with the

demands on service users (LEAs). Knowledge utilization will not occur

,M-—'—*\
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»,ieifrthifdemsnds;are incompatihle‘or are directed to one party, but not

'ﬁ"

farrangements and speculate on. how existing federal programs both
. facilitate and discourage knowledge utilization at the local level. e

I e e

\ as- third—party organizations, encourage or discouragemsimple inter- .

can occur .

. -

(LEAs ‘that -have developed,a curriculum product validated through ‘the
~ Joint Dissemination Review r@nei) and by state facilitators, so that

H

the other. . =~ e : .

-

The §pecial Case of Federal-Local Relationships . ) , , e w'*{

Y

Straightforuard as these lessons appear to. be, 1ét us consider the

special case ‘of federal agencies, both with regard to: simple and: complex,

Federal agencies frequently serve in- the ‘role of “third- parties. .

The major lesson about_ the role of federal agencies is that they can,.

organizational arrangements for knowledge utilization. Three examples
ag;:e immediately relevant' the ESEA Title Iv-C program, the NDN- program,

&

.and the Follow Through Program. Each of these federal programs is

aimed at improving elementary -and secondary education, but each also

requires the collaboration.of two or more organizations before action:

%

* In the case of ‘the Title TV-C program; federal funds may be used

b§~organizations that offer knowledge utilization(services, as well as
by 'LEAs (adoption'grants). For NDﬁ,ffunds may be usediby'deVelopersi

‘both partiez may work with other user organizations (other LEAs) to
implement new practices. One poténtial'weakness of .the NDN Pprogram,
however-is*that—funding~assistance is not provided to these imple-
menting sites, to compensate for _the neccssary staff resources, release
time,‘and other»expensesvrelated to the new practice. Finally, for oy ;
FolloﬁfThrough,‘the,federalbprogram stipulated the'coordinated action »
of .an organisationfthat _produced knowledge (a model sponsor) and a

Ay

- user—organization«(an«LEA) oo .- ) .

In all of these arrangements, the federal program has prdvided
external resources needed for simple arrangements to work. The dis-
tinctive nature.of these‘federal programs, in_short; is that they have oo
Aencouraged interorganizational collaboration, even. though thé sub- £

istantive aim might have been ‘to- improve educational practice. These
T L~ N " . X
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examples show how third-party activities, in a complex interorganiza-

. tion arrangement, can stimulate kﬁowledge utilization relationships
W‘l among two .or more other organizations. ) .-

7 ( The problem with these .and other federal programs, however, has
ah ‘been that ‘the interorganizational implications have :not sbéen explicitly

'considered. __Thus,. .the: NDN program should have included axpravision

et =

‘fot assistance ‘to thé LEAs that were to ‘become useng, and the Title IV-C
program regulations- have been ambivalent about support to service-
providing organizations (edg., ‘REAS). For instance,, information
”'vretrieval services are now ineligible for Title IV-C support and this
" . change affected EIC-South. Instead federal programs should be .
:deliberately analyzed according to. their interorganizational implications--_
" to- detéermine whether collaboration among different types of - organiza- ‘
tions is being encouraged or not. One suppbsition is that such an
analysis has not usually taken place, and that the interorganizational

-

implications of fedéral programs have not been explicitly identified .
as part of the program design. process. . :

. One other point is also important. This is related to the obser-
mvationsgregarding,the:role.plaied,by interpersonal_networks. Because
continuous and exteénsive -communication is necessary, for organizations
to collaborate and because the networks can only be developed over a:
—Aperigd of time, the interorganizational arrangements cannot be expected
“to have an'immediate,payoff, Similarly, a,program that ,changes its
_regulations for interorganizational arrangements should'do 50 on a
most cautious basis. Interorganizational arrangements -cannot be
formed or broken on such a rapid basis. N ”

In summary,. federal agencies generally have a legitimate third-
‘party role.in complex arrangements for knowledge,utilization. The
: ) " role may be reflected in. any of the common intergovernmental functions=< -
?;k : : ' i.e.; establishing the basic rules for governance at the local level ‘
‘ providing resources, delivering specific services, or issuing mandates.
Whatever the function, many federal injitiatives in knowledge utilization
_have implicitly called for interorganizational collaboration. Whether

[

one favors interorganizational collaboration or not the initiatives

need—to be analyzed expligitly to understand this impact. 5

¢ 1
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Policy A_plications‘

- -Four policy implications em rge from the present study. These " " Ly
implications are. stated below, even though -any policy actions cannot :

o

be made solely on ‘the basis of a single research study, .and confirma-

to-y studies are- needed. T © - 'R
First collaborating organizations should jointly and actively T

- geek external resources to support knowledge,utilization services (or o

"identify ways™ ~of supporting such gervices through related -curriculum .

. and administrative services) In particular, organizations should ‘not ‘

e e e . .

R

assume that knovledge utilization services will be self-supporting on. — -

the basis of users' fees. o °

’ Second collaborating organizations -should identify the inter- o

personal and interorganizational connections among their professional

staff members. Communications with members of other organizations

shohld especially be encouraged and established networks should not be )

inadvertently ‘broken, - , C e r

. Third, where interorganizational arrangements -exist, the: organiza- 2 4%

*'tion that provides the knowledge utilization services "(in our. case, the 7 o .

_iREA) should attempt to recruit new staff -mémbers- from the clientele s txz_?

population of the area being served Such-a practice will strengthen _
‘the- network that is already present and will minimize thé orientation
: that would otherwise be necessary before new staff become familiar yith o jlé
the clientele being served. : ‘ :,: .
- Fourth, third-party organizations must recognize the effects their* ) ’
ﬁactions have on interorganizational arrangements. Formal analysis of
thesé'éfgects:should'be undertaken. If the policy is ‘to encourage.

interorganizational collaboration, the third-party organizations should B g§

£

T

promote mutnal exchange situations and make congruent demands on the*

-other participating organizations.-* ’ —

e
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Interviéver‘s-Notes~ ' o 7 .

;‘uane of Respondent [ss SURE 10 ‘SPELL connscrnr]
’7.Respondent ‘s Organization

?Name ofngnterviewer(s) s . o

N4 a7 N "

iDate and Place -of Interview . ) ' .

Length of Interview . ' L.

o ..~ Wy

;Introductogygguestions Cot T

What is your official title in this organization? )
[BE SURE TO GET BOTH TITLE AND OFFICE UNIT SPELLED CORRECTLY.]):

. When did-youw first begin in ‘this- position? ‘ L
'*[NOTE MONTH; AND "YEAR .OF ‘START" or cuansuf JoB:) ‘ -

Could you tell ‘me what Job you previously held?
:. - ’ Title :
© » Dates: [Month and Year]

v - S B

éenéral'responsibilitya

" RY
And the job ‘béfore that? ’
o : - I
. S - o . to ’ 9
‘Dates: -{Month and Year] . ) . L o )
General reSPOﬁsibiiiﬁi=. « -
What would be. the area in education that you would say you: ‘were ‘most _1; ?3
:knowledgeable about, either through ‘training or previous experience? —_— Uj
"?BQBF‘EQR:A =«-Curriculum- expertise , : _ ' . Lo
. - Administrative expertise ' ' ' :
,This is a study of networks involving at" least three types -of organi- ' ,é','. ;é
zations--LEAs, RBAs, and SEAs. (whatever two the” respondent is not 3
:part of]s+ “Have you ever worked in either one: of the- other two organi- -
‘<zations? In what-capaCLtY? - . . 78
. - X P : -‘ . :ﬁé
. [NOTE. “Nc- need to 5!? this -question if previous questions have already g
) shown eXperience in both of the other. organizations.] . o
R ~ - B \ . i, K
A . 7

-~ . - oL - s
o . ]




»

* . ‘ ) .2 N
P ’ ) . Is. WHAT IS BEING -NETWORKED? .

- . Sr——
.

A. skékgroundv(§EAs in general): ITh;Quéhout, refer to "REAs" by using
..'ggfminologyfof’ggagé}7,~A ( |

1 fWhat is ‘the history and extent’ of REAs: in this state?. .
COLLECT: DOCUMENTS .TO snow: -7 )

= Number of REAS, currently . .
T . = Date of first legislation (for new type) — -
Overall budget and staff for all REAs ' »
_Nature of governance relationships ‘ . ‘

2. AAmong all the REAs in this state, when was this particular ‘REA
founded? Is there anything that especially distinguishes this . .
ﬂ’REA from the others in the state? ~ . T

‘v-..

3. Are there,any other regional or intermediate units in this state? (IF
v SO, NO¢E B . . .

o s . . . h
. S et .

- Number -of. -such: units . -
- Differences between such uhits -and the REA under study,. in terms
of Jurisdiction and responsibilities w

= ~

Ba Background for this REA

o -

B

} .
1, ‘What has been the organizational and budget history of this specific REA?
COLLECT DOCUMENTS: TO .SHOW: .

'Annual budgets for last five years or more
’ - Formal organization, ‘present V. five years ago
g > - Descriptions of current program (enumerate KU and non-KU
.o activities; for Ku activities, categorize by type of KU service)*
. = Governance .structure > . E
i, = School population served: no. of schools and students; student
‘ income, race, ‘and performance.

—— . < P
.

, 26 wha't have been the major sources of funding for the REA?_ .
COLLECT DOCUMENTS T9 SHOW. : \ . ) T

A\ . . [}
- Sources of income, by type of. governmental unit (federal, state,

. REAmowa, LEA). =~ .
¢+ . " ~ How funds .are  obtained through each of these sources, if some .
formula or. governance rule is involvedv ) -

Y

A (RS - 4 s
P R . L N .

y . . .

[

“«

’ *Knowledge utilization activities occur when. some external organization pro-
"Tvides- new ideas or assistance to an LEA, ‘to improve regular -classroom
—practice. This definition- excludes classroom or administrative serviceés
(e.g., handicapped or busing programs) that are operated directly by the v
-external organization. Within this -range ‘of KU activities, three specific.
| types of KU: services have been tentatively definedr-in-service training
programs, linking agent services, and I&R services. ‘More may - emerge during :
this "inventory. and should: be noted . _ T ) !

R,

M . . . - N - 'ﬁ ',
=t ’.. . . - ‘.'_ . . 1(15 .,




i.%: (t
3. ‘Hhat have been the general changea, if any, in this R3A over the S
o0 .- past five. years? - : - o
;’t‘;"“: "‘ - . B PROB&J'OR: Y e el - ’ . L i N . ’
— ' = Changes ‘in nature or amount of funding .
S ¢ - & Organizational .changes

‘- Changes in types of programa operated (XU, ahd non-xU)

.o .+ = Governance changes Within the etate -

- 4. Have there heen any studies of the knowledge. utilization (KU) acti-
T s —vities in this REA? e

& "ﬁ i ) ’ e . - T
i Ce ‘Back' Sund. 'o _the RBA ‘Network [The main focus is on knowledge utilization,
. . not ndn-kn’,ledge utilization, activities.J _‘U~- - . . e

1. ‘HOW -were the arrangements among the. participating organizations in
» this particular network initiated?
' pnoas FOR: - : . ‘ -

- 2 ) : o ¥
P * .

.:=-Relévant SEA legislation«or mandates

Z: :-»A‘;‘\ ,f}t* - Enrollment of individual LEAS..into. network -

: 7.F§rﬁé; R (LEAS 'nay have. joined as a. group-or individually) )
< N ';‘ﬁzg- ,_'- Motives, needs, or Yoles of indivzduals or organizations

. “‘ S "s .

NEAPCERO [NOTE.' If tnere is any ambiguity. the "network"™ should be defined .as

those organizations participating in the KU activities.]

%,&":; . +2. 'Were the ‘e any specific individuals who were: essential to -the formation . "F-;
\ ;of_;he network'a° the outset? If so, who?

-
»

- - T

e - 3. ‘Have—thesekarrangements changédfsince their inbeption? In what way? . B

[NOTE: Try to determine every maJor shift in the arrangements since
inception.]

’ . . . ) SN
} ‘

4; Have the particular organizations in. the network changed over the ' : ‘%
last five years? - ‘ . : 4

3

¥ ~ - ’

S 5, ”Is this particular network very distinctive In comparison to the other

P REA.networks. in .this state? [NQTE. . This question differs from A-2 above,:]

~- £ 7 PROBE FOR: . :
Lo . = size - Scope of -services . - B
SN * ' . ='Age - -='Model. for other ‘networks i :
‘e . - ~ . R . R . T . ",
S “:/, - e -
EE e B g
NN i p AT
S ) $ - & . e _:‘.

4 . . s . ' i




. Definition of .the Network [NOTE:

. -

» - -
SN . - ~ g L e

, \
e - b
. *
« - * - - .
N M . - .

one KU service only.]

1.

e

A ]

3

TScne’respondentsjyillxbe asked about

‘We are interested in studying how LEAs receive information .and other

_ knowledge utilization services from the REA

“understand that [three] ‘such service(s] -are your:

TNOTE:

-services should be identified before. fieldwork begins.]

In particular, we )

.Three XU.
Could you

describe ell ‘the otgenizations involved in {these services]?

.[Based

‘on interviews and .documents, please develop an organization chart
/for the. network.] e - - -Tg e

0
>
1

-[NOTE. . The chart should identify.

= The host orgenization--obtain, it possible, the entire
organization chart; note-.on-chart whether -each unit is
XU or not, KU. - - . ,

- Locate specific units and titles-of directors for eechx /'
of the three KU services -being studied; (be prepered.
the formal organization may not coincide readily with
the KU services) - .

. L -=\The role -of external, noncommercial organizationsu .

ECI . ) if any; and - _ ) : )

‘ o - The level of effort’ (FTEB) ] . _ ;
L u : \ L

c., -

AAAAA

,Interorganisetional collaboration (i.e., the functional ties) among )
‘the -units. should be indicated by drawing dotted lines. i

W g

R B 2." What priority"does each of the ‘thiree KU services have, within itsg -
e - © . host agency context?
3 o . \ . -
. . N
ﬂ - _ -
- \ : : —
> * - '\
. , \
. - R \ \ — i
" IS . \ —
- - N
N - . - . — B
w / - A
~ - \« ]
N
¥ { 2 \ »
- i \\ ——
Do = i I . ”
#3 - - N R " e
7 . \
= ‘ Y -<
f ' - - \\ P
I : oo
L3 - N - -
.- r . )
¢ -y . “’""‘""’:’ - n | [72N N
- B
e 1.4
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. . BS : - .

& . » - -

%f*fAQ k R ¢ ¢ 'uusu ISiA‘NETHORK A nérwoﬁx?

.‘Basis. for Relations ips [For each of ‘the units- on the previous chart, - .
please -document-the. nature of the relationships -among these entities.
Four diuensions are:- possible.

»
-~

INTERORGANIZATIONAL . INTERPERSONAL P
“» 1% "Overtly announced, shared 7. lHenbers of profesSiohil" -~
L . .sense of'purpose : ) asgociation ¢ s f
‘FORMAL. © 2. ‘Formal pact Or agreement ,k 8.. Other? ) R T
. 3. Permanent inteforganizational LT " SR
-unjts or overlapping -member-- Lk Y
: ships (e.g:, board members) . : - -
_ 4. _Assignmént of linking agénts PR . -
5." .Ad hoc interorganizational 9. .Interpersonal consultation
= wits - {no interosg. requirement, ‘
INFORMAL 6._ Instances .of mutual : .however) * . . N
7 decisionmaking ’ 10.  ‘Working acquaintance . ) :
’ _ 11. Caxbon: copy : : ]
12, bther? . = s . -
T - - ., " o + . e
Bs - Types of: Relationships .Amonq Participating Organizations [The first fout Lot
" questions. reflect the “four cells of the matrix: use the above 12, examples e s
aseprobes to determine nature of dotted lines on chart.]’ g . - .
N » L

T What are the formal arrangements between your unit and the others in o M

the network? [If arrangements are reflected in specific documents
(eegs, legislative mandates, interagency agreements), obtain. copies
of Bsuch documents.] - ) .

< ) ,-'-"  r—

“ﬁ*Whether there .are. formal_agreements or not, can you -name specific
collaborative activities: between the units? [See»also Q. 1IV=B3.]

.- ‘, +
3

3; Do ‘individuals in these units belong to the same associations,
unions, -or other professional organizations?“

4. Do individuals in_ these units have. working contact with each other? :
LF f so, -what is the nature of these contacts? . . R
5e Are there any special projects (e.g:, an:NDN facilitator award or - -
‘other federal grants) that involve more-than a. single organization?
pi so, what is the nature of the arrangement? [obtain copies of
elevant documents.]_ -

. CAVEATS: .. e BN LT .
= Be -careful to avoid definitions.that imply the -assessment of ) —
outcomes (e.ge; the :amount of information exchanged canriot be. used ' .
to . define the existence of a.relationship). Such outcomes will be

&

covered; in ‘the next section. - : . SR Aé

e — o —
2
[l

X

i
Bé careful to distinguish general linkages among the host organiza~
. tions from specific linkages among KU at KU activities or KU services:

i

.= Try to assess the strength of the linkages in some ‘way; wé will ‘ g
want to -use either the frequency or strength of linkages as an ‘

.

: "independent variable” for later .analysis.

- et




e : ’ B-6 . ) .

I11.. WHAT ARE THE OUTCOMES OF NETWORK i\c‘nvﬁ‘ms:' .
['l’hese questions may be asked’ in relation ‘to a specific KU service or the
XU activities (network)* as a whole, depending upon - the respondent. Be

) A.. Gooda and Services ’ . - i

Ts what are the major types -of ‘information that have been ‘provided to

‘LBAs or schools? [NO’I'E. Qt_xantities are important, Tif available,

showing extent of coverage- of user population. I~
-PROBE FOR: X , . R

e = Reports distributed: distinguish on-démand .vg: unsolicited o
- Materials -shared ) o = .
= Linker consultations: : ) .

- - Requests for I&R services N .o -
~ " '« Workshops or conferﬂnces ‘held

fNO'f‘/E". Whatever the commodity, identify documents or reports that
over the Jast 3-4. years. Remembe‘rkthat documents x‘eed_not be formal
analyses; ‘agendas, schedules, and other "unobtrusive" information are
. . -aleo relevant.] . o

L T PO — L _

) 2. What range of topics is covered. by this information? x .
. PROBE FOR: ) e g

K

Sy - Curriculuni ‘topics - -
’ < Grade levels )

F N —

3. In what ways ‘has the extent or mix of. information changed, if any,
- since the network (ko service] began operating? @
PROBE FOR° \\

.+ ‘= Changes i'hugmount ‘ . T ,
= Changes .in -content Z
s T L HGeES G g, .
.- - Changes, in form : - .-
4. what types of people/organizations prepare. most ‘of this information?
' PROBE FOR: . =

= e ~ B -
. L . st

- Extent of local knowledge production (within the network) ,

center) : S -

- M . - ]
L4 —

5. How do: you know whether the information is of high quality? Relevant
to local needs? — .
& . ) L, =
'““éﬂ. what complaints, if any, do you typir'ally hear about the information?

/,,,

PR S ———

¥

"rhroughout the following sections, -any reference to. ne;works refers only to
) the kn ledge -utilization (KU)- part of the. REA network. o .

T sufe to keep ‘the unit of analysis clear.] —_ i . o

- Extent of use ofexternal assistance (e.g., materials from a ~lab or .

2

. R 2 Administrat:.ve vs. classroom use - e

n -
L




',5§; As & reault of the- netuork' {xu aervice 's) activities, is o
there any ad-iniatrative infornation that routinely flows to
Q\the RIA or the Slh? -

» Ay . ), -

PROBB -FORs. P - ! .
.- xﬁ%vledqe .about LEA perforzznce ) \ R
- Other_ ad-inietrative reporta .

Reporte on -use -of -materials. as feedhack

. .for deaigning new lateriala Or..prograns
- Reporta on needs.

- Be Are there*other types of, resources-that flow to .the REA

"~ or SEA as a result of the network'a (XU service's) activities?

"+ PROBE FOR: . -

L - Funds or budget oontributi.ona S 2 f
‘ - Personnel -or positions .

. f - Other administvative resources.
’ ‘§‘~s § - Conpliance ‘to regulatione

'
- e . ——— - —

- v

&

- - B - = .
\a"’- ~ T

9, Kre there any facilities or - equipnent tbat -are ahareo hy L )
nenbere of the network: [KU. aervice]? ) - v e

3;qu, Describe T typical- ’ : . , .

- Horkshop or conference . ) ' \ T .
- Linker consultation :
.- Use of the, IR facility -

“‘vafflization<:r 7—A a ’ . ' ' ',

: 1., How has the information produced y the network [XU-service] been :
- -used ‘by ‘any LEA persone {not lgd ted to specific LEAs selected ) N
for our study])? Give a peci/i example for each txgg of use. o - o

PROB! FOR. o

- - . ) .
- Confirmation of existing practices

- cnanges perceptions or attitudes about education
nges An educational practices

%
C SN

B
~

2. Do you*know of any data’ that will show how often each of thcse types
of use has occurred over the last year or so [not limited to specific .
.\ LEKs in our-study]? j e _ , -

4 - ’

K

3, In what ways, if any, have these types of uses changed over the- last )

- five years? . P s

4. Have you personally made any use of the information from the network? -
1f so, in what ‘way?’ . - . . - c{ip

-~




. c\) : . . % — .
i - : X . S
HE “r . . B-8 . - ’ N
n": P 5 - - . :
; : Cro-.. ﬁysfunctions L . ) 4 . - — i
;;1 Co 1. Do you think that the formation of the network [KU'service] has i
R confused outsiders in any way? ‘ A
T . PROBE.FOR: - . ‘
1 ' . = How a user -(e«ge,. teacher)‘knows where' to- -make .an- 1n¢u1ry;
; - . - How. often 1nqu1r1es are made to the:wrong party w1th1n the
; network. « . \
o 2. ‘Do.you;think that it takes more time for the network [KU service] e
SRt ; tojaccomplish its work, compared to- the situation where .a single g
. _ 3organlzat10n could have carried out the -same work? .
o ’ PROBB FOR: - " . ' Vo e
T, i i e LN ) . T~
: : = Time taken ‘to0 communicate.(hold meetings, étc.) . T
v - Delays due to schedullng d;fflcultles . . \
o .3. Do you thlnk that the network'TKU serv1ce] has produced new- conf11cts
v ] among the parth;patlng organlzatlons or personnel {€eGe, appllcatlons -
) ¢ for federal awards)? T
. o
v 4. In general, what are the major d1sadvantages -of the ‘nétwork (KU servxce]
: - arrangement? . .
LD o L * -
T D Ablllty to Learn from Itself .- e
W .
- . 1s To what extent are the. network's (KU ‘gervice's] act1v1t1es dependent
S R :upon- spec1f1c people who have beén. around for a lcng tlme?
o ‘PROBE FOR; - B - . A
;" "L / - Past turnover 1n 1ncumbents, in whlch service has contlnued desp1te -
= ° . turnover s
f o = Any: gvlams about lack of continuity ‘
P h 7;3;_ Does-any -ihgle person or organlzatlonal«unlt keep- track of ‘the . i
. 7network 's- [KU Service's) activities,® throug records .and ‘documents?
o . PROBE FOR: = . . ’ Lo T .
. = Identificdtion of.speclflc “hlstorlan“ role 1 )
i : v .= How d1ff1cult 1t would be<to use “h1stor1a 's" files Y
- 3. Can you cite«speclflc*examples ‘where the. netwoérk [KU serv1ce] has. “
3.9 1mproved 1tse1f as a result cfmsome problem -or complalnt? : i
: - @ o
e PROBE FOR: | N o \,' P
T4 = Redésign of service . ‘
: - - Change 1n 1nterorganlzat1ona1 arrangements . .
SRS [N ~4Rea551gnment of personnel / \ ) / .
i - o . - o :/' /ﬁ \\\ g’ ) L. 4
r " o . / > 5 P N
o X / N )
/ . 3
e = — / ? \ ; ‘
3 - j: = , - \ b 5:‘
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o "IV.. HOW.DO-NETWORKS OPERATE? ‘

b

[ [These questions may: be asked in relation tg//’speciflc KU service. of the
: . KU activities (network) as ‘a whole, depenalng upon the respondent.
% 7 " sure to: keep the un1t of_analysis clear ]

Ba

. / .
R W Role,of:Fundlng Support N el S .
weo- oo L - "" "
~ 1. What ‘has béen: the. overall 1evel -of, expénditures. for: the [KU service
o only] for the:-last five years? [May be duplicate of Q. -D1.] .
PROBE FOR: * e i
’ \ ’ - Dollar ,amounts. ‘ :
: - Number of staff (full and’ part-tlme)
< Estlmated,fullzfime equivalents
: ‘. - e T P e e, 8 :
2 T r N '
) 2, ;For the [KU ‘service onlyl,; - what /percentage of the revenues, for ‘the
3 \\\\;?gii recent.yeax or two, _come f?om.
E - The state department , _f
i . = Federal sources :(name specxflc awards, if any) -~ 7
B . ‘- The REA'S revenue base (special distrlct fundlng) ‘
: ~ Contributiéns. from LEAS |
P < Other ] ' : : .
- 7
Lo i 3. Are any - of the funds;avallable 11nked to. spec1f1c-feedback regard1ng
: o the ‘network' s ‘[KU- servlce 's); performance? - . .
e * = % -
R‘; .PROBE FOR: . ‘ o ‘
o ‘E‘~ " Annual- budget ‘feviéws by LEAs -
¢ ] é . - Rénewals in awards related’ to performance . N
7 14 Have therexbeen spec1flc aLtemptseto gain other federal -awards than
: ‘have been mentloned? What,have been seme of the dlfflcultles, if any?
; ES; _What. about other state 5wards? ‘What have been some ‘of the d1ff1cult1es,
< o -if any? .
O 1 e . ,' .
. R v Y i ° R . ) N . - -
v 6. What about other LEA fun s? hat -have: been .some of*the_difficult;esw
{ B & any? . ‘ .
] 7. Infgeneral, what sort of éunding or*coﬁblnatlon ‘of fundlng do you
B ‘think best suits the’ netwiﬁkjs (KU -service's] act1v1t1es?
’ 'What do “you think ‘has' been. the ‘main 1nterna1 source of competltlon

‘for funds for this. network ﬂKU serv1ce1?

/ -

- -PF oar: FOR: . /

Fa—-
H

e Percelved h1gher pr10r1t1es for other (non-KU) REA activities
1
= Percelved h1gher prlagltles for -othér KU services
& . v

H

[ I

my

P

Bt e
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Role of Formar'Commltments

\ -
1.

MR, SRS S Ty s s Al e

4.

7
Does the activity for thls network (KU service] relate 1nd1rectly to
other educat1 nalhpollcles?

Ki

PROBE ‘FOR: { o ,

ﬁ -vCollaboratlon due to passage of minimum: competency-based testing

DA Collaboratlon due to- LEA performance requirements
PR Collaboratlon dué to union or other employee

regulations (e.g., workshops as part -of 1nserv1ce)
- Collaboratlon due to inservice requlrements as part -of court' s .
‘desegregation order- = . e

/- = 7 oo D
a -

“Are there any committeés or .ad hoc teams that -are 1ntegral to- the

network [KU. serv1ce], and whose. membershlp 1ncludes persons from two
or more of the collaborating organizations? If so, what have been

'the functlons of ‘such groups?

»

Are any of the KU staff worklng for one organization -but hav1ng part

.of their salary paid for by another organization in the hetwork? If

so, -name the posLtlons ‘and the nature of the split support.

¢ o« \ .
How 1mportant do you thlnk that formal arrangements (e.g., agreements
or. any of the above) have :beééen- in operat1ng the. network [KU: serv1ce]?

Role of. Interorganlzatlbnal Act1v1t1es (also 1ncludes 1ntra-organlzatlonal
A

v,

S ?

ety s
[
.
T —— — trr————ints
A N
. »
v

B ‘N.WNM-
. -
% » 1/

;

N
\

; Ji K ““llnkages)
| . .
[
1
}

,PROBE FOR‘

et ™ . % . . ‘ . ) \ . R - -
o

How d1d the part1c1pat1ng organizations (SEA, REA, LEA, etc.) colla- .
borate,. if at all, in deslgging the network KU serv1ce] and 1ts T

operatlons -at thezoutset? : ‘ A\

L)

xDec;s;onszabout
- Decisions about

< Décisions

- Decisions.
- Decisions,
- Deg¢isions

:purposes.

.

-aboit”
‘about
about
about

staffing
organlzatlonal location of varigus units
1n1t1al level of effort

curr1culum top1cs ‘to ‘be covered
types of products or reports . .
types of 1nformat10n collected for feedback v

M \

~How do- the part1c1pat1ng organizations c llaborate, if at all, 1n
,sett1ng prlorltles from ‘time to time (e.g., oh an annual basls), -s0:

that. the neétwork. [KU serv1ce] continues to Serve the<needs of . )

!
]
e

h,
eac \

paosa\s'oa >

type -of organlzatlon? - . ;

——

H

-~ Same 1tems as above, but in terms of changes that mlght be made

from year-to-year~~m,ll

-

,_E£3£§; o S Jf, o

O PO




3. To -what extent 1s the network [KU serv1ce] reviewed;. monltored,
or evaluated by the varlous,organlzations? ’ ’”“ﬁQ
~ “PROBE" FOR.

- Spec1f1c admlnlstratlve réports
s - Interorganlzatlonal meetlngs or groups that review the 'KuU-
‘activities .[KU service] « .
- Other means of formal communlcatlons -among the organlzatlons,
.. regarding the 1ndividual KU service's yearly act1V1t1es

14. To what éxtent are individual, KU services coordlnated with other [KU
sérvices] [name the two other services. be1ng stud1ed as part of this

network]? LSy « . 5
. PROBE 'FOR: . : - . o .
- Combined supervision "by” some’ hlgher unlt T

- Jolnt meetlngs, commlttees, etc., ‘among personnel

from ‘more than one KU activity or service
- ‘Dependerice on a sxndle person (e.g., a llnker) to perform the
N necessary coord1nat1on .
5. Do you happen to ‘know what kinds of act1v1t1es -are undertaken in
other [xu- serv1ces] [name ‘the other two serv1ces, agaln]?
PROBE FOR:

Depth of knowledge about other KU act1v1ty s or serv1ce s
prlor1t1es, products, or: emphasxs
< Citation of spec1f1c events .or products conducted by the other
- KU- actlvitles or serv1ces ) N )
- ce 5
"6 In general, how would the KU Services be 1mproved, if at .aill,
) if. the network's. resources were: devoted to a single. organlzatlon
(e.g., the: LEA), in conjunction. with an outs1de contractor?

~5R61é*of,IhtéfpersénalfhctiVitiés’

“

1. Is there a single person in each organlzatlon who is really responslble
. for maklng the néetwork KU serv1ce] operate smoothly? If so, please
1dent1fy the ‘name. and t£itle of these pedple: : .

2+ -Did you ‘know any of these key persons before, either as a result of

f hav1ng worked: in the :same organlzatlon with them at some time in your
-cdreer, or as a result of personal fr1endsh1ps?

3. How frequently do you.contact these perSons? What is thie most common
reason for 'this ¢ontact? -~ = e .

4. :Are there any occaslons {e.ge, lunches) when you get together with
~these people on a less formal basls? °

5. when there is a partlcular problem in 1dent1fy1ng resources or.
| handllng .an unexpected ‘gituation,. what people do you consult, and how

ofteéen’ ooes this ocYur? w
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o : V.. WHY ‘DO NETWORKS.PERFORM. SUCCESSFULLY? ‘ s

~
-

[These qpestlons may be asked in relation to, a spec1f1c KU service’
or the KU activities (network) as a whole,. dependlng upon the respondent.-
o fBe sure to. keep the~un1t of analy51s clearw’] R
. . ) ;

A OrganizationalfExplanations _ : : s

k]

_ [Most of these explanatlons will be "tested" by reviewing the aCcumulated
.evidence: from: the f1eldwork. However, spec1f1c quiestions should ‘also be
‘asked of "individual respondentsy and theseé questions are llsted below.]

. 1o <Do-you think thit the partlclpatlng organlzatlons derive muthal - N
beneflts -from each other, -as a result of ‘being part of the network .~

[KU servrce,? -

PROBE FORY A "tradeoff"’or exchange" sp1r1t, but identify .

. . . . what is belng exchanged. E.g., . .
"*MUTUAL - Increases in informatién -
EXCHANGE - Trades in the use: of -personnel or other résources -

Ablllty to use. enhanced skills for other. tasks
Qualitative payoffs. prest1ge, greater legltlmacy, etcs;, in -
relatlon to other organlzatlons w1th1n the network

fl

2% iCan you 1dent1fy spec1f1c beneflts that the part1c1pat1ng organlzatlons
have der1ved from organlzatlons outslde of the network [KUkserv1ce]? )

N ‘PROBE FOR.

‘BENEFITS FROM = Increases: in :projéct funding of overall budget, frof
OUTSIDE OF ‘ federal or other -external sources: ’ :
THE NETWORK = Increased prest1ge, legltlmacy, etcs, in relation to

~organlzations outside of the network
- Increased ‘power or’ authorlty in relation to organlzatlons

7outs1de of the ‘network

"EXAMPLES 1 Be1ng awarded an: NDN facllltator grant, ‘being.- g1ven
national recognition for :service accompllshments, -being
—g1ven gréater authorlty vis-=a-vis othe 1ntermed1ary
offlces in. -the. same state (e.g,, cognt off1ce).

3. Do the organizations' w1th1n the -nétwork [KU serv1ce] malnly
COM- collaborate ‘because they have -‘been mandated ‘t6 .do so? If hot, please
- PLIANCE. cite examples from the prev1ous two. questlons, show1ng how -the:
collaboratlon goes beyond compllance behav1or.

[
7R -
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3“H;§B; Individual Explanationsn 0 o e . . ~

-g - o Lo

fthe netWork ‘(KU service]?

v . - -

+
e

33',1_3:

Do you thihk that differences among the: participating organizations
e have ‘been- reduced -as a result of their collaboration?
Il "PROBE FOR: . ‘
LT " . . - )
I cournxcw ~-Differences -in- objectives .
5 REDUCTION -~ Differences: in educational philosophy
v\"" ' -
RN

. . . EXAMPLES: REAs had’ a monitoring function, hto ins"uré that Lf:aé' pasSed

) better understanding of these different roles "SEAs had been
- pushing for statewide textbook adoption, whereas LEAs wanted
local control, .and collaboration 1led to compromise mechanisms.

}h\explaining the-: network‘s [KU Service s] success; how.important I
has-it been for "users” to. be' involved 'in the design and operation of

In summary, what are ‘the main reasons that you would give .for under-
standing why the. organizations have collaborated with each other?

¢ T

1.
‘. EX=
i CHANGE

ENEN

2.

- SELF

‘FILL~

, PROBE FOR: = __ . S,

¢

”

[Again, most of the explanations will be "tested" by reviewing the
S accumulated evidence from the field work. However, the following specific
L : questions will also ‘be asked of rndivxdual respondents.]'

v
i

‘What particular benefits have you 1ndividuallz gained from. participating

in ‘the network [KU service]? Do you think you prov1ded specific
services or information in-part ,as an exchange for gaining these LT
’benefits? Could you have obtained ‘these benefits from other ‘sources,

outszde the network XU service]? “m _w

.Do You think there have alSo been léss tangiblé rewards from your

.....

~

,l

Desire to help others K

‘Pleasure. in dealing with problems -

Pleasure in matching appropriate information to existing need for
"~ infor’ation / ‘
Other day—tofday-satisfactionvinndoingsthe job—

,h‘

2D

s y
Pl T

ol
s
]

%‘;(‘ ‘3.

b
CAREER

(Refer to- job .background data from face Sheet. . ¢ note that you ‘have
~had had’ an interestipg series of,Jobs over the last few years {or
séme similar - ‘statement] T6 what extent do you. feel that .participating

ADVANCE-in the network [KU service] ‘has increased your individual
MENT

~

‘4

chances for obtaining -even . better Jobs in the future? Can -you' give

any specific examples of possible next :steps )
- < . -

.....

depended more on the exchange of benefits, less tangible rewaros, or

career. advancement?

END-OF DISCUSSION. -

{complete Face Sheet and Obsérvations Sheet) o

‘ B ] . V , M 1~56‘1 7 - B -
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A ; _ OBSERVATIONS (For SEA, REA, .and LEA) - . i
L . . - N ! R | . ) T~ -
. . o - . } - “ v . o N R -
‘ S -
LT "As  Amount’ and pron;inence of space given to ‘XU actlvitles, proxmity to
' host. organizatxon S director. .
’ S . .. .
. s ) o
ot ' - : — & ) ’ . . A ’
i ‘ . J . : : v ~ a
» SR B Ptestlge, 1mportance, and status -of KU people VS. comparable non=KU
T staff. . . - - -, =
‘ -~ o x v . - * €
L - - » . - *
Gl Inventory of materials; nature of records: purportedly "used"- are.
- T wrecords ‘WOrn -out? Close: at hand? Up to date? a . ]
ké;~, - . ) s . ) -
o SR . . . . C o DO
e o= S _ ’ -
:',]‘\ “ E : N - T . 5 I \ -
Lo D.. Pre&ence of visitors from other organizations, conducting KU buisiness.
‘J N < ._,. ) . d <. N [3 = B
. R ) ; 7 . .-" , - . - . o " - ', .
8 E. Apparent frequency of telephone calls; other communicatlons or 1nter-
N ruptlons durlng your visit. -
a .
Q. - x R S
& - % v .
L ’ "
‘ o . : o
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