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; Abstract’

\

L ' '

This 1 1/2 year study (1979-1981) examined facgors and conditions
affecting the exchange and use of knowledge resources in three (of _»~
twenty-six)} larger and more complex Pairings pf colledes/universities
and the Boston [Public Schools, mandated by cJﬁrt order in 1975 as part
of Boston's desegregation case. It was found that knowledge exchange/
use for school 1mprovement in these complex interorganizational arrange-
ments (collaborativés) 1§~governed lardely by an interaction of: their
structural arrangements; their particular history and environment; t
several, staged inter-organizational processes; and a discrete hierarchy
of needs and resources (with parallel risk and impact levels). v

These Pairings were found to be hlgﬁly person-8epegndent Yversus
product- dependent), in which individual advocacy, networking and verbal
exchange are the primary modes of cost-ineffective initiation, knowledge -

‘flow, and knowledge use. The predoplnant type of educational knowledge

flow/use was found to be situational knowledge first {47%-53%), craft
knowledge second (36%-41%), and research knowledge third (5%-16%). s
In the Palrlngs surprisingly little use was made of available federal/state/ f
private R &'D products for school improvement. Absence of suff1c1ent ) f
feedback/altering mechanisms as a désign flaw in the structual apparatus

of the Pairings, was identified as the major bar ier to moving beyond.
,//7devel functioning’ and impact. G/ﬂ .
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. INTRODUCTION .

—

This is the Executive Summary of a study of factors“and conditions ~

A

affecting the exchange, and use of-knowledge.resources in three (of
‘ .
- ~ . v N -
twenﬁy-six) pairings of colleges/universities and the Boston Public

Schools, handated‘by court order in 1975 as part of Boston's desegregation ’

case. The eighteen-month study of -these (continued) operational

pairings was conducted between 1979-1981 by TDR Assdciates, Int., of Newton,

Massachusetts, under a contract with the National Institute of Education.

The full report is presented in two volumes:. Volume I ié a cross-
- s .
case analysis, based on the three case studies contained in Volume II.(
* w
. . \ . )
The study of knowledge .exchange and use ‘for school improvement

» -
’

.becomes especially imporfant in the.face of cutbacks in staffing and

. e
' , .

bd@getg. A major assumption of inter-organizational collaboratien

" is that more can be done with "pooled"” resources(than by the partners

- o -

élone. In this s%}dy of the exchange and use of knowledge regources, .
. = N . . ; “ 9.
webare particularly interested in how school improvement iddas are
. . . < - p ,

effectively-put into prgctice through such collaboratién. . ’

-

- * The three college§£universities‘stﬁaied were chosen because
of their relatively lirge and éomplexity (eéch‘is paireg,

. ] i ’ 4
with a school district), and because of our familiarity with them.

LY >

. ‘ ' .
Separate case studies were each conducted and written by three experienced
% 0 -

rd /‘ o ,' - *
fieldworkers, who also had some "inside" affiliation with the pairing

1
- PR

-

- which they studied. Controls on bias included comparisons of sevgrél .

.

-

key-respondéng perspectives on the same(topics/issues and case analysis’

¥

. . . . , )y
and 'writeup-reviews by other staff, consultants, and people associated
with the pairiggs. In addition, the final crogs-case analysis and -

! A s
conceptual model were developed by staff who were minimally involved _;

in the threé case studies. :

.
.




1 .
., KNOWLEDGE FLGW/USE FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT ' ’

¢ ~ )

In the Pairirgs many Unlverslty/College, school, and communlty

<

people* came together around primaridy dlscrete, small-scale prOJeCtS. / -

With a combination ofestate—anéllocalﬁfunding—andvother resources, y, N

»

with a combinatjon of paid and contributed time, attention was focused .

v - ' . - ' . G
. . / ’ . . st . . - ’
. brimarily on school—deflned“neeép (listed in order of historical occurrence)-- ° '
expanided access to facilities and materials; added pérsonnel for difect -

. .

- - - . = : - s . N
services to student§; improved practices such as in cugriculum and
- 9 0y

. » . *

* © .
instruction; and (least occurring) enhancing the school"s sélf-improvement
. > A

. . . ~ ) N
capabilities. - ' : . s /

. ' . . . z <
I In planning and implementing such projects, considérable time o
was spent by the University/College-schooldcommunit& participants 'in N

2

talkiﬁg togg#ier and separately about the préblem,.and ideas about impfobe-

- - * 5 ’ o -
. - =, » N
ment. In F?gure 1 (p. 3) we characterize these and other "inter-organjza- °*

> [N

S

tional processes" on four normative scales, each related to lower- . . o

4+ —

to-higher levels of knowledge flow/use for school improvement. Using

- 4 N ’ . * N B
Eh}e modél a major ‘conclusion of the study is that the three Boston ) . . ﬁ
Pairings are governed primarily by their structural characteristics ’ T

. ~ . . N 3 . . ) . ° '
and setting, and have more-or-less stabilized'at the mid-range in the )

v
' .

model. At this mid-range'we find that: - ) .
o : ) [ .
. . . the predominant mode of knowledge flow/use is through verbal -

*  -face-to-face 1nteractlon with very little use of wrltten
< materials, such as the avallable products of federal/state(

. private R & D programs ‘and agencres, . |
?

. .
\\o . the predomlnant type of educational knowledge ‘flow/use is
{ . situational knowIedge first (47%-53%), craft knowledge second .
(36%- 41%),*5nd research knowledge third '(5%-16%) ; . ‘
. knowledde flow/use by role found school, (experience based) - . ., ‘
; staff contrrbutlng mostly situational then craft knowledge, :
and Univergity/College staff contrlbutrng mostly craft than
» research knowledge; ' - . i M
1§ee pag,e 14. 2 = o 3 N

1 o . - . R
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FIGURE 1-‘ “Conceptual Model of Inter—or@anlzatlonal Arrangements For Knowledge Utilization in Urban Sett:.ngs
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é

the directionality of the knowledge flow/use was more, of ten
two-way exchange bé@qéen University/College and school participants
in the case of the most research-oriented University/College,

and more one-way (Unjversity/College to schools) in the more
serv}te-oriehted University/College; ’

‘e

»

the content area of the knowledge flow/use (e.g., basic skills,
physical education, multicultiral) does not appear to affect
either tHe mode, type, role, or direc;iqpality of knowledge.,
flow/use; - ’ -0 -

.
" -

the level of_need addressed does affect knowledge flow/use,
with experienge based and research based knowledge being
used, respectively, concerning accesgs to facilities and materials,
added personnel for direct services to studints, improved ]
practices, and enhancing the school's self-improvement capacities;
and . ' : ' , \ . )

; - ¢ . X .
: ' . >
the setting does affect knowledge flow/use, with school staff
more tolerant of research based!knowledge if presented by
Univgréity/cd}lege staff in workshops/seminars at the University/
College setting. At the school site, school staff expect
(and use) more ‘expexjence based knowI%dge, but r¢sist reseaffh
knowledge.: | . ‘

. L

L4 . L

\ ¢ \
To yafying degrees knowledge was used in the Pairings, and
. . . ~ .

some.schqpl.ihprovement was achieved. By locating these accomplishments

. %
{ ! ' .

and associated processes "at'mid-range" in our model, we do not intend

o denigrate their‘importance. Given the setting, the ambiguity of

~ 3

the Pairings, and the structural limits, the Pai}ing'partiéipanté inched

their wa§ to mid-range'. from the very bottom of the ﬁodel. In itself
- ] v .
this stﬁegy progressioﬁ is a major accpmg?ishment., What ER% modey
. suggésts, however, is that fuguré prgrgss towagé higher levels:6£ .
' o .
knowledge flow/use is ﬁbssible,:fut will require Eléeré;ion§ ig.crikical

- - . . . A
\ v
e

) r
aspects of the entire appara§u5. J-\‘ ' . , .
o

- ’
-

High levels of knowledge.flpw/use would involve more extensive . |

¢ * ‘ .
-

adopiion and adaptation of federal/étate/pfivate R &‘B‘RrodUCts‘to -

' O

. e 4 * 4
,upgréade school pPractices, and to enhance the school's improvement capabilities:

e

- In the Pairings there is surprisinély little egidenee of use of such

-

R'& D products; almost none, actually.. With only one or two exceptions

Kl

- .

”

4 . Joe
. - .

s

-

< ~ .
N H
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v . -

in oyr cases, the Pairing participénts did:not adtively search for
Lo 1

N
-~ *

‘available R & D products, nor did the purveyors of such products try

)

to disseminate their wates to the Pairing participants.
.

Available R & D products, if sought or disseminated, may not

-

have applied exactly to many situations/qeeds in the Pairings. However,
“ o “ N

the predominance in the Pairings of locally developed; Custshi-tailored

improvement activities derived through_gxtensive discussion and negotiation ¢
14 ) -~ )

)

» < -
. “Was certainly labor intensive and therefore highly cost ineffective.

Clearly there was not a parsimonious "leveraging" of scarce (and declining)

resources. _Furthermore, locally developed improvement activities were
mostly short-lived, and seldom disseminated to other classrooms, schools,
or districts beyond their sites of origin.

~ ‘ .
v

The current arrest (equalibrium in the Painings at this mid-

range in our model) 'of localized knowledge flow/use is more-or-less

"explained" by our conceétual model, which links struciure, enwonment,

\ e ' L

and in{ér—organizational pProcesses to, the nature and extent of knowledge
L4 ° R [ -

flow/use. A major- assumption of the merl, which certainly warrants

[ . . '

. J 7N . ’
future testing 'under more controlled conditions, is ﬁhat higher levels
. . . c. 4

\

- [ 4

of knowlédge flow/use will follow: by making key structural’changes
’ »

in the inﬁer—organiéational arréngementS;\through_more effective responsive-

ness to critical historic/environmental “"filters" affecting the Pa;ringJ;
- ' * N .- . .

and by‘altéring the éomplexion of at/least three' types of inter-organizational
; . .

i

proceSjsg toward more’ "true" collaboration and mutual ekchange.

! -

~ ’
.

. EFFECTS OF STRUCTURE P .

-

1g,cénndt be over-emphasized that the Bdston Pgirings studied

were mandated by Court-order, %s%ablishing a*large, complex network
of structures to promote involvements among not only-the paired Universiti§§/
- !

' <

~
~ .
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" Colleges, schools, and parent/citizem groups, but also‘a lagée "super-

R
9

structure” as well (e.g., the Court, the Massachusetts Department of ¢ N
v < \ , .

Education, State and Boston Chapter 636 Funding Administration, the’ -
Boston School Committee, ‘the Boston Mayor's Offices and the College/ '

’ .. .

+ participants were chargéd to jointl& pPlan and execute pﬁojects and

- -

activities which they felt were\heeded té upgrade theyzquality of education

N -

and ephance equity in Boston--an achievement viewed by the Court and © .-

'

\

its planners to be key to ' successful séhoolidesegregation over the

long haul. - N . _ oo .
‘ _ Armed with this globa%gnanaate, few'procedurq}.guidelines,
*nothing said explicitly about "knowledge use", and some prior histories .

’

1 . -
of piece-meal collaboration, the Pairing participants worked their .

[ ; ¢ T ,
- way over a five-year ‘period. They moved from stagds of mutual. suspicion

and wariness to some cooperative planning, but mostly bargaining and

636 Funding of discrete,'one-yeap

trading. .InitiaIiy, the Chaptér
projects provided structure and relative eertainty within a highly’
N ~ . -

\ ambiguous ‘(unspecified) arrangement. Chapter 636 Funding required A\ -

- - . f

]
written proposals which were to include a neets assessmeni, objectives,

acEivities and timaxaples,_a detailed budget, dhd\a budge; Arationale.)

'
[

y Given such required specififity, ‘initially wary and suspicious “parthers",

v -, -

had a meansg to see that anything "slippéry" would be spotted and blocked &

, € .
in advance. However, as time progressed and as the Pairing participants
v M . h v

* became more trustful, experienced, and involvedq, they were increasingly

i A Y
frustrated by the very structures which got them started. Lheirdeepening

> ) : ] . M
- understanding gf what was needed, and .their widening vision of the
. ~t &
pessibilities for schoo} improvement, often went beyond the limits
- N « o

-
»

6 - s
- .

S

University President's Steering Committee). In this cohtexty the Pairing— — — -~

W
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.
\ 1) \/I . . -
. n - N -

a»
.o ‘ of the structure (i.e., fixed funding cycles; cumbersome administrative
3

procedures, requirements to adhere to the initial project specifications,

=
. even when alterations proved nECessary) Ihus, from our cross-case - N
: . S . o '

analysis of the effects of structure on knowledge'flow/use for school,

improvement we conclude that higher-order functioning Will require

+
that: . ; -0 \
N ) y i ;o
, , _ . those with power to altér the structural arrangements and
. . - requirements must be involved in monitoring progress, angd
) ,3 ) in periodically refining the apparatus, where warranted,
‘ ) » © pver time; ‘ . o v

_ - - given assumptions of powerlesShess which naturally develop
”\M///‘ , in Pairing participantsawith}n an ambiguous court-mandated
» arrangement, participants tend to lower their sights and
. adjust to structural limitations, rather than press for needed
-7 s structural .change; ) .
.-' ‘ s [ 7
¥ + «“the key.roles for setting direction and exerting influence,
) in"the Pairings toward higher-level functioning are powerful
: advocates and linkers, and these roles can be enacted by
- / people in a variety of staff and administrative pos1tions . ~
. in the Pairings and their- superstructures; Lo ‘R
. . P
the most critical positions in the Pairings for facilitating
cooperative (and eventpally collaborative) planning and action -

!

! are University/College*and school coerdinators, «
.-
N . year-long, terminal projects satisfy some needs, for ‘short--
‘term outcomes, expected especially by school staff and parent/
oo . citizen groups;
. to satisfy the short term needs of school staff and parent/citizen .
, ; "groups, Short-term projects should be designed as part of . v
— : . * long termed programs for cumulative effect and higher—order -
‘functigning; o - e v
* . | ¢ C e . . n
. overall,, parent/community group -involvement in the Boston
. Pairings was primarily ceremonial despite many ‘efforts to
' - the éontrary, . ? .
. ’ :a characteristic fragmentation ("loose coupling") of subunits g
, . in schools and Universities/Colleges requires freduent and~. s -
- . multiple communications regarding Pairing projects and activities

RN . ' for their spread (leveraging) across subunits, ) ‘

N

.

.

. . a predominant t lpe and focus of the Univers1ty/College (1. e ,
research, -teaching, service) affects the emphases of the
Pairing project and activities;fand hence the nature and
extent of knowledge flow/use “for school, improvement; and

o L+ o ‘ . ‘ — ) . ’ ‘ .
CERIC NG v e T
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Y . . inadequate and inappropriate incentives (including moﬂey)
for most partiCipants have and continue to be a major barniér
’ to prOJeCt and activity 1nvolvement, and attention to knowledge
_— flow/use. ‘ ’

s ' N These structural fattors were inherent in the «design of the
‘ . 3 . . . "

Pairings at the outset. Most project partiCipants simply assumed that

-

since they were enmeshed in a Court-order, that they wete forever set

v . ‘.

> in stone. With each group of participants assuming low power for themselves,

few made any sustained effort to test where the apparatus coul‘bbe

. altered in line with what experience and. hindsight suggested This

. . ‘
g o

led to a "rule of the least common denominator”, in which éarticipants
N ‘ :—‘ M *
adjusted their ¥ision, down, to fit within the structural limits. Had ~

. 4 . v
N

the.?ourt and its planners extended théir role into long—term monitoring

and.evaluatio? of the effects of the'structuretwhich'it created, needed’

refinements méi have kept apace with the steady progression'toward N
. t * .

' C higher—order knowledge fiow/use for school improvement achieved by‘.’

- .. the Pairin; partioibants.‘ ﬁithout that capacity the progression came

&

» N a

- ’b . . - I'd
. to equilibrYum (at’ mid-range in our model},. as vision and effort gave .
i - ’ - ’

way to the &Eight of what ‘came to be mdre and more of a structural yoke.

~
» 'O i

. . EFFECTS OF HISTORY AND ENVIRONMENT =~ . . - - '

S ® . .
A vTaken together  the Court's desegregation plan and Pairifg plan

. .

created 3 major upheaval‘fok’the Boston Public SChools Bnd its constituent

Y . ’
. .

v

N . . ! N ’
» groups. At its worst it meant to some. (the dreaded) forced busing \\

o - v, / K4 :
. and school system decentralization, with all the cenfusion ‘and stress
® > Y .t - - L \
+* * \’
. . . s
. which -such changes typically engender. To’others it meant an oppottynity
. . - . ‘ . - & oL

to break set, to get out of the rut of segregation, inequity, and poor'

. . .o . 1 .
. - . . N\ -

Tt dpality education. The Pairings could become a’ counter-foil to the
I perceived ills of desegregation, given the positive nature of their . LI
T charge to,upgrade educatfon and promote equity., / :
.o . 8 . \ ) .
' ‘ oo & -
Q . .
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[ * .
waevegL\many Bosteh staff resented what they saw in the plan:

U \
- . .

as a slap-ln the-face; a' strong suggestlon of their IncompetenCe and

EVON

r .

inertia. }xany were proud of their prior effortsland accomplishments,

¢ .

and were p;dfoundly'insultea by this hnderfone of tﬁe Cod}t's agtions.
Many pniveqﬁity/College professors held long-standing stereotypes and

A} . .
biases against the Boston Public Schools, and thus.entered the Pairings

with an dir of condescention. These initial attitudes were conditioned

f‘ !
by history: and the new enviromment (i.e., desegregation, decentralization, -

¢ -

‘the pairings), and the effects of such "filters" continue to influence
. >

-

the nature End extent of knowledge flaw/use for school improvement

-

+ in the.Pairings. From our cross-case analysis, we conclude that:

\
-

in the initial'stages,(l-z years) of mandated inter-organizational
arrangements which involve such major changes, participants

will devote considerable time and energy vying for power

and influence in an ambiguous environment, and will tend

to engage in projécts and activities with minimal ¥isk (e.g.,
access to facilities and materials);

parental/community supéort for the Pairings will be vexy-
difficult to obtain when the Pairings are an integral part

of an emotionally charged, Court-ordered desegregation;

the colleges/universities, especially, must avoid taking
too much credit-for the Pairings' achievement, as this will
further antagonize school and community participants; s -

— N\ .
within a coﬁtext‘of,desegregation, pProjects and activities
which gain the most Yublic support are the "basics" (e.qg.,
reading, mathematics),tﬁnd the least popular (which were Fa
avoided in the Pai'rings) would involve direct race relations &
work; and . ;%E ‘ -

X ;

] - -~
collaborat1vg/cooperat1ve 1nvolvement between' thé palred
colleges/unlver51t1es and schools prior to the Pairings accelerates:
and supports the Palrlng s operations and accomplishments.. -

In contrast to other components in our modeld'such historic
[ 3 . ' . .

»

filters are fixed and unalterable. éurthermore, little conscious attention

‘ . ' g . s
is giyen to historical and environmental facxorsﬁﬁthe Pairing part1c1pant§-’
. ' Lo /
become quickly absdfgag Wlth projects, act1v1t1es, funding, poWer, and

L4 'h; 4

)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~with the issues involved, the negative impact of hiStory afd environment

»
.conclusions: -~

e

. N

¢ ' /
N, “L
the like. However, to achieve higher-orderx, knowledge flow/use for

*school improvement, the Paifing planners and participants need to become

-

-~ more sensitive to the effects of the partzcular hlstory ang env1ronment

A

of their sgttiné. By developing more effective stfatedies to deal ,

\
N

. - . . N .

can to some extent be reduced. - . . . . o~

-~ EFFECTS OF INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESSES ., , . ~ | L .
v N - ." l )
Given the nature of the structure, histcric/environmental f;}ters,ﬁ L

and hierarchy of needs/resources discussed above, the Paiiings eventually

s Ao .. '
settled (after five. years) into a process patt&¥n (equalibrium) as y

“t “ :
inter-organizational arrangements. In our conceptual mgdel we describe
three sets of inter-organizational processes, ordered from low-to-
. ) o . —~

high-order'functioning (bottom-to-top, respectively) in severai‘etages,

“

as shown in Figure 1 (p. 33. - . .

<
///(,/ Collectively these processes settled §nto -af* equalibrium at

N

. /
about mid-level functioning, with variations as:described in. the following

. the predominant current stage of interactidn in the Pairings
is negotiation (interaction leading to a growth of understanding
-and respect), which is just short of ‘institutionalized coopera-
. tion and collaboration because it typically involves new
initiatives by one Pairing group;

-

. the initiation of activities in the- Palrlngs is mixed, with
the schools, assuming the role of client (user)'and the Unlversltles/
Colleges act1ng as services providers;

. the pattern of kﬁowledge flow/use varies con51derably, depending
on the type of knowledge, and other process dimensions such .
as power, certainty, stability, needs, understandlng, trxust,
perceived mutual benefit, and maturity (vis a vis preblem-
solving) of the participants; and ‘

“i . the predominant type of inter-orgdnizational behavibr in
the Pairing involves ome participant group trying to "sé&ll"
. other groups on ideas, projects, and activities.

it | “

10 .
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&

. . Y . EFFECTS OF HIERARCHY OF NEEDS/RESOURCES

: S 5. -

. . \ . ‘
- X In one sense tnis pattern of inteé-organi;ational processes
R . - . R

is sgrﬂrisingl§ consistent across the three Pa¥rings studied, with

o some'minor vérration.attributed mafnly to differenoes-in the three ’

: ’Universities/Colleges involved. That, consistency is underst;ndable,

~

\
>

.'however, given that the three Pairings share a..common structure, his?ory

and enVironments, and needs/resources. As with these other factors,

the inter-organizqtional\proéesses deseribed herein have an effect

. X K

on the nature and extent of knowledge use for school improvement. Likewise,

v N L3

oUr conceptual model predItts that higher-order knowledge use for school

“
-

improvement will result ‘from higher-order functioning of_these inter-

organizational Processes--institutiohalized collaboration whith is .

" mutually desired .and instituted, with knowledge exchange through a
A - ..

*
v

mutual shéring of -ideas and resources among participant groups aimed,

’ <

at knowledge use for school improvement:
. v

-

" . As stated earlier, thé~Pairings‘?howed a definite hierarchy.

in the underlying needs to which projects and activities (resources)

- -

‘ were applied. From lowest -~to~highest order of needs resources (in
terms of knowledge flow/uSe), we "have described: expanded access/to

LY

‘ fapiLities and materials; added personnel for direct services to students;

-
~ [

improved practices such’as in curriculum and instruction; and (least
3} B ~
KA occgrring) enhanCing the school's self -improvement capabilities. Movement
& ~ o
up this hierarchy did occur over time as trust and understanding improved,

.,_\‘,:

RS
to ovgrcome the greater risk associated with efforts to improve practices

. T ( .
and;self-improvement capabilities. . In our cross-case analysis, we
' »
N i‘ ", -’

cohlcudé that: ‘ y;

11
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-

) s - .
- . matching school needs with college/unlver51ty resources requlres
. - ¢ detailed knowledge.of the school situation, to insure that .
concerns and expectations are fully understoad;

. school people and especiall§ parents and community leaders .
. often assumed that the resources pf the "rich" cdﬁleges and
" universities were limitless and aVallable, and that to pay
for them constituted a "rip-off"}’

-

. evidenge of knowledge flqw/use increases as we move up th
» hierarchy of nebds/resoutges applled to the Pairings, progects

P and activities; . . ,4{

3 . N

. v1eW1ng themselves as cllents to be served, school people

e came to expect college/unlversL y staff, to do things for, Y

more often than with them, and

¢ + -

’

. in most cases school people wan ed additidns to or refinement
in their existing operat;ons*— w-were interested ‘in fuudamental
change or renewal. R :

3

.

These and other gspects of the hileraychy of needs/}esqpfces‘
- ) . . .

history/environment, ‘and inter-organiza 'one} pgocesses. Actually,

}» .

our conceﬁtual model‘}mplies a complex Ynteraction of all these factors

.

on each other, as well as on the outco

v

of knowledge flow/use. = ° .

. KNOWLEDGE FLOW/USE IN RETROSPECT {

'@g‘ ., We would liie to underscore ‘;cénceptual and methodqQlogical

-

e ’ ,“
difficulty that we encountered by tredting knowlédge as either experience

based (situational and craft), or research based. On the surface these
. L X . .

"types" of knowledge seem distinguisiable. In operation, however, . ~

e - »
they blur €bgether'and overlap to su h an extent as to suggeé@ that .

.

. ) .-
they are fused “into something of a Gastalt. For;éxample, as collegé/ .

univefsity and school staff talk about a particular classroom or school

situation ("situational knowledge"), their selection and characterization :
| — . .
of meaningful episodes is guided by their' accumulated practical exper%hpce

("craft knowledge"), and in the.easewqf'many college/university staff“/
cy 1
- 7 N - -

16 - -
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especially, possibly influenced by (a less discernable) cummulative,
’ A ) )

- . - . B . hd
"stored" experience in and reading of studies on or related to the
’ ’ ~ -~
topic at hand ("research knowledge"). What is expressed in verbal
- 4 -
exchange, and hence open_ to observatlon, may be ?erely the tip of the

4 o~

Y

knowledge iceberg. Evern.when asked, participants find it difficult ) °

’

| g
' ' . . -
to classify their thoughts so neatly. - . JFN\

Our difficulties in tracking what may be artificially distinct

knowledge categories may in patt be an artifact of the predominant

mode of knowledge,flow/use in the Pﬁirings}/namely face-to-face, verbal .

~

interaction. It méy be simpler to establish the derivation of more

conventionally studied R & D products, such™as innovative programs

or cu:;éculum packages. But even Ehen, we axe studying the‘produete

of huménlthouirt and.learning, in which ideas and memory are interwoven

in litg}e—unde;stdod.paLHérns.‘ It is useful to calegorizexhtypes“ ) .o
s . 8 '

of knowledgg for analxtic purposes, but a dander in this é%tif%cial

atomization is that we may leose sight of theix Gestalt.

Through this study of three very complex inter—organizational

%
arrangements, we have come to appreciate more the dlfflcultles 1nvolved ¥

in conceptuallzlng and tracking thls phenomenop called knowledge flow/use

foq school improyement. Next time around we hope to sharpen our approach

to this problem, and we encourage others to delve deeper ifto this . -

knotty epistemological_issue. One useful direction would involve in-

3 - 3 .

depth interviewing with participants in such inter-organizationallarrange-/”

.
.

ments to better understand their phenomonological conceptions of knowledge

flow/use. How conscious are they of these phenomena? Do tﬁi§.find

such distinctions useful? Can they be”trained to be better tranglators

’

of ideas inqo practice? Thus, more direct probing of the outcome

. -

13
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. ‘dimension of this study is called for in future research, before more

study of the factors and conditions which affect that outcome--knowlege
5 . -~

flow/us® for sohooblimprovementv \ ’ v

- = '

t * RS ! . * -
: Y - . " '
' ~ Footnote
AL

~ ~
-
- ~

1 ' X ) ] :
A . 1In general, there are two sources for knowledge ich we consider
‘ in the following analysis: .
>»
x . N
a . Research Bésed Knowledge - information on education ST utlllzatlon

. , Processes dbtained directly or 1nd1rectly (from books, reputable
e , exXperts, etc.) from disciplined, scientific inquiry. Its
assertions concernlng education practice and knowledge processes
.are based on objectlbe" evidence.

. . v

- + Experience Based Knowledge - information on education or
; ) utlllzatlon,processes%ﬂ?_QEd primarily from practice, which .
we have further divided into two sub- -categories:
Y *
‘ . : - Craft Based Knowledge - 1nformatlon or assertlons derived
< primarily from the accumulated and articulated experiences
of practitioners, and relies heavily on -the’ attributed.
o common sense and trustworthiness of the person(s) asserting $
© o it. . - . .

‘ «

”

- Situational Knowleée - information or assertions about
educational practice and the transfer of knowledge

_ » which comes from familiarity with a concrete situation ]
L ‘and consists of statements about the’sgituation; it !\
’ is not proposed as generalizable beyond that setting »
R o X lin contrast to craft knowledge whlch is offered as .
| generallzable). ’
. . i
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